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Executive Summary 

In 1999, Abt Associates Inc. initiated a HUD-sponsored study of Strategies that Enhance 
Community Relations in Tenant-Based HCVP Programs. The goal of the study was to 
provide HUD with a thorough understanding of the conditions that precipitate local 
opposition to the Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCVP—in this publication, the term 
“HCVP” is used to describe the concept historically described as “Section 8”) and the 
strategies that are effective in mitigating potential or real conflicts. A team of senior housing 
professionals with extensive HCVP experience was assembled to research eight situations 
around the country where communities have faced local opposition to tenant-based HCVPs. 
This report presents the findings of the study. 

The rapid growth of the HCVP in recent years has provided an important opportunity for 
many low-income families to find affordable housing in previously inaccessible 
neighborhoods. However, as the experience of the eight study sites suggests, this opportunity 
also presents its challenges as the program becomes more visible and the potential for 
controversy about the growing presence of HCVP families in certain neighborhoods 
increases. In many cases, HCVP becomes a scapegoat for larger problems or changes in the 
community over which the housing authority has little apparent control. It appears that the 
best course of action for housing authorities in such situations is to take ownership of the 
problem, whether or not they have the resources at hand to resolve the controversy. 

This research offers some valuable lessons regarding the conditions that precipitate HCVP 
conflicts and the strategies that are effective in mitigating them. Although the number of 
study sites was limited, the data collected provide a good illustration of the kinds of 
neighborhoods that may be vulnerable to HCVP controversy; the kinds of issues over which 
controversy can arise; common housing authority reactions to community opposition; and 
effective approaches to improving community relations over the long-term. The principal 
lessons learned in each of these areas are summarized below: 

•	 Neighborhoods that are experiencing economic decline, or are perceived to be “not 
what they used to be,” are vulnerable to HCVP conflict.  Anxieties about neighborhood 
decline were often fueled by trends that are visible at a local level, such as a drop in 
property values or decrease in homeownership rates, changes in the racial makeup in the 
community, or a downward trend in public school test scores. 

•	 The areas with the highest concentration of poverty and/or the highest concentration 
of HCVP recipients may not be those that experience conflict.  Among the study sites 
where HCVP conflict emerged, poverty rates ranged from 6 percent to 41 percent, with 
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Exhibit 6.1 
PHA Strategies 

Strategies Baltimore Camden Cook Fairfax Lynn Montgomery San Antonio Syracuse 

Community Outreach 

Community Liaison U U 

Public Education U 

Interagency Partnerships 

Police U U U U U U 

Local Govt./Elected Officials U U U U U 

Compliance and Monitoring 
Efforts 

Compliance Program U U U U 

Hotline U U U U U 

Linked Police Record U U U U U 

New Administrative Practices 

HQS U U U 

Screening U U 

Tenant Training U U U 

Landlord Training U U 

Rent Reasonableness U U U U 

Landlord Outreach U 

Mobility U U 

U Strategy pursued aggressively; U Strategy pursued, but not as aggressively 



However, where participant viewpoints diverged dramatically, community meetings had the 
potential to create expectations that could not be met. In these cases, the meeting itself could 
fuel opposition and harden the views of conflicting parties. 

At most of the study sites, community meetings ultimately led to more positive outcomes and 
encouraged housing authority staff to think about long-term strategies for reaching out to the 
community and maintaining good relations. Two such strategies, each adopted by a handful 
of sites, are discussed here: 

• Dedicating staff to act as official community liaisons; and 
• Developing public education materials or a public awareness campaign. 

6.3.1 Community Liaisons 

In the wake of vocal opposition to the HCVP, several housing authorities decided to dedicate 
staff to community outreach activities. For example, in Baltimore, the housing authority 
hired two community liaisons—each with responsibility for a different geographic area of the 
city—to resolve citizen complaints by working closely with HCVP staff, city housing 
officials, the police, and the sanitation department. The liaisons have access to police 
records, which enables them to determine if a particular tenant has been arrested for criminal 
activity. 

The community liaison for east Baltimore attends the monthly meetings of the Patterson Park 
Outreach Committee, which was created in 1996 in order to provide residents with a forum to 
meet with city staff and have their concerns addressed. The meeting is also attended by 
representatives of the police, the city department that administers code enforcement, the 
sanitation department, and neighborhood groups. The role of the community liaison is to 
respond to community concerns related to HCVP landlords or tenants. While the community 
liaison is well received by the local residents, they are frustrated by the limitations under 
which this staff member must operate. In particular, he is unable to reveal whether a given 
address (identified as a problem by neighbors) is in the HCVP. Instead, he privately 
investigates all complaints and reports back in general terms whether action has been taken. 
In addition, this individual is responsible for managing all of the HCVP concerns in east 
Baltimore and is severely overburdened. For these reasons, he is seen as not as effective as 
he could be in addressing the concerns of Patterson Park residents. 

The San Antonio Housing Authority (SAHA) did not create new staff positions, but charged 
HCVP staff with taking a more active community outreach role. The HCVP manager attends 
neighborhood association meetings on a regular basis. In addition, the HQS inspectors are 
assigned to specific geographic areas within the city. Because they visit their assigned 
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neighborhoods frequently, they become known to residents and can follow up on complaints 
quickly. In the Montgomery neighborhood of San Antonio, residents spoke positively about 
the willingness of HCVP staff to meet with them regularly, even though they believe their 
concerns about HCVP concentration have yet to be fully addressed. 

In addition to becoming increasing responsive to community complaints, SAHA staff 
reported that they are now proactive in reaching out to local political leaders and to the 
media. The Executive Director and Deputy Director meet routinely with political and 
community leaders to identify potential problems and intervene before they boil over. 
SAHA’s HCVP division works to maintain a cooperative relationship with local news media 
and is often offered the opportunity to comment on HCVP stories prior to publication. This 
has resulted in fewer negative stories than in past years. 

Looking across the study sites, the use of community liaisons has met with mixed results. In 
Baltimore, the hiring of community liaison staff was clearly a step forward and appreciated 
by Patterson Park neighbors. But a neighborhood representative noted that more than two 
staff persons are needed to address the HCVP problems in the city and that the individuals 
assigned to these positions do not have the seniority to recommend policy changes within the 
housing authority. 

San Antonio seems to have been more successful, perhaps because more total staff time has 
been devoted to community outreach. Outreach occurred at a variety of different levels 
within the agency—from housing inspectors to senior HCVP staff to the Executive 
Director—suggesting the level of commitment throughout the organization to this effort. 
This is similar to what has taken place in Fairfax County, where staff dedicated to program 
compliance and monitoring (see Section 6.4) also play significant outreach roles. 

6.3.2 Public Education Materials/Public Awareness Campaigns 

Several housing authorities developed written materials to explain the program and its 
operations to neighborhood groups and interested citizens. The Fairfax County 
Redevelopment and Housing Authority (FCRHA) has found it productive to work with 
homeowners’ associations. In townhouse developments it is often the neighbors, rather than 
the absentee landlord, who are first affected by a problem tenant. The FCRHA created a 
brochure for homeowners’ associations that explains the HCVP, including the responsibilities 
of the landlord, the tenant, and the agency; the process for making a complaint; and the 
circumstances in which the FCRHA may be able to intervene. 

The Lynn Housing Authority (LHA) offers an example of how this can be taken further to 
create a multi-faceted public awareness campaign to improve the image of the agency and the 
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HCVP. The campaign began when LHA’s new Executive Director invited city council 
representatives to take an evening tour and to point out the ten most troublesome addresses in 
the city. As it turned out, none of the properties identified were HCVP units. Although this 
was a moment of education for the city council and relief for the housing authority, it was not 
the end of the discussion. The housing authority recognized that proving the HCVP’s 
“innocence” in these particular situations did nothing to resolve the council’s concerns about 
problem properties or problem residents. 

In response, the LHA initiated a three-part strategy: 

• to enhance confidence in the HCVP by improving program administration; 
• to educate city officials and the public about the subsidized housing programs; and, 
•	 to engage with the community in problem solving—whether or not the problem sites 

were under the jurisdiction of the LHA. In essence, the LHA committed to becoming an 
active citizen of the community. 

The first challenge for the LHA was to change community perceptions about the HCVP. As 
discussed later, a Housing Integrity Program (HIP) was implemented to address concerns 
about specific families or properties and to develop confidence in the integrity program 
administration. However, it was also necessary for LHA to address the more general issue of 
the role of subsidized housing in the community. LHA officials met with citizens who felt 
that Lynn had far too much subsidized housing and others who felt that even more assisted 
housing was needed. They heard from parents who felt that subsidized housing was ruining 
the schools and elderly individuals who no longer felt safe in their neighborhoods. It appears 
that LHA staff managed to maintain a balance in these discussions. They acknowledged the 
concerns of citizens without pandering to their fears and, at the same time, advocated for 
carefully conceived and competently administered housing assistance programs. Most 
importantly, the LHA took a leadership role in trying to solve the larger problems of the Lynn 
community. They took ownership of these problems even though they did not have all of the 
tools at hand to resolve them. 

6.2 Creating Interagency Partnerships 

Housing authorities sometimes have a reputation for being insular and not working in 
consultation with local governments or elected leaders. At a few sites, key informants noted 
that a positive outcome of the HCVP conflict was the increased collaboration between the 
housing agency and other local government institutions. 

At five study sites, a perception that there was a link between neighborhood crime and HCVP 
residents prompted housing agencies to look to local police departments for data and an 
increased level of coordination. Fairfax County appears to have been especially successful in 
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developing a relationship with the local police. As a first step, the FCRHA implemented a 
process for cross-referencing HCVP addresses with police department records to identify 
instances of criminal behavior or unauthorized occupants. This sometimes has led to 
terminations of assistance. In other cases, it has led to a warning. 

In addition, during the course of the controversy, the Fairfax County police department 
converted to a community policing model which was viewed by many as helping to relieve 
tensions. Community policing brought bicycle patrols to the Route 1 corridor and a 
designated police contact for each of the homeowners’ associations. Complaints about crime 
and HCVP tenant behaviors diminished considerably. Although the move to community 
policing was an independent intervention not initiated by the housing agency, the timing and 
the resulting successful cooperation contributed to the resolution of many community 
concerns. This collaboration also changed the perceptions of the police department about the 
HCVP. The Fairfax County experience suggests that PHAs could benefit from encouraging 
and participating in community policing initiatives. 

Several other sites might have benefited from earlier involvement with the police department. 
In the case of Syracuse, the HCVP conflict dragged on for several years as neighbors in the 
University/Westcott area tried unsuccessfully to have HCVP tenants evicted for disruptive, 
sometimes criminal behavior. Countless police incidents and several arrests over a three-year 
period ultimately led the police to declare one duplex a nuisance property and subject to 
confiscation by the City. This step effectively ended the controversy. Coordination between 
the housing authority and the police earlier in the process might have helped to solve this 
problem at an earlier point. 

6.3 Understanding Housing Market Dynamics/HCVP Locations 

As noted in Chapter 4, at the start of the HCVP controversies few of the housing agencies at 
the study sites were knowledgeable about local housing market dynamics or mapped the 
locations of HCVP residents. Over the course of the conflicts, several agencies began to 
monitor where HCVP residents were living. The information gained from this exercise was 
useful in providing factual information to the community about the real concentration of 
HCVP in the area of controversy. While this information created greater understanding of 
the issues, factual information was generally not enough to address community concerns. 

Not far into the controversy, the Fairfax County housing agency attempted to show that the 
proportion of HCVP recipients in the county was relatively small, even in the Route 1 
corridor. But community residents were not appeased. To be effective, a PHA must help 
local citizens interpret the information it provides and educate the public about how assisted 
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housing programs interact with the market placesometimes merely reflecting existing 
conditions and other times perhaps serving as a catalyst for neighborhood improvement. 

In addition to understanding where HCVP residents are located, it is also important for 
housing authorities to know about the neighborhoods in their jurisdiction and how local 
housing markets operate. The Lynn Housing Authority took this step, in part to help inform 
the public debate about subsidized housing, and developed two communication and planning 
tools. A citywide housing market study was undertaken in 1998. A year later, the housing 
authority commissioned a comparability study of Lynn and ten other Massachusetts cities. 
Key among the issues raised by these studies was the need to find a balance between meeting 
the needs of Lynn’s many low- and moderate-income residents and increasing the overall 
value of the city’s housing and tax base. The comparability study also pointed to the need for 
Lynn to strengthen its commercial viability, increase homeownership rates, and focus on 
redevelopment activities that would improve housing quality and reduce housing density. 
Both of these reports have helped LHA staff to understand local housing market dynamics 
and have been used effectively by the LHA to engage the community in a discussion about 
the future of Lynn and the role of subsidized housing. 

6.4 Improving Compliance and Monitoring Efforts 

Six of eight study sites responded to the HCVP conflict by increasing their program 
compliance or monitoring efforts. Three specific strategies were implemented: 

•	 A separate housing compliance program with dedicated staff to investigate complaints 
and implement fraud prevention polices; 

• A telephone hotline; and 
• Linkages to police records. 

6.4.1 Compliance Programs 

A few agencies—including Lynn, Fairfax County, and Montgomery County—developed 
aggressive compliance programs as a means of addressing community concerns. The Lynn 
Housing Authority established the Housing Integrity Program (HIP) to receive and investigate 
complaints from the community about HCVP units and participants, as well as to implement 
the authority’s in-house fraud prevention and detection activities. Under HIP, complaints can 
be received by mail, telephone, or in person and may be made anonymously. Staff reported that 
most complaints about tenants relate to unauthorized household members, unreported income, 
housing quality, or nuisance behavior. There are also occasional complaints about landlords 
who are suspected of requiring additional illegal payments from tenants. 
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Regardless of the source of information, both tenants and landlords may be asked to appear 
for informal meetings to discuss allegations or information that has been received. At the 
informal meeting, the parties are given an opportunity to respond to the complaint. LHA also 
uses this opportunity to remind the parties of program rules and requirements. If an 
allegation cannot be substantiated, the participant receives information about the applicable 
rules and no further action is taken. If deliberate program abuse has occurred, steps are taken 
to terminate participation. When the authority determines that there was no intent to commit 
fraud, the situation may be corrected (for example, by putting an unauthorized tenant on the 
lease or by having the family enter into a repayment agreement) without terminating the 
family. 

LHA staff emphasized that solving problems and assuring the program’s integrity are the 
goals of HIP, not terminating tenants. The low rate of terminations, about 10 percent of the 
more than 3,000 complaints received since the program began, substantiates this claim. LHA 
staff also noted that the meetings often present an opportunity to provide additional assistance 
to participants. When it appears that the tenant needs supportive services, appropriate 
referrals are made. Finally, staff also suggested that investigations under HIP have helped the 
authority to refine its procedures and have taught staff how to ask better questions of tenants 
during the certification and recertification processes. 

The Montgomery County housing agency has also made efforts to improve enforcement, by 
hiring a compliance officer to investigate allegations of HCVP fraud. Housing authority staff 
reported that this step (in addition to a hotline) has helped to reduce fraud and improve 
overall program operations. It has provided the MCHA with hard data to counter 
longstanding misperceptions about crime and the HCVP. The compliance officer position 
has also encouraged greater coordination between the Norristown Police Department and the 
MCHA, improving the agency’s ability to screen applicants and terminate tenants for 
criminal or drug related activity. 

6.4.2 Telephone Hotlines 

Housing authorities at four study sites established telephone hotlines to accept and act on 
complaints about the program or particular participants or landlords. As an example, the San 
Antonio Housing Authority (SAHA) put in place a 24-hour telephone hotline that allows the 
community to make complaints, either anonymously or by name. Non-anonymous callers are 
typically called back within one working day. Where a complaint indicates a lease violation, 
an investigation by HCVP staff is undertaken. In cases of possible fraud, the call is routed to 
SAHA’s Inspector General. Even when a complaint does not appear to be a lease or program 
violation, SAHA staff are careful to sympathize with the complainant while explaining that 
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they cannot control every aspect of participant behavior. SAHA staff are instructed not to put 
off the caller by simply indicating that it is not a housing authority problem. 

Montgomery County has a telephone hotline that functions similarly to the San Antonio 
hotline. Staff noted that efforts are made to publicize the hotline by placing posters on 
bulletin boards at rental properties and through newspaper advertisements. 

6.4.3 Linkages to Police Records 

In order to respond to allegations about criminal behavior of HCVP residents, several 
housing authorities have made arrangements under which law enforcement agencies identify 
HCVP units where criminal activity has been reported. The Fairfax County initiative to 
cross-reference HCVP addresses with police department records was described earlier as part 
of the County’s effort to improve interagency partnerships. Similar arrangements have been 
made in Montgomery County, where the MCHA compliance officer receives monthly police 
reports that identify police calls to buildings where there are HCVP households. If a 
particular address is generating a number of calls, he will follow up with the participants, 
issue a warning and, in some cases, initiate proceedings for terminating the household from 
the HCVP. In Baltimore, the community liaison officer is able to search police records for 
information on HCVP tenants although there is no systematic exchange of information on a 
regular basis. 

6.4.4 Success of Compliance and Monitoring Efforts 

Effective program compliance and monitoring are important elements of good HCVP 
administration. Three housing authorities—Fairfax County, Lynn, and Montgomery 
County—used all of the mechanisms described here in their effort to address community 
concerns and improve program performance. Of these three sites, Fairfax and Lynn appear to 
have been the most successful in using these strategies to solve community relations 
problems, perhaps because they were engaged in solving the problem on a number of fronts. 
That is, in addition to working to improve program compliance and weed out bad tenants, 
they were creating interagency partnerships and taking other measures to improve their image 
in the community. Montgomery County, on the other hand, relied more heavily on 
compliance and monitoring measures as a means of solving the problem. The MCHA had a 
difficult relationship with the local neighborhood organization as well as with government 
entities in the county, and compliance improvements alone were not enough to reverse 
negative perceptions about the HCVP. 
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6.5 Revising Administrative Practices 

In the course of most HCVP community conflicts, questions arise about the manner in which 
the local housing authority is administering its program. As discussed in Chapter 4, some of 
the most common complaints at the study sites concerned basic administrative practices such 
as determining rent levels and housing quality for HCVP units, screening tenants, and 
providing tenant and landlord training. 

A number of agencies at the study sites took these complaints seriously and began a process 
of reviewing and revising their administrative practices. In this section, we present several 
specific examples of administrative changes that were tried and discuss whether these 
changes contributed to conflict resolution. 

6.5.1 Changes in Rent Reasonableness and HQS in Baltimore 

Following initial complaints by Patterson Park neighbors and a HUD intervention in 1996, 
the Housing Authority of Baltimore City (HABC) took several steps to improve its 
administration of the HCVP. At the direction of HUD staff, the HABC improved its 
procedures for conducting rent reasonableness. A better basis for defining relevant 
geographical areas was established, and an effort was made to draw distinctions among 
housing units that passed HQS based on the quality and amenities of the unit. For several 
years after these reforms were initiated, HCVP staff consulted with the local community 
development corporation about rent levels when a new landlord joined the HCVP. 
According to the CDC director, despite these changes there are still fundamental 
improvements that need to be made in terms of adjusting rent levels to reflect unit condition, 
providing incentives for landlords to make improvements, and using higher rents to 
encourage landlord participation in less-impacted areas. This opinion is consistent with a 
recent report commissioned by the Mayor, which found that “although HABC has made some 
efforts to improve its process for setting program rents, it still appears that excessively high 
rents are being paid for marginal units in concentrated areas… The result is increasing 
concentrations of HCVP families in impacted neighborhoods.”11 

The story for the enforcement of HQS is similar. Following HUD’s review, the HABC made 
several changes to its inspection and termination procedures. The agency adopted stricter 
guidelines for terminating tenants who created HQS violations by damaging units, and the 
inspections department streamlined procedures for logging in complaints and initiating 
sanctions, i.e., abating rents for non-compliant units. The department also improved the 

11	 “Managing for Success, A Report to the Mayor by the Greater Baltimore Committee and the Residents’ 
Roundtable,” July 2000, Section 10-F. 
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percentage of inspections that take place as scheduled by sending out letters of notification in 
advance of the inspection. From the point of view of Patterson Park homeowners, however, 
these initiatives have been only moderately successful. The report to the Mayor also found 
much room for improvement in the area of HQS, citing quality control reviews conducted by 
the HABC as part of the SEMAP certification process that showed error rates in excess of 90 
percent in the HQS inspections process.12  The comments of the HCVP Director indicate a 
lack of confidence in the current system: “I think that we need to make sure that we are 
enforcing HQS. We probably need to raise HQS standards or provide neighborhoods with 
the opportunity to enforce their own standards. But if we do this we stand the chance that no 
landlords will participate in the program.” 

In short, efforts made by the housing authority to improve administrative performance have 
not fully resolved the HCVP controversy in Patterson Park or resulted in a major overhaul of 
the HCVP. The fact that the administrative changes were initiated by HUD and not internally 
may explain why they do not appear to have been fully implemented or sustained. 

6.5.2 Fairfax’s HCVP Housing Program Action Plan 

Fairfax County took initiative on many fronts to resolve concerns about the HCVP. In 
addition to the community outreach, interagency partnership, and compliance efforts already 
discussed, the housing authority took stock of program administration and implemented a 
number of changes as part of a HCVP Housing Program Action Plan. These included: 

•	 Improved Briefings on Housing Opportunities to Encourage Mobility.  The FCRHA 
refocused participant briefings to emphasize that affordable housing opportunities exist 
throughout the county. A new briefing script, video presentation, and participant packet 
have been developed, as well as a new brochure “Finding Your New Home in Fairfax 
County” that highlights the employment opportunities, transportation services, housing, 
and community amenities that are available in five distinct areas of the county. These 
actions met with the approval of Route 1 residents and political leaders, but reportedly 
created considerable controversy among other members of the Fairfax County Board of 
Supervisors who felt that the FCRHA was now “steering” families to other parts of the 
county. Because of such sensitivities, FCRHA officials note that they rarely talk about 
“mobility” opportunities. Rather, they have established as a goal the administration of a 
quality program in all parts of the county. 

0 

12	 “Managing for Success,” Section 10-G. SEMAP is HUD’s new performance measurement system for the 
HCVP. 
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•	 Participant Responsibility Initiative.  Tenant outreach and briefing materials were 
revised to stress the need for good tenant behavior and the penalties for bad behavior. 
The headline on the authority’s brochure announces: “HCVP: A Responsibility—Not a 
Right.” Families who move from other jurisdictions are required to participate in a 
FCRHA briefing even if they have been briefed by the sending housing authority to 
assure that they are aware of local expectations or, as stated by one staff member, to 
“scare them about compliance.” 

•	 Landlord Initiative. Because a majority of HCVP landlords are amateur landlords and 
many of the problems that were identified stemmed from lack of appropriate action by 
landlords, the FCRHA improved its written materials for landlords and developed 
landlord training programs. FCRHA staff became active in a newly created Route One 
Corridor Council composed of the property managers in the Route 1 area. 

•	 Improved Rent Determinations. The FCRHA commissioned a market study, as well as a 
study of how rent comparability is administered by other housing agencies. Following 
these studies, they modified rent reasonableness procedures. 

6.5.3 Identification of HCVP Units in Baltimore and Avandale 

At several study sites, neighborhood groups asked the housing authority to provide 
information on whether specific problem units were occupied by HCVP families. While this 
seems a modest request, the housing authorities that received such requests were concerned 
about ensuring the privacy of HCVP families. Ultimately, this request was treated differently 
at the study sites with very different results. In Baltimore, HABC staff decided that they 
could not legally provide HCVP location information, although they readily identified 
problem units that were not HCVP and in so doing indirectly told neighbors part of what they 
wanted to know. Where HCVP units were involved, the community liaison officer 
investigated complaints privately and then informed the community in a general way as to the 
outcome. This approach proved frustrating to community residents who wanted concrete 
assurances that attention had been paid to the properties they had identified. 

The New Jersey State Department of Community Affairs (DCA) took a very different 
approach in response to the requests of residents of the Avandale (Camden County) 
community. The DCA’s Assistant Director provided the association with a complete list of 
the landlords and properties participating in DCA’s HCVP in the Avandale East 
development. The list did not include the names of the families receiving HCVP assistance, 
but it did reveal their addresses. The Assistant Director recognized that he was making a 
controversial move and cleared it with the State Attorney General’s Office. DCA staff noted 
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that, in giving out this information, he demonstrated that the main offending units were not 
part of the HCVP and went a long way toward diffusing a potentially volatile situation. 

DCA’s Assistant Director believed that, in the case of Avandale, identifying the HCVP units 
was an important step in defusing the situation and in countering the residents’ allegations 
about the HCVP. However, he recognized that he may have set a precedent for providing this 
information to the Association on an ongoing basis. (In fact, Association members were 
upset that the information was not being provided to them automatically in the months 
following the incident.) By simply checking the physical state of the properties from the 
sidewalk, this particular Association does not appear to be abusing the information that the 
DCA provided. In the wrong hands, however, the list of addresses could be used to 
stigmatize and harass families receiving HCVP assistance. PHAs will have to make the 
decision to provide this information based on their knowledge of and relationship with a 
community association. 

6.5.4 Cook County’s Mobility Program 

Under threat of litigation, the Housing Authority of Cook County (HACC) issued a Request 
for Proposals in 1995 for an organization to operate a program that would assist certificate-
and voucher-holders in finding housing outside “traditional” areas. Traditional areas were 
defined as census tracts with 10 percent (or more) poverty or 10 percent (or more) minority 
population, or both. A new organization was created to respond to the RFP, and Housing 
Choice Partners (HCP) began operations in October 1995. 

HCP’s clientele are applicants coming to the top of HACC’s HCVP waiting list who live in 
traditional areas of Cook County or Chicago.13  Such applicants must attend the HCP 
briefing, rather than the regular briefing at HACC, in order to receive their vouchers. The 
program is designed to open their eyes to a wider set of locations as they search for housing, 
They are given extra search time as well as information and the support of a counselor. 

HCP staff brief about 100 HACC applicants per month and then add to their caseload those 
who decideafter the six-hour briefingto work with a counselor on their search. About 70 
percent of those briefed decide to try the program. Its primary services are landlord outreach, 
workshops and individual counseling on a range of topics (search techniques, repairing bad 
credit, budgeting, housing quality standards), leasing assistance, follow-up support after a 
non-traditional move, and linkage to other services directed at becoming economically self-
sufficient. 

13 Applicants who work in Cook County but live in Chicago receive HACC’s residency preference. 
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From HCP’s start through February 2000, the program has briefed 2,400 applicants, of whom 
76 percent were from south suburban Cook County. Some 1,700 of those briefed have 
worked with counselors. Of the families that have leased up, about 26 percent have made 
moves to non-traditional areas, while the rest of chosen traditional locations. External 
evaluations have indicated that HCP offers an important service in expanding housing 
choices for poor families in suburban Cook County.14 

Unfortunately, recent developments at HACC do not paint an encouraging picture of the 
agency’s ongoing mobility efforts through HCP. In 1999, HCP requested $200,000 per year 
for five years, but the HACC Board only provided a single year of funding at $175,000. Even 
this was committed only after extensive lobbying by HCP’s supporters and by south suburban 
officials. The prospects for funding in the year 2000 appear at least as bleak. 

6.6 Conclusions 

The overall lesson from these eight HCVP community conflicts is that there is no “magic 
bullet” strategy that will quickly resolve citizen concerns. Housing authorities that want to 
improve the image and acceptance of the HCVP in their communities must be willing to 
embark on a long-term effort that includes many or all of the strategies discussed in this 
chapter: greater community outreach, partnerships with police and other government 
institutions, an improved understanding of local housing markets, and greater attention to 
administrative practices and compliance efforts. 

Underlying these efforts, however, there must be a change in how the housing authority 
views itself with respect to the larger community. Increasingly, as HCVP becomes a 
presence in many more types of neighborhoods, housing authorities must be willing and able 
to take on broader, non-traditional roles. This includes getting involved in efforts to 
coordinate neighborhood revitalization activities and taking leadership positions in 
community building initiatives. 

14	 “An Evaluation Update of the HCP/HACC Mobility Counseling Program,” by Paul B. Fischer and Jason 
Holton, Unpublished paper, June 1999, p. 19. 
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