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SELECTED STATISTICS FROM THE -
HOUSING ALLOWANCE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

This note presents a brief overview of the Demand Experiment, together with
selected tabulations of key variables, culled from the various analytic
reports. It is intended to provide an introductory guide to analysts in
terms of sample design, sample sizes, and magnitudes of response. The note

is organized as follows.

Section 1: Purpose of the Demand Experiment;
Section 2: Design of the Demand Experiment (a description of the

experimental allowance plans tested):;

Section 3: Sample Selection in the Demand Experiment (a brief
description of the two sites, the sample selection pro-
cedures, and the sample size and allocation among the
allowance plans);

Section 4: Data Collection in the Demand Experiment (a brief des-
cription of the major data sources used);

Section 5: Design of the Program Comparison Study (a description of
the nonallowance programs studied as part of the Demand
Experiment, including sample selection and data sources);

Section 6: Selected Statistics on

6.1 Participation

6.2 Mobility and Meeting Requirements at Two Years
6.3 Rent
6.4 Rent Burden
6.5 Market Value (Hedonic Rent)
6.6 Location
6.7 Program Comparisons; and
Section 7: Bibliography of Demand Experiment Reports.
1 PURPOSE OF THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

The Demand Experiment is one of three experiments established by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as part of the Experimental
Housing Allowance Program.1 The purpose of these experiments is to test and

refine the concept of housing allowances.

Under a housing allowance program, money is given directly to individual low-

lThe other two experiments are the Housing Allowance Supply Experi-
ment and the Administrative Agency Experiment.



income households to assist them in obtaining adequate housing in the pri-
vate market. The allowance may be linked to housing either by making the
amount of the allowance depend on the amount of rent paid or by requiring
that households meet certain housing requirements in order to receive the
allowance payment. The initiative in using the housing and the burden of
meeting housing requirements are placed upon households rather than upon

developers, landlords, or the government.

The housing allowance experiments are intended to assess the desirability,
feasibility, and appropriate structure of a housing allowance program.
Housing allowances could be less expensive than some other kinds of housing
programs. Allowances permit fuller utilization of existing sound housing
because they are not tied to new construction. Housing allowances may

" also be morer equitable. The amount of the allowance can be adjusted to
changes in income without forcing the household to change units. House-
holds may also, if they desire, use their own resources (either by paying
higher rent or by searching carefully) to obtain better housing than is
required to qualify for the allowance. As long as program requiremants

ars met, housing allowances offer households considerable choice in
salacting housing most appropriate to their needs-——for example, where

they live (opportunity to locate near schools, near work, near friends

or relatives, or to break out of racial and socioceconomic segregation)

or the type of unit they live in (single-~family or multifamily). Finally,
housing allowances may be less costly to administer. Program requirements
need not involve every detail of participant housing and the burden of
obtaining housing that meets essential requirements is shifted from program
administrators to participants.

These potantial advantages have not gone unquesticned. Critics of the
housing allowance concept have suggestad that low-income households may
lack the expertise necessary to make effaective use of allowances; that
the incraased supply of housing needed for special groups such as the
alderly will not be providad without dirsct intsrvention; and that an
increase in the demand for housing without direct support for the con=-
struction of new units could lead to a substantial inflation of housinag

cost.s.l

lThe issue of inflation is being addressed directly as part of the
Housing Allowance Supply Experiment.
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If housing allowances prove desirable, they could be implemented through a
- wide range of possible allowance formulas, housing requirements, nonfinan-
“cial support (such as counseling), and administrative practices. The choice

of program structure could substantially affect both the program's cost and
impact.

The Demand Experiment addresses issues of feasibility, desirability, and
appropriate structure by measuring how individual households (as opposed to
the housing market or administrative agencies) react to various allowance

formulas and housing standards requirements. The analyses and reports are

s

designed to answer six policy questions:

=i

1. Participation

LY
v

Who participates in a housing allowance program? How does the
form of the allowance affect the extent of participation for

various households?

5 2. Housing Improvements

S Do households that receive housing allowances improve the qual-
ity of their housing? At what cost? How do households that
receive a housing allowance seek to improve their housing--by

moving, by rehabilitation? With what success?

3. Locational Choice

For participants who move, how does their locational choice

compare with existing residential patterns? Are there non-

financial barriers to the effective use of a housing allowance?

4, Administrative Issues

What administrative issues and costs are involved in the imple-

mentation of a housing allowance program?

5. Form of Allowance

How do the different forms of housing allowance compare in terms
= of participation, housing quality achieved, locational choice,

- costs (including administrative costs), and equity?

- 6. Comparison With Other Programs

~ How do housing allowances compare with other housing programs
and with income maintenance in terms of participation, housing
quality achieved, locational choice, costs (including adminis-

trative costs), and equity?



The Demand Experiment tests alternative housing allowance programs to pro-
vide information on these policy issues. While the experiment is focused
on household behavior, it also offers data on program administration to
supplement information gained through the Administrative Agency Experiment.
Finally, the Demand Experiment gathers direct information on participants
and housing conditions for a sample of households in conventional HUD-as-
sisted housing programs at the two experimental sites for comparison with

allowance recipients.

2 DESIGN OF THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

The Demand Experiment tested a number of combinations of payment formulas
and housing requirements and several variations within each of these com=
binations. These variations allow some possible program designs to be
tested directly. More importantly, they allow estimation of key responses
such as participation rates and changes in participant housing in terms of
basic program parameters such as the level of allowances; the level and
type of housing requirements; the minimum fraction of its own income that
a household can be expected to contribute toward housing; and the way in
which allowances vary with household income and rent. These response esti-
mates can be used to address the policy gquestions for a larger set of can-

didate program plans, beyond the plans directly tested.l

Payment Formulas

Two payment formulas were used in the Demand Experiment--Housing Gap and

Percent of Rent.

Under the Housing Gap formula, payments to households constitute the dif-
ference between a basic payment level, C, and some reasonable fraction of

family income. The payment formula is:
P=C-Dhby

where P is the payment amount, C is the basic payment level, "b" is the

rate at which the allowance is reduced as income increases, and Y is the

lThe basic design and analysis approach, as approved by the HUD
Office of Policy Development and Research, is presented in Abt Associates
Inc. (August 1973, June 1973). Details of the operating rules of the Demand
Experiment are contained in Abt Associates Inc. (April 1973).
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net family income.1 The basic payment level, C, varies with household size,
and is proportional to C*, the estimated cost of modest existing standard
housing at each site.2 Thus, payment under the Housing Gap formula can be
interpreted as making up the difference between the cost of decent housing
and the amount of its own income that a household should be expected to pay

for housing.3

Under the Percent of Rent formula, the payment is a percentage of the house-

hold's rent. The payment formula is:
P = aR

where R is rent and "a" is the fraction of rent paid by the allowance. 1In
the Demand Experiment the value of "a" remained constant once a household

had been enrolled.4

Housing Requirements

The Percent of Rent payment formula is tied directly to rent: a household's
allowance payment is proportional to the total rent. Under the Housing Gap
formula, however, specific housing requirements are needed to tie the allow-
ance to housing. Two types of housing requirement were used: Minimum Stand-

ards and Minimum Rent.

Under the Minimum Standards requirement, participants received the allowance

payment only if they occupied dwellings that met certain physical and occu-

1In addition, whatever the payment calculated by the formula, the
actual payment cannot exceed the rent paid.

2'Ihe housing cost parameter, C*, was established from estimates
given by a panel of qualified housing experts in Pittsburgh and Phoenix. For
more detailed discussion regarding the derivation of C*, refer to Abt Asso-
ciates Inc. (January 1975), Appendix II.

3As long as their housing met certain requirements (discussed below),
Housing Gap households could spend more or less than C* for housing, as they
desired, and hence contribute more or less than "b" of their own income.
This is in contrast to other housing programs, such as Section 8 (Existing).

: 4Five values of "a" were used in the Demand Experiment. Once a fam-
ily had been assigned its "a" value, the value generally stayed constant in
order to aid experimental analysis. In a national Percent of Rent program,
"a" would probably vary with income and/or rent. Even in the experiment, if
a family's income rose beyond a certain point, the value of "a" dropped rap-
idly to zero. Similarly, the payment under Percent of Rent could not exceed
C* (the maximum payment under the modal Housing Gap plan), which effectively
limited the rents subsidized to less than C*/a.



pancy standards. Participants occupying units that did not meet these stand-
ards either had to move or arrange to improve their current units to meet the
standards. Participants already living in housing that met standards could
use the allowance to pay for better housing or to reduce their rent burden

(the fraction of income spent on rent) in their present units.

If housing quality is broadly defined to include all residential services,
and if rent levels are highly correlated with the level of services, then a
straightforward housing requirement (and one that is relatively inexpensive
to administer) would be that recipients spend more than some minimum amount
on rent. Minimum Rent was considered as an alternative to Minimum Standards
in the Demand Experiment, in order to observe differences in response and
cost and to assess the relative merits of the two types of requirements. Al-
though the design of the experiment used a fixed minimum rent for each house-
hold size, a direct cash assistance program could employ more flexible struc-
tures. For example, some features of the Percent of Rent formula could be
combined with the Minimum Rent requirement. Instead of receiving a zero al-
lowance if their rent is less than the Minimum Rent, households might be paid

a fraction of their allowance depending on the fraction of Minimum Rent paid.

Allowance Plans Tested

The three combinations of payment formulas and housing requirements used in
the Demand Experiment were Housing Gap Minimum Standards, Housing Gap Mini-

mum Rent, and Percent of Rent. A total of 17 allowance plans were tested.

The twelve Housing Gap allowance plans are shown in Table 1. The first nine
plans include three variations in the basic payment level, C (1.2C*, C*, and
0.8C*) and three variations in housing requirements (Minimum Standards, Min-
imum Rent Low (0.7C*), and Minimum Rent High (0.9C*)). The value of "b"--
the rate at which the allowance is reduced as income increases--is 0.25 for
each of these plans., The next two plans have the same level of C (C*) and
use the Minimum Standards Housing Requirement, but use different values of
"b". In the tenth plan the value of "™™" is 0.15, and in the eleventh plan,
0.35. Finally, the twelfth plan is Unconstrained, that is, it has no hous-
ing requirement. This Unconstrained plan allows a direct comparison with a

general income-transfer program.

Eligible households that did not meet the housing requirement were still
able to enroll. They received full payments whenever they met the require-
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ments during the three years of the experiment. Even before meeting the
housing requirements, such households received a cooperation payment of $10

per month as long as they completed all reporting and interview requirements.

Within the Housing Gap design, the average effects of changes in the allow-
ance level or housing requirements can be estimated for all the major re-
sponses., In addition, interactions between the allowance level and the
housing requirement can be assessed. Responses to variations in the allow-
ance/income schedule {changes in "b") can be estimated for the basic combin-

ation of the Minimum Standards housing requriment and payment level of C*.

The Percent of Rent allowance plans consist of five variations in "a" (the
proportion of rent paid to the household), as shown in Table 1.1 A demand
function for housing is estimated primarily from the Percent of Rent obser-
vations. Demand functions describe the way in which the amount people will
spend on housing is related to their income, the relative price of housing
and other goods, and various demographic characteristics. Such functions
may be used to simulate response to a variety of possible rent subsidy pro-
grams not directly tested within the Demand Experiment. Together with esti-
mates of supply response, they may alsoc be used to simulate the change in
market prices and housing expenditures over time due to shifts in housing

demanmd or costs.

Control Groups

In addition to the various allowance plans, Control groups were necessary
in order to establish a reference level for responses, since a number of
uncontrolled factors could also induce changes in family behavior during
the course of the experiment. Control households received a cooperation
payment of $10 per month. They reported the same information as families
that received allowance payments, including household composition and in-
come; they permitted housing evaluations; and they completed the Baseline
Interview and the three Periodic Interviews. (Control families were paid

an additional $25 fee for each Periodic Interview.)

lDesignation of multiple plans for the same "a" value reflects an
early assignment convention and does not indicate that the households in
these plans were treated differently for either payment purposes or analy-
sis,



Table 1
ALLOWANCE PLANS TESTED

HOUSING GAP: (P =C - bY, whers C is a muitipls of C*)

(Kennedy, 1980, Table I-1)

HOUSING REQUIREMENTS
- Minimum Minimum Rent | Minimum Rent| No
b VALUE | C LEVEL Standards. Low = Q.7C* High = 0.9C* Requirement
b =0.15 c* Pltan 10
1.2C* Plan 1 Plan 4 Plan 7
b=925 c* Plan 2 Plan § Plan & Plan 12
0.3C* Plan 3 Ptan 6 Plan 9.
b =035 c* Plan- 11
Symbois: b » Rate at which the atiowancs decreases as the income increases.
C* = Basic payment levei (varied by family siza and aiso by site).
PERCENT OF RENT (P =aR) :
a=056 a=0S5 a=04 a=03 a=Q2
Plam 13 Plans 14.. 18 Plans. 17 - 19 Plans 20 - 22 Ptan 23
CONTROL: With Housing Withoyt Housing
Information Information
Plan 24 Plan 25
8
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Two Control groups were used in the Demand Experiment. Members of one group
(Plan 24) were offered a Housing Information Program when they joined the
experiment and were paid $10 for each of five sessions attended. (This pro-
gram was also offered to households enrolled in the experimental allowance
plans but they were not paid for their attendance.) The other Control group

{(Plan 25) was not offered the Housing Information Program.

3 SAMPLE SELECTION IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

The Sites

The Demand Experiment was conducted in two sites, Allegheny County, Penn-
sylvania (Pittsburgh) and Maricopa County, Arizona (Phoenix).l These sites
were selected by BUD from among 31 Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(SM5As) on the basis of their growth rates, rental vacancy rates, degree of
racial concentration, and housing costs. Each site had a large encugh pop-
ulation and rental market to accommodate the experimental programs without
materially changing either the total demand for, or the supply of, rental
housing. As indicated in Table 2, the households enrolled in the Demand
Experiment constituted less than 5 percent of the eligible low-income renter
households and less than 2 percent of total renter households in each site.

Otherwise, however, the two sites were very different in several respects.

At the time of the Demand Experiment, the Pittsburgh SMSA was an older North-
eastern urban area, with a stable overall population, a declining Central
City, and a moderate rental vacancy rate. The population of the Pittsburgh
SMSA was almost unchanged from 1960 to 1970, while the population of the

City of Pittsburgh declined by about 14 percent. In the years immediately
before the completion of enrollment in the Demand Experiment (1970 to 1974),
the nunber of renter-occupied housing units fell by about 1 percent, while

the rental vacancy was fairly stable at 5 to 6 percent.

The Phoenix SMSA, in contrast, was a newer Southwestern urban area, with a
rapidly growing population, substantial new construction, and fairly high
rental vacancy rates. The population of the Phoenix SMSA grew 46 percent
from 1960 to 1970, while that of the City of Phoenix grew 32 percent. 1In

1In this, as in all Demand Experiment reports, the two sites are re-
ferred to by their city names (Pittsburgh and Phoenix). Unless specifically
indicated, these always refer to the entire county rather than the city

proper.



Table 2

SELECTED DESCRIPTORS OF
DEMAND EXPERIMENT SITES

(Kennedy, 1980, Table I-2)

LOCAL HOUSING MARKETS

PITTSBURGH
sMsad cITY

PHOENIX
susa? cTTY

POPULATION
1960
1370
Percantage Change

YEAR ROUND HOUSIMNG ONITS
1970
1974
Percentage Change 1970-1974

OCCUPIED RENTAL UNITS
1970
1974
Percentage Changs 1970-1974

RENTAL VACANCY RATE
1970
1974

2,405,400 604,300
2,401,200 520,100
-0.17% -13.9%

PITTSBURGH SMSA
788,500
822,300

4.3%

245,100
244,800
-0.1%

5.9%
S.1s

663,500 439,200
969,400 581,600
+46.1% +32.4%

PHOENIX SMSA
317,000
.462,000
45.7%

101,900
129,200
+26.8%

7.5%
1.4.48

DEMAND EXPERIMENTAL EN-
ROLIMENT IN RELATION TO

ALLEGHENY COUNTY

MARTICOPA COUNTY

LOCAL BEOUSING MARKETS (Pittsburgh) (Phoenix)
Households enrvlled in the
Demand Experiment (1974)P 1,645 1,780
AS A PERCENT CF:
Estimated eligible rentar
households not in othexr 4.0% 4.8%
subsidized housing (1370 * *
Cansus)
(8:1] (40, 700) (36,800)
Total number of occupied
rental units 0.9% L.7%
(N) (179,400) (101,900)
Total number of occupied
dwelld 0.3% 0.6%
(m (512,500) (302,600)

DATA SOURCE: Annual Fousing Survey, Table 1.
a. The Pittsburgh SMSA is largar than Allegheny County (the area in

which the Demand Experimeant was conducted).
tion of 1,605,016 in 1970, 1.4 percsnt lass than in 1960.

Alleghany County had a popula-

The Phoenix SMSA

is idantical with Experimsntal boundaries in that sits (Maricopa Cownty).
b. Excludes certain enrolled households that were ineligible at en-

rollment.
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the years immediately prior to the completion of enrollment in the Demand
Experiment, the number of renter-occupied units grew by 27 percent. At the
same time, the rental vacancy rate increased substantially, from 7.5 percent

in 1970 to 14.4 percent in 1974,

Eligible Households

Households enrolled in the Demand Experiment were selected from potentially
eligible households in each site. Potentially eligible households consisted
of all renter households in Allegheny or Maricopa Counties with incomesl at
or below the program income eligibility limits, excluding nonelderly single
person households,2 members of the armed forces, full-time students, and
households already receiving federal housing assistance or residing in blocks
scheduled for demclition and relocation., Income eligibility limits included
basic limits, which applied to all households and special limits, which ap-

plied only to certain allowance plans.

The basic income eligibility limits were set equal to the income level at
which a household would receive no payment under the basic Housing Gap plan
(Plans 2, 5, 8, and 12 in Table 1), where monthly payments (P) were equal to
the difference between the estimated monthly cost of modest existing stand-
ard housing for various household sizes in each site (C*) and 25 percent of

the household's monthly income (Y)--that is,
P =C* - ,25Y.

The basic monthly income limits, therefore, were given by 4 times C* and the
annual limits by 48 times C*. Actual annual values are shown in Table 3.
The estimated cost of standard housing (C*), and hence the income limits,

were from 20 to 40 percent higher in Phoenix than in Pittsburgh.

These basic income eligibility limits applied to all households.3 In addi-

1For program purposes, net income was defined as total earnings from
all sources (excepting the value of Food Stamps, but including welfare, So-
cial Security, and alimony or child support), net of taxes and alimony pay-
ments and deductions for work-related expenses.

zDisabled nonelderly single person households were eligible in
Phoenix but not in Pittsburgh.

3The only exception was Control households. Eligibility limits for
Controls were higher in order to provide a group of higher income households.
Direct comparisons between Controls and Experimentals generally exclude these
households.

11



Table 3

MODAL INCOME ELIGIBILITY LIMITS AT ENROLLMENT
(Kennedy, 1980, Table I-3)

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

SITE 1l 2 3-4 5-6 7+
Pittsburgh $5,050 $5,800 $6,750 $ 7,700 $ 9,150
Phoenix 6,000 7,450 8,650 10,600 12,750
Table 4
REVISED MODAL INCOME ELIGIBILITY LIMITS
(Kennedy, 1980, Table I-4)
HOUSEHOLD SIZE
SITE 1l 2 3-4 S5-6 7+
Pittsburgh $5,540 $6,260 $7,220 $ 8,180 $ 9,860
Phoenix 6,500 7,940 9,140 11,300 13,460

NOTE: Indicated amounts are $500 greater than formal eligibility
limits, A $500 margin of error is allowed. Only households with incomes
more than $400 above the formal limits are considered to be overincome.
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tion, there were special limits for households assigned to certain allowance
plans. Specifically, households in Housing Gap plans with lower payment
levels (Plans 3, 6, 9 and 1l) had to have incomes at enrollment low enough
to receive payment under these plans. Further, only households with in-
comes in the lower third of the eligible population were eligible for en-
rollment in Plan 13 (the 60 percent Percent of Rent rebate) and only those
with incomes in the upper two~thirds were eligible for Plan 23 (the 20 per-
cent Percent of Rent rebate). The C* schedule and eligibility limits were
revised approximately 12 months after the end of enrollment to reflect rent
inflation. The revised income limits, shown in Table 4, remained in effect
for the rest of the experiment. These revised limits only affected continu-
ing eligibility, which was determined differently from initial eligibility
for enrollment.

To be eligible for enrollment, a household's annual income for the 12 months
prior to enrollment had to be at or below the eligibility limits. Thereafter,
however, changes in income only affected payments. Payments to households
assigned to the Housing Gap plan were automatically adjusted for changes in
household income. If a household's income rose above the eligibility limits
in any month, it could still receive $10 for completing monthly reporting
requirements (like the Control households). If its income later again fell
below the eligibility limits, it would begin to receive larger payments.
Under the Percent of Rent plans, of courée, monthly payments were not di-
rectly affected by household income. Accordingly, payments under these plans
were only reduced if a household's monthly income rose above 4.8C* and fell

to zero at incomes of 6.67C*.1

Sampling Procedures

The sampling process is summarized in Table 5. It started with a listing of
all dwelling units in selected blocks. The blocks chosen were cluster sam-

ples of blocks in census tracts with median (1970 Census) household incomes

lThe actual calculation, almost never invoked, was that for monthly
incomes above 4.8C*, payments were calculated on the basis of ap, where

6.667C* - Y
a =
p 6.667C* - 4.8C*

a

where C* is the aestimated cost of standard housing, a is the normal Percent
of Rent rebate, and Y is household income.

13



Table S

SUMMARY OF THE SAMPLE SELECTION PROCESS
(Kennedy, 1980, Table I-5)

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
STEP IN SAMPLING PROCESS
Units listed Approximately Approximately
150,000 150,000

Screening interviews completed 50,938 43,341
Appérently eligib}e househo}ds 5,439 5,748
assigned to Baseline Interviews
Households that completed the
Baseline Interview and were
still apparently eligible 4,127 3,834
(names sent to site for en-
rollment)
Households that accepted enroll- 1,645 1,780

ment and were verified eligible

SOURCE: Abt Associates Inc. (1974), pp. 47-49, and Abt Associates
Inc. (February 1975), pp. 124-129.

a. Some Control households (65 in Pittsburgh and 51 in Phoenix)
were enrolled with incomes above the basic eligibility limits to provide
additional data. In addition, towards the end of the enrcllment process,
it became worthwhile to enroll some households before income verification
was completed. This permitted the analytic period to begin earlier at the
cost of enrolling some over income households in various allowance plans.
These households were not, however, used in analysis and are not included
here, though they sometimes appear in other published enrollment figures.
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of less than $12,000, except that blocks where less than 10 percent of the
units were renter-occupied or where there were fewer than five renter oc-
cupied units were excluded, as well as blocks scheduled for demolition and
blocks containing federally subsidized low-income housing (including Section

23 units). This listing gave a sample of about 150,000 units in each site.

Samples of eligible households were then drawn from this list of units by
means of a series of interviews. A brief screening interview was used to
identify apparently eligible low~income renter households in this sample,
As shown in Table 5, about 90,000 Screening Interviews were required to
produce a sample of about 11,000 apparently eligible households. These
households were then randomly assigned to the various experimental pro-
grams and Control groupsl and re-interviewed to provide Baseline data on
the households' pre-enrollment situation.2 This yielded a sample of
about 8,000 still apparently eligible households with completed Baseline

Interviews.

Households that completed the Baseline Interviews and were still apparently
eligible were then approached by site office staff and offered enrollment
in the experiment. This was the first time that households were told about
the Demand Experiment. The eligibility of households that accepted enroll-
ment was then reviewed in detail based on current information provided by
the households as well as verification of reported income by income sources

(employers, government agencies, and so forth). The net result of this pro-

1If a household passed basic eligibility limits, but not the special
eligibility limits for its assigned plan, it was excluded from the sample.
In addition, in order to achieve enrollment targets within each plan as close-
ly as possible, initial samples of listed units were broken into from eight to
17 subsamples, which were then interviewed in sequence. In this way, the out-
comes from earlier subsamples could be used to determine the sampling propor-
tions used to allocate later subsamples to the different allowance plans.
This procedure preserved random assignment while still allowing targets for
the number of enrolled households in each plan to be met (within 10 percent).

2Most of the Screening and Baseline Interviews were conducted by the
National Opinjion Research Center (NORC) under subcontract to Abt Associates.
All interviews used a variety of procedures to assure that all selected house-
holds had an equal opportunity to complete the interview (including mail,
phone and personal attempts to arrange for an interview at various times of
day and days in the week) and were conducted by fully trained interviewers
subject to extensive quality control procedures. Neither interviewers nor
respondents knew the allowance plan to which the household was assigned. Nor
were respondents told about the experiment until some time after interviews
were completed. The minimum completion rate on each interview was 80 percent.

15



cess was the enrollment of 3,425 eligible experimental and Control households
and Control households in the two sites (1,645 in Pittsburgh and 1,780 in
Phoenix). The enrollment process ran from April 1973 to March 1973, with
the bulk of enrollment completed between November and March.

Selected demographic characteristics of enrolled households are shown in
Table 6. Minorities made up from one-fourth to one-third of the enrolled
households in each site. Minority households were almost entirely black in
Pittsburgh and predominantly Spanish American in Phoenix. while Pittsburgh
households tended to be somewhat older, the age distribution in the two sites
was not dramatically different; roughly half were younger households (with
heads of household less than 35 years old) while about one-fifth were elderly
households (with heads aged 62 or more). The distribution of household sizes
was also quite similar across the two sites. About 20 percent were large
households with five or more members, while 15 percent were single person
households (almost exclusively confined, under the program rules, to elderly
households). Household income was somewhat higher in Phoenix than in Pitts-
burgh, due to the higher Phoenix eligibility limits. Overall, the average
and median incomes were both about $4,500. Almost 90 percent of households
had incomes less than or equal to twice the poverty level, while 45 percent
were in poverty (as compared, for example, to 15 percent of all U.S. house-
holds in 1969). There were major differences in the distribution of sources
of household income in the two sites. Earnings were the major source of in-
come for two-~-thirds of the enrolled households in Phoenix, as compared with
one-third in Pittsburgh. Correspondingly, over a third of the households in
Pittsburgh had welfare as their major source of income as opposed to only

10 percent in Phoenix.1 The remaining important category, Other Transfers,

was also somewhat more prevalent in Pittsburgh.2

There are few substantial differences between the demographic profiles of

enrolled households and the estimated profile of all eligible households

lThis difference is not simply due to the higher income limits in
Phoenix. Among households with incomes below poverty, earnings were the
major source of income for 1l percent and welfare for 64 percent in Pitts-
burgh as compared with 39 and 28 percent, respectively, in Phoenix.

2T'his category consists of a variety of institutional transfers such
as pensions, Social Security, SSI, Workmen's Compensation, and Unemployment
Insurance. This category was the major source of income for 85 percent of
elderly households as compared to 7 percent of nonelderly households.
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Table 6

SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF ENROLLED EOUSEROLDS
(Kennedy, 1980, Table I-6)

COMBINED
SITES PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

RACE/ETENICITY OF
HEAD OF HOUSEBOLD

Percent whits Tis 76% 668

Percent black 15 24 7

Percent Spanish Amarican 13 0 24

Percent other 2 1l 3
AGE QF HEAD QF HOUSEHOLD

Less than 35 years 48 42 54

35 to 61 years 30 32 . 27

Greater than 61 years 22 26 19
BOUSERCLD SIZE . -

1 15 18 13

2 26 25 26

3=4 38 37 39

5-6 14 14 14

7+ 7 5 8
HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Mean income $4,632 $4,168 $5,087

Median income 4,445 3,996 4,992

Percent in poverty" ass S5 368

Percsnt twice poverty

or below? 89 : 97 83
MAJOR SOURCE OF mccuzb

Earnings 51 33 67

Welfare ' 23 37 10

Other transfers 24 28 21

Other 2 2 2
SAMPLE SIZE 3,334 1,595 1,739

SAMPLE: Enrolled households excluding those over-income or in owned
homas or subsidized housing at enrcllment, as well as households with missing
income data or with reported incomes of less than $1,000 per year.

a. Poverty Income limits are based on the 1974 poverty matrix for
mele~hended urban households (by elderly and noneldarly status). The use of
male-headed valuss modestly inflates the proportion of households classified
as being in poverty. For the valuss used, see Budding (1978), Appendix II.

b. Major Source of Income Categories are defined as follows:

Earnings = salaries, wages, and net business incoms

Welfare = paymants from AFDC, General Assistance, and other
welfare, plus the bonus valus of Food Stamps

Other - pensions, Social Security, SSI, Workmen's Compen-

Transfars sation, and Unemploywment Insurance

Other = other income from assats, alimony, gifts, charity,
and so forth.

The major source is the source that accounts for the largest share of a
household’'s income.

ATI #6180
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based on 1970 Census data. Indeed, such differences as these apparently
reflect differences in data collection and definition, and changes in pop-
ulation between 1970 and 1973 as much as differences in households' willing-
ness to be interviewed or accept the enrollment offer.l Most important, it
appears that enrollment was not directly affected by a household's housing
situation.2 Thus, the households enrolled in the Demand Experiment provide

a good picture of the housing needs of low-income households in each site.

Allocations to the Experimental Allowance Plans

Tables 7 and 8 show the sample sizes at enrollment and at the end of two
years. Sample sizes at enrollment include all eligible households. Samples
at two years include all eligible enrolled households still in the experi-
ment two years after enrollment, regardless of their income eligibility.
Overall, 74 percent of the enrolled sample in Pittsburgh and 56 percent in
Phoenix were still actively enrolled in the Experiment at the end of two
years. At least some of the attrition in the sample was due to changes in
household circumstances rather than a direct decision to drop out of the

Experiment. Thus, for example, households that moved out of the county were

dropped from the experiment unless they moved back within three months. While

this decision did involve giving up the Experiment, it seems unlikely that it

was materially affected by the allowance.

Table 9 shows retention rates for the major experimental groups, first based
on all enrolled households, and then excluding households that were known to
have been dropped from the experiment due to changes in circumstances. The
"voluntary” retention rates reflected in the second calculation are, of
course, higher--about 88 percent in Pittsburgh and 77 percent in Phoenix.
Nevertheless, sample losses over two years were large enough to raise con-
cerns about the effects of self-selection and differential attrition across
the different allowance plans. These were addressed directly in the various

analyses of household responses.

lSee Abt Associates Inc. (February 1975), pp. 34-38, 84-113.
25ee Kennedy and MacMillan (1979), Chapter 3.
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Table 7

SAMPLE SIZE AT ENROLLMENT
1980, Table I-7)

(Ke
HQUSING GAP: (P = C - bY, M\mCuamulud.ofC’)

HOLUSING REQUIREMENTS

Minimum Minimum Rent | Minimum Rent! No
b VALUE | C LEVEL Standards Law=Q.7C* Migh = 0,9C* - Requirement
Plan 10
b= Q.15 c PIT =57.
PHX = g4 )
Ptan 1 Ptan 4 Plan 7
1.2c* PIT = 43 PIT= 43 PIT= 45
PHX =48 PHX = 42 PHX =-43
Ptan 2 Plan 5 Ptan 8 Plan 12
b=025 c* PIT = 59 PiT= 62 PIT= 67 PIT= 75
PHX =24 PHX = 79 PHX = 78 PHX = 70
Plan 3 Plan 8 Plan 9
o.8c* . PiIT= g2 PIT= 61 PIT = 67
" PHX mgg - PHX = g3 PHX = 70
Plan 11
b=035 | C* PIT= g0
PHX @ 5o-
e
Total Housing Gap: 7071 househoids in Pittsburgh, 765 househoids in Phoenix.
Symbois: b = Rate at which the aliowsncs decreases as the income increasss.
C* = figsic payment level (varied by family size and aiso by site).
PERCENT OF RENT (P = aR) : ‘
1=0.8 a=0S5 a=04 a=03 2a=02
Plan 13 Plans 14 - 18 Plans 17 .19 Plans 20 - 22 Ptan 23
PIT= 34 PIT= 121 PIT= 145 PiT= 118 PIT= 92
PHX = 32 PHX =114 PHX = 120 ° PHX = 140 PHX = 84

Total Percent of Rent: 510 housshoids.in Pitssburgh, 490househoids in Phoenix.

CONTROLS:

With Housing Without Housing

Iformation information
Plan 24 Plan 2§
PIT = 210 PIT =224
PHX-Z62 PHX = 2¢3

Total Controis: 434 housshoids in Pittsburgh,525 househoids in Phoenix.
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Table 8

SAMPLE SIZE AFTER TWO YEARS
(Kennedy, 1980, Table I-8)

HOUSING GAP: (P = C - bY, whers C is 2 muitiple of C*)

HOUSING REQUIREMENTS
Minimum Minimum Rent | Minimum Rent! No
b VALUE | C LEVEL Standards Low=Q.7C* High = 0.9C* Requirement
Plan 10
b=0Q.18 c* PIT =45
PHX = 36
Plan 1 Plan 4 Plan 7
1.2€C* PIT=33 PIT =34 PIT = 30
PHX = 30 PHX = 24 PHX = 30
Plan 2 Ptan 5§ Ptan 8 Plan 12
b=0Q.2% c* PIT =42 PIT = 50 PIT =44 PIT =63
PHX = 35 PHX = 39 PHX = 44 PHX = 40
Plan 3 Ptan 8 Plan 9
a.8C* PIT = 43 PIT =44 PIT = 43
PHX =39 PHX = 3§ PHX = 35
Plan. 11
b=038 c* PIT = 41
’ PHX = 34.
Total Housing Gap: 512 househoids in Pitubﬁrgh, 421 househoids in Phoenix.
Symbois: b = Rate at which the aliowancs decrasses as the income increases.
C* = Basic payment {evel {varied by family size and aiso by site).
PERCENT QF RENT (P =3R) :
1=0.86 1=0.5 a=04 a=03 a=0.2
Plan 13 Plans 14 - 18 Plans 17 - 18 Plans 20 - 22 Pan 23
PiT = 28 PIT = 108 PIT =113 PIT = 92 PIT = 65
PHX = 21 PHX = 81 PHX = 66 PHX = 84 PHX = 46

Total Percent of Rent: 407 housshoids in Pittsburgh, 298 househoids in Phoenix.

CONTROLS:

With Housing  Without Housing
Imformation Information
Plan 24 Plan 25
PIT = 1589 PIT =182 -
PHX = 137 PHX = 145

Total Controls: 321 housshoids in Pittsburgh, 282 housenoids in Phoenix.

NOTE: This samole includes nousshoids that wers sCTive, sthOugn Not recessanily recsiving pavmants, after “wo
years of enroliment: houmnoids wicss enroliment income was 3bove the ¢ligibility limits or et Moveg inte sub-
sidized housing or their own hormes are exciuded. Whiie date on the exciuded housancids may e usetul for specisl
anslvss, oarticular ansiyses mav as0 require: e use of i still More restrictsd samoie (han e ONe NOWN here.
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Table 9

TWO-YEAR RETENTION RATES
(Kennedy, 1980, Table I-9)

secre BN sscan IRone BENE a B ausn B

HOUSING UNCON- PERCENT
GAP STRAINED OF RENT CONTROL  ALL
PITTSBURGH
Number of enrolled 626 75 510 434 1,645

households

"l
Y,

Percent still actively
enrolled at the end 72% 84% 80% 69% 74%
S of two years

>
A

n [ (] .
ngigntarY retention 84% 92% 94% 87% 88%

PHOENIX

- Number of enrclled

households 695 70 490 525 1,780

[0

Percent still acfively
enrolled at the end 55% 57% 61% 54% 56%

of two years

i

g; ;Zg;gntary retention 76% 83% 78% 74% 77%

{7 : SOURCE: Kennedy and MacMillan (1979), Appendix VI, Table VI-l.

a. Excludes enrolled households (from both numerator and denomin-
ator) that moved to their own home, to subsidized housing, or outside the
county or became ineligible due to changes in household composition, in-
stitutionalization, or death.
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4 DATA COLLECTION IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT

The major data sources used in the analysis of the Demand Experiment were
the Baseline, Periodic and Exit Interviews, Housing Evaluations, Initial and
Monthly Household Reports, plus supplements, and payments data, plus data
from the 1970 Census. Each of these is briefly described below.

Baseline Interview

Baseline Interviewsl were administered to all households before offers to
enroll in the program and were completed between March 1973 and January 1974.
Data were collected in the following general categories: housing expenditures
and consumption; location and housing search; neighborhood and housing pre-
ferences and satisfaction; maintenance and upgrading; household composition;
household assets, income, and expenses; and participation in other government
programs. The interviews provide measures of the household's position prior

to the experiment.

Periodic Interviews

Periodic Interviews were administered to all enrolled households approximately
six months, one year, and two years after enrollment. Subject areas included

housing expenditures and consumption; location and housing search; preferences
and satisfaction; maintenance and upgrading; and participation in other gov-

ernment programs.

Exit Interview for Nonparticipants

These interviews were administered to a sample of households that rejected
the offer to enroll in the program and were completed between February and
April 1974. Data were collected in the following general areas: reasons for
not enrolling; attitudes toward program requirements; attitudes toward the

subsidy; and effects of experimental requirements on enrollment.

Exit Interview for Program Terminees

These Exit Interviews were administered to all Experimental households that

terminated from the experiment after having some program experience and that

lmhis interview, as well as the Exit Interview for Nonparticipants,
and the Periodic Interviews, were administered in the field by the National
Opinion Research Center.
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still remained in the experimental jurisdictions. The interviews were con-
ducted between August 1974 and March 1976. Data were collected in the follow-
ing areas: attitudes toward the program requirements, attitudes toward site

personnel, and moving and upgrading experiences, and reasons for termination.

Housing Evaluation Forms

Housing Evaluation Forms were used to collect detailed information on the
characteristics of the units occupied by households in the Demand Experiment.
The first Housing Evaluation Form was completed at enrollment, subsequent

forms were completed at the time of each periodic interview.1 Data from the
Housing Evaluation forms have been used to determine whether Control households
ever met the Minimum Standards requirement in the analysis of the normal prob-

ability of meeting requirements.

Initial and Monthly Household Report Forms

When interviewers were sent to households to explain the Experimental Housing
Allowance Program and to make the enrollment offer, they also helped the
household complete the Initial Household Report Forms. All households that
accepted the enrollment offer were required to £fill in these forms prior to
enrollment. Initial Household Report forms were completed between April 1973
and February 1974. Detailed information was collected on each household's
composition, housing expenditures (rent, utilities, furnishings, and so forth),
and asset holdings (savings bonds, stocks, and so forth), as of the time of
the interview. Income data were collected for each of the previous 12 months
for each type of income (e.g., wages, social security, welfare) for each
household member 18 years of age or over. Household expenses (e.g., alimony,
child care, medical) were also collected for the 12 most current months.

Data from the Initial Household Report Forms were used operationally to deter-
mine whether initial household composition and income eligibility requirements
had been met, Analytically, these data have been used to describe the house-
hold's demographic characteristics and income just prior to participation in
the program. After enrollment, households were required to submit a House-

hold Report Form each month.

lHousing evaluations were also conducted for Minimum Standards house-
holds whenever the household requested an evaluation to see if it met require-
ments and for all households whenever the household moved to a new unit.
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The Household Events lList

The Household Events List was the data source used to track households through
the stages of enrollment. Operationally, these data were used to monitor the
enrollment effort. The following steps in the enrollment process are recorded
in the Household Events List: when the site office received the name and ad-
dress of the household; when the contact letter was sent out; when the enroll-
ment interview was completed; when a subsidy estimate was given; when the en-
rollment agreement was signed; when the Initial Household Report Form was com~
Pleted; when verification was completed; and when the official enrollment let-
ter was sent to the household. Reasons for not successfully completing en-

rollment were also recorded. Analytically, these data have been used in the

derivation of the enrollment outcome variable.

Payments Data

After each monthly payment cycle, the household's current payment status,
reasons for the status (if other than Full Payments status), payment period
number, payment amount, and the intermediate variables used to calculate the
payment were extracted from the payments system. These data were the source
of participation response measures for analyses of participation decisions

after enrollment.

In addition to the data collected by the experiment, the major outside data
sources used were the Fourth Count Tapes of the 1970 Census of Population and

Housing.

5 DESIGN OF THE PROGRAM COMPARISON STUDY

The Demand Experiment also collected data on other housing programs in the
Pittsburgh and Phoenix sites for comparison with housing allowances. The
three programs that are compared with Housing Allowances are:

Public Housing (Conventional and Turnkey), comprising low-
income housing projects owned and operated by a Public Hous-

ing Agency:;

Section 23 leased Existing Housing, comprising housing units
from the existing private housing stock leased by a Public
Housing Agency;

Section 236 Interest Subsidized Housing with and without Rent

Supplements, owned and operated by organizations in the pri-
vate sector and comprising housing projects that contain some
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units for very low-income households as well as units for

moderate-income households.
These programs were selected primarily because they represent the major al-
ternative rental housing assistance strategies that were being pursued by
the federal government at the time data were collected for this analysis.
Table 10, for example, gives the total number of units being provided under
each major rental housing assistance program during Fiscal Year 1974. As
the table indicates, Section 236, Owned Public Housing, and Leased Public
Housing comprise a substantial majority of all units provided at about the
time data were collected for this analysis (1975).

Details of Programs Selected

In order to sharpen the comparisons among major program types, the program
definitions used in selecting the sample for the analysis were restricted to
certain major program categories. In the case of Public Housing, for example,
the analytical sample was restricted to units representing the mgst recent
and "typical" Public Housing subprograms--Conventional and Turnkey I programs.
These account for the bulk of newly constructed Public Housing units provided
during the late 1960s and early 19705.1 Units included in the study popula-
tion from which the sample was drawn comprised about 45 percent of all Public
Housing units at the two sites.

Section 23 units were limited to those under which otherwise unsubsidized
housing units from the existing privately-owned housing stock were leased by
PHAs, The major exclusions from the sample were units provided under the
"econstruction for leasing” subprogram and those for which Section 23 subsi-
dies were given for units already subsidized by other programs such as Sec-
tion 221(d) (3) and Section 236. It was felt that "construction for leasing”

units were likely to be sufficiently similar to newly built Conventional or

lAll of the excluded Public Housing units were those built or ac-
quired well before the 1960s under categories AP (Acquisition--privately
owned) , § (Conventional self-help new construction), U4 (Housing units devel-
oped under Public Law 412--U.S. Housing Act of 1937), U6 (National Defense
Housing developed under Public Law 671 and conveyed for low rent housing use),
W (War or Defense Housing developed under the Lanham Act--Public Law 849 and
conveyed for low rent housing use). For data on the prevalence of units in
such categories during the time covered by this analysis see the HUD Consoli-
dated Development Directory, Report S-11A, June 30, 1974.
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Table 10

UNIT BREAKDOWN BY LEGISLATIVE TITLE OF
FEDERALLY SUBSIDIZED RENTAL HOUSING,
THROUGH FY 1974
(Kennedy, 1980, Table I-10)

PROGRAM NUMBER OF UNITS> PERCENT
Section 236 569,910 264
Rent Supplement 203,230 9

Single Subsidy’--107,350
Double Subsidyb—— 95,880

Public Housing/Owned 1,149,000 52
Public Housing/Leased (Section 23) 173,700 8
Section 221(d) (3)BMIR 95,200 4
Section 202 19,700 1
TOTAL 2,210,740 : 100%

SOURCE: Schechter (1973), Table 4, p. 40.

a. The number of housing units supported through Fiscal Year 1974.

b. The single subsidy units are those subsidized only by the Rent
Supplement program. Double subsidy units are those subsidized both by the
Rent Supplement program and by one of several other federal subsidy programs,
primarily the Section 236, Section 202, and Section 221(d) (3)BMIR programs.
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- Turnkey units that little would be added to the analysis by their inclu-
sion.:L Section 23 units in various interest-subsidized, privately-owned
projects (which were either newly constructed or substantially rehabilitat-
ed) were mostly in one of the two sites (Allegheny County) and even these

were relatively few in number.

The Section 23 units that were sampled included several different kinds of
E; existing housing units. About 25 percent of units in the Pittsburgh sample
’ were "leased rehabilitated" units (as distinct from "leased existing" units).
Because there were no special subsidies provided for effecting the rehabili-
tation of leased rehabilitated units, no attempt was made in the analysis
to distinguish the rehabilitated units from the other units leased from the

OETR

existing stock.

Another subprogram distinction that remains among sampled units is between

units leased under the "original" Section 23 program and the "revised" pro-
. gram, whose provisions were stipulated in HUD requlations issued in late.
E; 1973. Under these regulations, there were changes in the legal relation-
ships among the PHA, the tenant, and the landlord, in the typical arrange-

T

E% ments for property management responsibility, and in the degree to which
~ potential participants were permitted to locate their own housing. In many
e ways the revised Section 23 program resembles its successor program, Sec-
E tion 8. The revised program existed only in Maricopa County at the time of
this analysis, where about 60 percent of sampled units were in the revised

Section 23 program.

Section 236 units were limited to those in projects which contained at
least some Rent Supplement units. Units included in the study population

comprised 66 percent of all Section 236 units in Pittsburgh and 75 percent

of all Section 236 units in Phoenix. A major reason for the limitation to

projects with Rent Supplement units was to increase the comparability be-~
[ tween the Section 236 program as defined for analytical purpcses and the
- other programs being compared. In particular, Section 236 is intended, on

average, to serve a scmewhat higher income porulation than are the other

lAs a practical matter, the new construction component could not
L have been treated as a separate program type in this study because there were
3 only two projects, at one of the sites, of this type. Furthermore, one of
these two projects, 100 mobile homes for the elderly, was not at all typical
of the program nationally.




Comparison Programs. By emphasizing Section 23€é projects that included some

“deep subsidy” Rant Supplement units, and ﬁhus_a greater share of low-income :
households, a grsater number of observations weres obtained which spanned the

range of incomes covered by the gother programs. Several Section 236 sub-

programs are included in the resulting sample-—Nonprofit and Limited Divi-
dend (for profit) sponsored projects, and new construction and rehabilita=-
tion. 1In Pittsburgh, all four subprogram types (differentiated by sponsor
type and construction type) are observed. In Phoenix, where there were no

rehabilitated units, only variation by sponsor type is observed.

Sample Sizes and Data Collection

Data for the Comparison Programs were collected at a time corresponding to
the end of the second complete vear of operation of the Demand Experiment
(the time of the Third Periddic Interview). Much of the data were collected
using survey instruments based on those used tc obtain data on household
characteristics and attitudes and housing and neighborhood attributes of
Demand Experiment participants. Major data sources were:

Interviaws with a saméle of participants in the three

major comparison programs using the Program Comparison

Interview, largely made up of items taken from the
Demand Experiment 2aseline and Periodic Interviews;

Evaluations of a sample of housing units in the Comparison
Programs, using the Demand Experiment Housing Evaluation
Form (HEF);

HUD records and statistical reports, particularly those
relating to cost and occupancy of Comparison Programs; and

Existing studies of housing and other subsidy programs.

Data were collected based on a random sample of units in all Comparison
Programs, except Public Housing in Phcenix. Fror that program, a stratified
random sample with two strata of roughly equal size, elderly and nonelderly,
were drawn in order to cbtain more observations on elderly households than

would have occurzred under an unstratified sample.

The sample sizes for each of the Comparison Programs are shown in Table 1l.
Two sample sizes are given, one for the comparison study in general and one
for the analysis of program costs. The sample for the cost analysis is smal-
ler because housing evaluations (which were necessary to create cost varia-

bles) were not completed for the entire comparison study sample.
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Table 11

SAMPLE SIZES FOR COMPARISON PROGRAMS
FOR THE COMPARISONS STUDY IN GENERAL AND

FOR THE ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM COSTS?
(Kennedy, 1980, Table I-11)

COMPARISONS STUDY COST ANALYSIS®
PITTSBURGH PHOENIX PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PUBLIC HOUSING 286 234° 241 225
Conventional 227 197 194 189
Turnkey 59 37 | 47 36
SECTION 23 106 159 94 145
Original 106 67 94 60
Revised - 92 - 85
SECTION 236 330 98 281 87
New Construction 151 98 123 87
Rehabilitation 179 - 158 -
TOTAL 722 491 616 457

SOURCE: Mayo et al. (1979), Part 1, Table II-4.

a. In particular analyses, sample sizes may differ because of the
exclusion of cbservations for which key data were missing.

b. The cost analysis sample is smaller than the comparisons study
sample because data for the former are limited by the number of households
for whom Housing Evaluation Forms were completed--less than the entire sam-
ple.

¢. . For many analyses presented in the text, the sample size pre-
sented is a weighted average of samples for elderly and nonelderly strata
with weights equal to 0.223 for the elderly strata and 1.0 for the non-
elderly strata.
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Fewer units were sampled in Phoenix than in Pittsburgh in order to keep the
total sample size for both sites within a stipulated limit, while permitting
the best chance of making statistical contrasts among important sample sub-
populations. For example, it was decided that the ability to distinguish
between outcomes for minority and nonminority households in Section 236 could
most effectively be achieved in Pittsburgh through increased sample size

rather than in Phoenix (where program participants were largely nonminority).

Demographic characteristics of sampled households are shown in Table 12.
Differences among programs are largely accounted for by differences in pro-
gram eligibility and location, as discussed in Mayo et al. (1979), Part 1,
Chapter 2.
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Table 12

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS IN COMPARISON PROGRAMS SAMPLE
(Kennedy, 1980, Table I-12)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
PUBLIC SECTION SECTION a PUBLIC SECTION SECTION a
HOUSING 23 236 CDOMBINED HOUSING 23 236 COMBINED

POVERTY

Percant below poverty S6s S2% 27 478 8ls 75 - 3as 56%

Percent above poverty 44 48 73 53 19 2S5 62 44
RACE

Minority 61 93 63 62 80 38 19 - 42

Nonminority 39 7 37 38 20 62 81 58
AGE

Eldarly (greatar than

62 years) 48 [ 34 43 21 45 37 32

Nonelderly 52 94 66 57 79 S5 63 68
BOUSEHOLD SIZE

1 42 3 38 40 1s 50 33 31

2 20 8 24 21 16 19 24 21

3-4 22 17 30 24 il 19 27 28

5+ T 72 8 14 38 gt 10 20

Mean 2.5 6.2 2.3 2.5 3.9 2.2 2.3 2.9
WELFARE

Parcent of nonelderly

households receiving

any welfare income 82 85 42 67 s8 57 17 36
SAMPLE SIZES (286) (106) (330) (722) (142‘b) (159) (98) (399)

SAMPLE: Comparison Program households--a sample of households participating in the Public Bousing,
Section 23, and Section 236 programs in Allegheny and Maricopa counties.

OATA SOURCE: Mayo et al. (1979), Part 1, Tables 2-2 and 2-10.

a. Weightad average of samples based on the proportional representation of each program in each
site (rather than in the sample). Weights are 0.687, 0.013, and 0,300 in Pittsburgh and 0.349, 0.071, and
0.580 in Phoenix for Public Housing, Section 23 and Section 236, respectively.

b. Weighted awverage of sample sizes in the eldarly and nonelderly strata in Phoenix Public Howsing;
sae Appendix II for a dascription of the calculation of statistics based on this sample.




6 SELECTED STATISTICS

This section presents tabulations of key statistics and samples, culled from
the various Demand Experiment reports listed in Section 7. Sample sizes vary

primarily due to differences in the sample definitions given at the bottom of

each table (all enrolled, all still actively enrolled after two years, movers,

and so forth). 1In addition, however, samples may vary further because of
elimination of missing or suspect values for specific variables. Attempts to
duplicate tables should be informed by the sample descriptions appended to
the reports from which the tables were taken as well as the documentation of

the Demand Experiment data base.

6.1 Participation

The overall sampling procedure used in the Demand Experiment was described
in Section 3. Figures 1 through 3 present the enrollment sequence in more
detail. Following this are tabulations of acceptance and subsequent parti-
cipation. Acceptance rates are defined as the proportion of households com~
pleting the enrollment interview that accepted enrollment in the experiment.
As indicated in Figure 2, this definition does exclude consideration of some
households that were contacted but broke off the interview before receiving
a complete description of the program. Subsequent participation rates are
defined as the proportion of enrolled households that actually participated
in the program and received at least one allowance payment. (This excludes
households that accepted the enrollment offer but did not enroll; as indi-
cated in Figure 3, almost all of these households did not enroll because they

were ineligible.)
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2 xcludes households that were found to be ineligible after enroliment {(households living in their own homes or In
subsidized housing and households with enroliment incomes over the eligibility timits)

Figure 1
PARTICIPATION RATES IN THE DEMAND EXPERIMENT
(Kennedy and MacMillan, 1979, Figure IV-2)
Households in allowance plans with.
a housing requirement
Ht“bﬂl’w 66% Received a
full t
% 0% % 76% 9% 592 e
Al houssholds a
screaned oligible Contacted Completed Accopted Found Encolled Never
in 8 random for enroliment snrolimant envoliment eligible received
interview e interview Ba interview H offer 1 ™ 1 afull
sample payment
“u22 m 2880 2101 1694 1580 261
Households in allowance plans with-
8 housing requirement
Could Did not Did not Found CLL] Received a
not be complete accept indligible full payment
contacted interview offer 100% 988
416 [ F4] 789 607
Never
received 8
tull payment
0
W
w
Households in allowance plans with
a housing requirement
59% Recuived o
Phoenix full p
aymsnt
% n% 3% 86% 8% 882 381
Alt housshaldt a
scieened digible Contacied Completed Accepted Found Enrolled
in » random for ensoliment enroliment enroliment sligible
interview ™ inlerview ™ interview ™ otter 1 > ]
sample
3834 3098 251 2089 1767 1729
Households in allowance plans with
a housing requirement
Could Did not Did not Found Received a
not be complete accept insligible full pay
contacted interview offer 1067

Never
received a
full payment
0




Pittsburgh

Phoenix

(Kennedy and MacMillan, 1979, Figure IV-3)

Figure 2
DETAILS OF COMPLETION OF THE

ENROLLMENT INTERVIEW

Contacted Did not Completed
for. lnrol.lmcnt 85% !mak .off 9% interview
interview interview
3711 3166 2890
15% 9%
Broke off Cut interview
interview short
545 276
Contacted Did not Compieted
fm: cnro!lment 86% Pmk‘oﬂ 94% interview
interview interviaw
3098 2673 2524
14% 6%
Broke off Cut interview
interview short
425 149
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Pittsburgh

Phoenix

DETAILS OF THE ENROLLMENT PROCESS FOR

Figure 3

HOUSEHOLDS THAT ACCEPTED THE ENROLLMENT

{Kennedy and MacMillan, 1979, Figure IV-4)

OFFER®?

Accepted the Found to Enrolled
enroliment 16% be eligible 99%% and eligible
offer
2101 2% 1594 1% 1580
Found Did not enrolt
to be although
ineligible eligible
507 14
Ar.cepltlnd the Found to Enrolied
enrollment 85% be eligible 98% and eligible
offer
2089 15% 1767 % 1729
Found Did not enrall
to be sithough
indigible eligible
322 38

2As indicated in the text, eligibility review of some houssholds was compieted after enroliment.
In addition, incoms limits for Control houssholds were higher than those for the Experimental plans.
The analysis of this report does not include such Control households, and they are not incfuded in
the figure for ““‘Enrolied and Eligibie’” houssholds above.

Figures for househoids actually enrolied regardiess of subssquent eligibility detarmination are

shown below:

Pittsburgh

Phoenix

ACCEPTED ELIGIBLE ENROLLED

2101 8% 1774 % 1760

2089 %% 1879 98%.1341
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Table 13

STAGES IN PARTICIPATION
(Kennedy and MacMillan, 1979, Table 2-3)

9t

PITTSBURGH . PHOENIX
HOUSING PERCENT UNCON- CON- HOUSING PERCENT UNCON- CON-
GAP OF RENT STRAINED TROL GAP OF RENT STRAINED TROL
HOUSE~ HOUSE- HOUSE- HOUSE- HOUSE~ HOUSE-~ HOUSE- HOUSE~-
HOLDS . HOLDS HOLDS HOLDS HOLDS HOLDS HOLDS HOLDS
Overall
participation 41% ‘ 82% 8% 61% 49% 87% 90% 78%
rate
Acceptance
rate 74 82 78 61l 83 87 90 78
(Number
of cases) (1086) (821) (120) (863) (1007) (678) (89) (750)
Subsequent
participation
rate 56 100 100 100 59 100 100 100
(Number ’ i )
of cases) (592) (484) (73) (431) (662) (476) (70) (521)

SAMPLE: all households that completed the enrollment interview and received a subsidy estimate.
DATA SOURCES: Household Events List, payments file.
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Table 14

PARTICIPATION RATES OF HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS
BY TYPE OF HOUSING REQUIREMENT
{Kennedy and MacMillan, 1979, Table 2-4)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
STAND- RENT LOW RENT HIGH STAND- RENT LOW RENT HIGH
ARDS REQUIRE- REQUIRE- ARDS REQUIRE~ REQUIRE-
REQUIRE- MENT MENT REQUIRE- MENT MENT
MENT MENT
Overall
participation
rate 30% 60% 42% 45% 61% 44%
Acceptance rate 75 74 73 84 82 81
(Number of cases) (489) (287) (310) (470) (258) (279)
Subsequent
participation
rate 40 8l 58 54 74 54
(Number of cases) (268) (156) (168) (307) (167) (188)

SAMPLE: All Housing Gap households that completed the enrollment
interview and received a subsidy estimate.

DATA SOURCES: Household Events List, payments file.

37



L j

A

PR~

-

Table 15

ACCEPTANCE RATES B8Y
HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS
{Kennedy and MacMillan, 1979, Table 2-7)

]

PITTSBURGH PHOENTX
NaBER yosER NOMBER NUMBER .]
™AT THAT THAT THAT :
COMPLETED  ACCEPTED ACCEPT- | COMPLETED  ACTEPTED AcczpT-
ENROLLMENT ENROLLMENT  ANCE ENFOLLMENT  ENROLLMENT  ANCE
CEMOGRAPRIC CHARACTERISTIC INTERVIEM  OPFER RATE INTERVIEN  OFFER RATEZ
Onder 2 828 671 818 1,040 893 864 y
20-61 1,208 902 b 965 788 82 ;
62 and over 980 528 61 s19 408 ) }
AOUSENCLD SIZR o
1 person 506 319 63 340 am2 80
2 parsons 765 $59 73 730 593 81
3~4 parsons 1,066 Ml i) 9% 796 96
$-6 persons 93 12 » 381 279 »
7 or moxe persons 160 120 75 173 149 26
MOBILITY IN THE PREVIOUS THREE YEARS
5o moves 1,462 978 67 562 az2s %
1 aove 810 607 7% 667 ss1 83
2 soves 382 284 81 486 401 82
3 or more moves 263 231 88 801 708 88
FACE OR STENICTTY OF ROUSEEQLD HEAD
Sonminority 2,309 1.640 n 1,764 1,495 as
Black s81 461 ) 188 147 78
Spanish American - - - s72 447 78
SEX OF BOUSENOLD HEAD
Male 1,504 1,094 70 1,680 1,380 82
Femals 1,326 1,007 7 384 209 84
INCOMR
$1-1,999 n 244 6 305 246 81
$2,000=3,999 842 650 7 586 497 8s
$4,000-5 ,999 781 sas 7 548 556 8
$6,000-7,999 s2s 384 73 523 428 82
$8,000-9,999 228 150 6 72 222 82
$10,000 or more 142 88 62 150 140 74 ‘
WELFARE RECIPTENT STATUS A
Wwelfare recipient 1,160 932 80 523 443 as J
Nonrecipient 1,730 1,169 68 2,001 1,646 82
FOOD STAMP RECIPIENT STATUS ,‘1
Food Stamp recipienc 1,162 336 81 589 s12 87 J
Nonrecipient 1,728 1,165 67 1,935 1,577 81 -
SATISPACTION WITH ONTT .
Satistied 2,081 1,453 n 1,843 1,519 82 J
Dissatisfied 839 648 77 678 568 84 .
SATISPACTION WITM NEIGHBORHOOD
Sacisfied 2,251 1.613 72 2,049 1,688 82 K
Dissatisfied 615 484 % 474 400 84 3

SAMPLE: All Housing Gap houssholds that completsd ths enrollment intarview and received a subsidy
astimate. .
OATA SOURCES: Baseline Intazview, Housahold Events List.
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Table 16
INITIA[‘. PAYMENT STATUS AND SUBSEQUENT PARTICIPATION
{Kennedy and MacMillan, 1979, Table 2-9)
PITTSBURGH PHOENIX -
ALL ALL .
HOUS ING MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM HOUSING MINIMUM MINIMUM MINIMUM
GAP STANDARDS RENT LOW HIGH RENT GAP STANDAKDS RENT LOW RENT HIGH
HOUSEHOLDS ~ REQUIREMENT  REQUIREMENT  REQUIREMENT | HOUSEHOLDS  REQUIKEMENT REQUIREMENT  REQUIREMENT
Percentage of enrolled households
that received a full payment at
enrollment 33 15% 64% 358 29% 19% 538 27
(Numbex of cases) (592) (268) (156) (168) (662) (307) (167) (188)
Subsequent participation rate for
households that received a full
payment at enrollment 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(Numbex of cases) (197) (39) (100) (58) (195) (57) (88) (50)
Subsequent participation rate for
households that did not recelve a
full payment at enrollment 34 30 48 35 42 44 46 3?7
(Number of cases) (395) (229) {56) (110) (467) (250) (79) (138)
Subsequent participation rate for
all enrolled households s6 40 81 se 59 54 74 54
(Number of cases) (592) (268) (156) (168) (662) (307) (167) (188)
Percentage of all participants
that recelved a full payment at
enrollment 60 36 79 60 50 34 n 50
(Nuaber of cases) (331) (107) (127) (97) (391) (166) (124) (101)
SAMPLE: Enrolled liousing Gap households, excluding households with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those

1living in their own homes or in subsaidized housing.
DATA SOURCE: Payments file.
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SUBSEQUENT PARTICIPATION RATES FOR ENROLLED

Table 17

HOUSING GAP SOUSENCLDS BY HOUSEHOLD (RARACTERISTICS
(Kennedy and MacMillan, 1979, Table 2-14)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
NUMBER SUBSE~ NUMBER SUBSE~
NOMBER THAT ®VER QUENT NUMBER THAT EVER QUENT
ENROLLED RECEIVED PARTICI~ ENROLLED RECEIVED PARTICI-
AND A FULL PATION AND A FULL PATION
OEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTIC ELIGIBLE  PAYMENT RATE EZLIGIBLE PAYMENT RATE
AGRE OF HOUSEROLD HEAD
Undez 30 178 106 60% 259 177 688
30-61 280 150 58 264 139 53
62 and over 153 78 49 139 7% 54
HOUSEHOLD SIZZ
1 parson 108 Sl 447 91 54 59
2 persons 153 100 (1] 178 119 67
3=4 pezrsons 209 123 59 245 154 63
S«6 parsons [ 3 “ s1 a9 43 51
7 or more parsons 33 13 3? 59 19 32
MOBILITY IN THE PREVIOUS THREE YEARS
¥o moves 271 133 419 144 60 42
1 move 167 97 58 n 107 63
2 moves 9% s8 67 paL) 66 55
3 oxr more moves 66 41 62 22§ 156 69
RACE OR ETHRICITY OF HOUSEBOLD HEAD
Nonminority 448 266 59 439 289 66
8lack 144 65 45 41 16 3
Spanish Amsrican - - - 182 a6 47
SEX OF HOUSEAQLD HEAD
Male 20 119 52 416 24 56
Female 381 212 $9 246 157 64
moomMe
$1-1,999 73 : 33 45 75 30 40
$2,000~3,999 264 145 55 17¢ %7 s6
$4,000-~5,999 190 pa L 63 239 156 65
$6,000-7,999 63 34 5S4 136 88 [1]
$8,000-9,999 - - - 27 L3 6
$10,000 or mors - - - p5 3 S 43
WELFARE RECIPIENT STATUS
Welfare recipiant 349 191 55 170 s 45
Nonrecipient 243 140 S8 492 4 64
#00D STAMP RECIPIENT STATUS
Food Stamp recipient 347 183 53 178 97 54
Nonrecipient 245 148 60 484 294 61
SATISPACTION WITH ONIT
Sacisfied 419 247 59 461 271 59
Olssacisfied 173 a4 49 201 120 60
SATISPACTION WITH NEIGHBORHOOD
Satisfied 453 258 56 520 308 59
Dissatisfied 137 s b1 142 86 [-3%

SAMPLE: Enrolled Housing Gap housshcolds, excluding households with enrollmant incomes over the
aligibilicy limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES: Baselins Interview, Initial Household Report Form, paymants fils.
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Table 18

PARTICIPATION RATES AT THE END OF TWO vears®

S=1)
MINIMIM STANDARDS MINIMUM RENT LOW MINIMUM RENT HIGH
SOUSEBOLDS REQUIREMENT REQUIREMENT
Housing Gap Control Housing Gap Control Sousing Gap Control
housaholds houssholds lds h lds 1ds holds
PITTSBURGH
Participation rate among
enrolled households at
the end of two years 449 23s an T1s 528 41
(Mumber of cases) (174) 217 (111) (230) (93) (230)
L, ge of h 1ds
that mat requirements at
enrollmant 20 16 59 56 27 27
(Wumber of cases) (174) (217 {110) (230) (93) (230)
Paxticipation rate asong
bouseholds that met
requiremsnts at )
enrollment 9l [ X] 100 97 100 94
(Bumber of cases) (34) (3%) {65) (128) 28) (62)
Participation rate among
housaholds that did not
meet requirsmants at
enrollment 32 12 s8 3e 34 21
(Mumber of cases) (140) (182) (45) (102} (68) (168)
of 1ds
participating at the end
of two years that met
requiramants at enrollment 41 58 n 76 52 62
(Mumber of cases) {71) (50) {91) (163) (48) (94)
PHOENTX
Participation rate among
anrxolled bouseholds at
the end of two years 56 3 76 46 S1 27
(Number of cases) (154) (237 87) (239) (101) {238)
P gs of h holds
that sst requirements
at enrollment 19 16 45 39 19 18
(tumbar of cases) (183) (233) (87 (239) (101) (238)
Participation rate among
households that met
requiremsnts at
enrvllment 86 82 97 90 95 88
(Mumber of cases) (29) (38) {39) (94) (19) 143)
Participation rate among
households that did not
mmet requiremants at
enrollasent 48 24 58 17 40 13
(Mumber of cases) (124) (195) (48) (145) (82) (195)
P of h 1ds
participating at the end
of two years that mat
requirements at enroliment 29 40 58 TI 35 60
(wumber of cases) {85) (78) (66) (110} (51) (63)

SAMPLE: Housing Gap and Control housaholds active at two years after enrollment, axcluding those with enrollsent incomes
over the eligibility limits for their treatment group and those with incomes at two years over the eligibility limits for the modal
(4C* = 1.0C*, b « ,25) Bousing Gap treatment group and houssholds living in their owm homes or in subsidized housing

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Housshold Report Porms, Sousing Evaluation Forms, paymants file.

'mm::ummxam-p.mapu'mm-nnmrm.:mmmlmwmmum

three requiresants and has no relationship to their

in the exp
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6.2 Mobility and Meeting Requirements at Two Years

This section presents information on the proportion of enrolled households
that remained in the experiment for two years, the proportion of those that
moved, and for the Housing Gap, Control, and Unconstrained samples, the pro-
portions that met various housing requirements at enrollment and at two years.
The major purpose is to indicate the size of various subsamples typically

selected for analysis.
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Table 19

ENROLLED HOUSEHOLDS BY STATUS AT TWO YEARS
AND MOBILITY--PERCENT OF RENT AND CONTROLS
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1978, Table II-1)

TREATMENT TYPE

SAMPLE PERCENT OF RENT CONTROL TOTAL
PITTSBURGH
Enrolled households 510 434 1,01°

Households active at
two years? 407 321 791

Households that moved
between enrollment
and two years? 153 112 290

Households that did not
move between enrollment

and two years? 254 209 501
PHOENIX
Enrolled households 490 525 1,085

Households active at
two years? 298 282 620

Households that moved
between enrollment
and two years? 182 148 353

Households that did not
move between enrcllment
and two years? 116 134 267

DATA SOURCES: Payments file and Periodic Interviews.

NOTE: Samples exclude households with enrollment incomes over the
eligibility limits.

a. Excludes households living in their own homes or in subsidized
housing.
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ACTIVE
AT
225

TW0

YEARS

(N=204)

ACTIVE

AT 20%

TWO

YEARS

(N=174)

Figure 4

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANODARDS REQUIREMENTS:
MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLOS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-1)

PITTSBURGH

Met Moved 60% Met atNt-g years
M{nimum {
Standards 23% (N=10) 7 0id not meet at two years
Requirements 0 (N=4)
at M
Enroliment 01d not move  |100% e Tl
(N=43) 77% (Ne33) 0id not mest at two. years
03 (N=0)
' s
01d not meet Moved 41% Met agnfgg)year
Minimum
8% Standards 44% (N=68) 3 0id not meet at two years
Requirements (N=4Q)
at Met at two years
Enrollment 0id not move g (N=22)
(N=156) 56% (N=88) 0id not meet at two years
7 (N=66) :
5%
(missing values
= § )
PHOEMNTX
. Met at two years
Met Moved 713 (Nm12)”
sg;:;ms 52% (N=17) < 01d not meet at two years
Regut [ements 292 {N=5)
Enrol Tment 01d not mave  |100% Met e, years
(N=33) 48z (N=16) < Did not meet at two years
0x (Na0)
Met at two years
01a1n?t meet Moved 582< (N=45)
0% Sta:dms 57% {N=77) 01d not meet at two years
Requirements 429 (N=32)
Mat at two years
&m?%meﬂt > 0id not move 35< (NIZO)
® i : .at two
(M=134) (N=57) 3 0id not (111‘?31:7)“ years
{missing values
P 7 )

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards housenalds active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with
enroliment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES:
payments file.

Initial and monthiy Household Report forms, 3aseline and Periodic Interviews, and

NOTE: The number of enrcllees that dropped out at two years was 7 in Pittsburgh and 155 in Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS
(N=321)

ACTIVE

AT

™0

YEARS
(N=282)

202

19%

SAMPLE:

Figure 5

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS:
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-2)

PITTSBURGH

80%

81%

Met Moved 502 Met at fwo_ years
Minimum < m’ery
Standards 26% (N=16) Did not meet at two years
Requ1i r:ments S0% (N=8)
a
two
Enrol Iment .01d not move  [100% Met 2t (N'45\3e“s
(N=62) 74% : Did not meet at two years
(N=a§) 0% (N=Q) y
0131 n;'.\t meet Moved K Met at ml isears
Sta:d:lr‘-'gs 36% (N=86) 0id not meet attwo years
Requ,-,.g,,em 86% (N=78)
a 129 Met at two years
Enroliment Did not move (N=18)
(N=241) 64% (N=155) § 0id not meet at two years
(N=137) .
(missing values
= 18 )
PHOENTIX
S7% ‘ Met at two years
M'I:iel:m Hoved (k13)
Standards 45% (N=23) 0id not meet at two years
Enroliment 01d not move 100% Met at(Nf;;)ygars
(N=50) 54z (N=27) 0id not meet at two years
0z (N=0)
Met attwo years
01d not meet Moved 352 (N=39)
Sg:;ms s2% (N=113) 0id not meet at two years
Requ i rements 65% (N=74)
Met at two years
Enroliment pr 0td not move 17% (N-ls)y
(N=218) Did not meet.at two years
(N=10S) a1 (N=87) Y
(missing values
= 14

Minimum Standards households active at two years after enroliment, excluding those with

enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES:

payments file.
NOTE:

45

Initial and monthly llousehold Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 in Pittsburgh and 243 in Phoenix.




ACTIVE

AT 13
WO

YEARS

(N=63)

B~ S e

ACTIVE
AT 233
™0

YEARS

(N=40)

SAMPLE:

Figure 6

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS:
UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS,

BETWEEN ENROLLMENT ANO

TWO YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-3)

PITTSBURGH
Met Moved 100 Met at two years
Minimum (N=1)
Standards 12% (N=1) Did not meet at two years
Requirt-emrrts 0% (N=0)
2
Enrollment’ .01d not move |100%3 Het at(:‘::c;) years
(N=8) 88% (N=7) 0id not meet at two. years
0% {N=0)
M two years
01d not meet Moved 1sz< et at(u-4) year
7% S:;:;:Ti's 422 (Ne22) 01d not meet at two years
Requirements 823 e n(N'IB )years
Enr;'l:lment 0id not move 6:< <§3'3)
58% 01id not meet at two years
(Ke52) (N=31) % (N=29) -
(missing values
= 2 )
PHOEMTIX
Met at two years
Met Moved 67% ne {N=2) !
Minimum < -
Standards 33% (N=3) ~] 0id not meet at two years
Requirements 332 (N=1)
at
Enrollment. 0id not move  |100% Met ‘?Nf:? years
(Ne9) (N=6) < Did not meet at two years
67% % i
Met at two years
0id not meet Moved 37%< (N=7)
Hinimum 632 Did not meet at tw
Z Standards (K=19) 632 " '(n;qz) o years
Requirements
at 279 Met at two years
Enrollment 01d not mave < (N=3)
N . 0id not meet.at two years
(N=30) 37 (N=11) R fest) y
(missing values
LI § )

Unconstrained households active at two years after enroliment, excluding those with

enroliment incomes over the eligitility limits and those living in their OWR homes ar in substaized nousing.

DATA SOURCES:

payments file.
NOTE:

Initial and monthly llousehold Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Intarviews, and

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 12 in Pittsburgh and 30 in Phoenix.
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Figure 7

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS:
MINIMUM RENT LOW HQUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-4)
PITTSB8URGH

!Ji% : . . oo

Met at two years
M “ Moved K (N=28)
Rent Low- : N=28 Did not meet at two years
Requirements ( ) 0x { N'oa)
. ACTIVE at
Enroliment 0id not move  {100% Met at ( .S’:gd()e"s
- (N=78) 64% < D1d not meet at two years
AT 522 | (=50) 0% (N=0) ‘
WO .
WO
Did not meet Moved 88z Met at (N=1572"°
Minimum <
YEARS g% Rent Low 36% (N=17) 0id not meet at two years
Requirements 12% - tﬁ:;z)
at et a ears
(N=128) Enroliment Did not move 431< (N-lfy) .
N=47 64%
: ( ) (N=30) 5z~ O1d not meet. at two years
(m‘ssing3values

PHOENTX

t at ears
Met Moved 93% Het 2t w0, %

J

[

Minimum
1
Rent Low 62% (N=29) Did not me(eNt_ 23t two years

Regquirements
ACTIVE at 01d not move 100% Met at mlay)ears

L‘ Enroliment - > <

, i ags (N=47) - (N=18) 0% Did not mt'Ost two years
TWO Met at two years
[ 0id not meet Moved 79% (N=27)

I\

VEARS 52 :l:l“‘:‘gw 68% (N=34) 01d not meet at two years
Requirements 21 (N=7)
at Met attwo years
(Ne98) Enroliment 01d not move K (Nm3)
32% 0id not meet at two years
Ne=50 - Y
(N=50) (N=16) 813 {N=13)

{missing values
= 1)

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent Low housaholds active at two years after enroliment, excliuding those with

enroliment incomes over the eligibility 1imits and those living in their owr homes or in subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES: Initfal and monthly Housshold Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

payments file.
NOTE: The number of enrolless that dropped out at two years was 38 in Pittsburgh and 77 in Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT

WO

YEARS

(N=321)

ACTIVE

AT

WO

YEARS

(N=282)

44%

38%

Figure 8

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS:
CONTROL HQUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-5)

PITTSBURGH

6%

Met Moved a8y Met at two years
#inmum (N=61)
Rent Low 3859 (N=69) Did not meet at two years
Requi;:mnnts 12% {N=2)
Enrollment .01d not move  |100% nec a%ﬁrgzgfars
N=197) 65% two
( (N=128) Sy 0¢ not meet, at two years
01d not meet Moved 74$< et at - gears
Minimum
35% Did not meet attwo years
ReaTTFendnts (N=43) 263 (Na11)
at 229, Met at two years
EnrolTment Did not move _<:E::::j (N=17)
(N=122) 65% (Ne79) Did not meet at two years
78% (N=52) :
(missing values
2
PHOENTX
Met Moved 86% Met at g‘m years
Ll N.
Hin imum 57% < Did not(meetg)at two years
"Rent -
Reqﬁ?r:kgﬁts (N=69) 141 (N=10)
a
Enroliment 01d not move 100% Met 1&3?3, years
43
(N=52 ’=:::::: - two
(N=121) ) S 0id n°t(%5%§ at years
Met at two years
0id not meet Moved 35z< (N=26)
Minimum
Rent Low 48% (N=78) po— Did not(:iiz)at two years
Requirements ) Met at ears
Enrot iment 01d not move | 3 "8t Radye Y
52% 0id not mest.at two years
{N=81)
(N=155) 95% (N=77)

(missing values

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent Low households active at two years after snrollment, excluding thosa with
enrol Tment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living fn their Own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES:

payments file.
NOTE:

48

Initial and monthly liousehold Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 in Pittsburgh and 243 in Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT 60%

™0

YEARS

(N=63)

ACTIVE

AT 456%

WO

YEARS

(N=40)

SAMPLE:

Figure 9

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS:
UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLOS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWOQ YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV=-6)

PITTSBURGH

Met Moved 1002 Met at(N-t»{g)years
Minimum
Rent Low 46% (N=16) < 0id not nest at ™o years
Requir%ments 0% )
a
Enroliment _Did not move K Mt a?n‘ﬁﬁl)y“rs
(N=37) 54% (N=21) —] 01d not meet at tWO years
0% (N=0)
D1d not meet Moved 75% Het “(Nf‘g‘)’ years
:l:::ﬂll:gw 17 (N=8) < Did not meet at two years
Requiggments 25% (N=2)
Met attwo years
Enrollment Did not move  |28% (N=4)
(N=25) 632 (N=17) < 0id not meet at two yea
76% (N=13) .
(missing values
a | )
PHOEMNTIX
t
Met Moved 902 Met ‘%N-VQK), years
Minimum
Rent Low 56% (N=10) - 0id not meet at two years
Requirements 102 (N=1)
at
Enrol Iment 0id not move  |100% Met attwg, years
aas (N=8) <
(N=18) 0% 0id not "(lﬁi‘c:))at two years
: Met at two years
°1Md1 '!}ot meet Moved 527-< ?N-G) y
Re:tmf:,, 622 (N=13) 0id not meet at two years
Requirements 38% (N=5)
at Met at two years
Enroliment Did not move 122 (N=1) d
i .at ©
(N=21) 38% {(N=8) > 0id not n(t?‘e.s)at w0 years
{missing values
= 1 )

Minimum Rent Low households active at two years aftar enroliment, excluding those with

enrollment incomes over the eligibility 1imits and those living in their Own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES:
payments file.
NOTE:

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Basealine and Periodic Interviews, and
The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 12 in Pitisburgh and 30 {n Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT

T™™O

YEARS
(N=117)

7 ACTIVE
AT
TWC
YEARS

(N=109)

202

Figure 10

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS:
MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHOLDS,
S8ETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-7)

PITTSBURGH

Met at two years
Met Moved ) 1002 (N-IZ{
Minimum 34% Did not meet at two years
Rent High._
Regai r;emgnts (N=12) 0% (N=Q)
a
Enroliment 0id not move |100% Het at(mﬂe"s
Did not meet at two years
(Ne35) s63 (N=23) 0% (N=0)
D0id not meet Moved 512< Met at( mﬂears
Minimum
0% Rent High 34% (N=28) > 01d not mee’t at two years
Requir%ments Met aé I‘t‘wu)years
a
Enroliment 0id not move 17"< (N=9)
01d not meet at two years
(N=82) 562 (N=58) 83% "(N=d5)
(missing values
= Q )
BHOENTX
Met at two years
Met Moved 9
Minimn { Did not nf:tna)t
Rent High n two years
Requit nes | 973 (¥=14) 7% (3=1)
Enrol Iment Did not move  |100% Met at two, years
(N=21 32 Na7 0id not meet at two years
) (N=7) 0% (N=Q)
Met at two years
0id not meet Moved 58% (N=32)
Minimum , :
80% Rent High 65 (N=55) . Did not meet at two vears
Requirements 425 (N=23)
at Met at two years
Enroliment 0id not move 3=< (x=1)
35% 0id not meet.at pgwg years
{Nug4) (N=29) 97% (N=28)
(missing values
- 4 )

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent High households active at two years after enroliment, exc]ud'ing those with
enroliment incomes over the eligibility 1imits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized nousing.

QATA SOURCES:

payments file.
NOTE:

50

[nitial and monthly Household Report Forms, 8asaline and Periodic [nterviews, and

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 62 in Pittsburgh and 82 in Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT

YEARS

(N=321)

ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS

(N=282)

24%

SAMPLE :

OATA SOURCES:

payments file.

76%

Figure 11

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS:
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWQ YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-8)

PITTSBURGH

Met Moved 851 Met at( ms {ears
Min {mum < m
Rent High 427 (N=41) Did not meet at two years
Requi;gments ’ 15% (N=6)
Enrol Tment 01d not move  |100% Mer at fug, years
(N=98) 582 0id not meet at two years
(N=57) 0% (N=0) Y
0id not meet Moved 42% Met “J mo)years
Minimum
Rent High . 32z (N=71) prv- 01d not mfﬁ&f)t two years
Requi::mnts 114 not 13% Met at two years
Enral Iment 68% e e Did not — t
= no at at two years
(N=221) (N=150) 87% MN=1d) 0 0
(missing values
s 2 )
PHOENTIX
- Met at two years
Met Moved 82%
ent Hig 51 < Did not m-tni
Rent High % - no 3t two years
Requ‘l{rlnznts (N=33) 18% “ﬁ'ﬁ)
a
EnrolIment Did not move '100;< Met at( ﬁ:gz{'"s
49% Did not meet at two years
N=65 Y
{ ) (N=32) 0% (N=0)
. 4% Met at two years
pid not meet Moved 2< {N=26)
R:;rt”mgh 522 (N=110) Sop] 0fd not meet at two years
Requirements (N=84)
at 5% Met at two years
Enroliment 01d not move (N=6)
(N=210) 48% Did not meet.at two years
(N=100) 94% I|TN'QM
(missing values
= 7. )

P Control households active at two
enroliment incomes over the eligfbility limits an

4

ars after enrolliment, excluding those with
hose living fn their own homes or in subsidized housing.

Initial and monthly liousehold Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

NOTE: The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 fn Pittsburgh and 243 in Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT

TwO

YEARS

(N=63)

ACTIVE

AT

T™O

YEARS

(N=40)

23%

SAMPLE :

Figure 12

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS:
UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS,
SETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND TWQ YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-=9)

PITTSSURGH

Met Moved 71% Met at two years
Minimum < _(N=5)
Rent High 39% (N=7) Did not meet at two years
Reguirements 29% (N=2)
at Met at ears
Enrolliment 0id not move |100% %NEY?)y
61% 0id not meet at two: years
N=18 N=11
(n18) (1) 0% (N=0)
01d not meet Moved 651< Met a(tum) years
Minimum -
71% 39% id
Rent High (N=17) >~ 0id not ﬂﬁ&ﬁ at two years
Requirements
at Met at two years
Enroliment 0fd not move |11% (N=3)
61% Did not meet at two years
N=44 N=27 - .
(N=44) ( ) 893 (Ne24)
(missing values
= ]
PHOEMNTX
Mt Moved 751 Met at twg Yyears
Min imum < - (N=3)
Rent High 242 (N=4) 0id not meet at two years
Requirements 25% (N=1)
Enroliment 0id not move  |100% Met ‘zkfg? years
N=9 56% N=S 0id not meet at two years
(N=s) (=) 0% (N=0)
Mat at two years
01d not meet Moved 7% {N=7)
7% R:;:1:$gh 63% (N=19) 3 0id not meet at two years
Requirements (N=12)
at 9% Met at two years
Enrollment D1d not mave < (N=1)
37% 0id not meet.at two years
(N=30) (N=11) 919 (N=10)
(miss1ng1va1ues

Unconstrained households active at two years after enroliment excluding those with

enroliment incomes over the eligibility limits and those !iving in their own homes or in subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES:

payments file.
NQTE:

The number of enrolleas that dropped out at two years was 12

52

in Pittsburgh and 30

Initial and monthly Housahold Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

in Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT

WO

YEARS

(N=204)

ACTIVE

AT

™G

YEARS

(N=174)

20%

SAMPLE ;

OATA SOURCES:

payments file. -
NOTE:

Figure 13

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS:
MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-10)

PITTSBURGH

78%

80%

Met Moved 62% Met at one year
Minimum (N=5)

Standards 18% (N=8) Did not meer at one year
Requirements 381 (N=3) :
Enroﬁment 0id not move 1002 et a(tNggg)year

0id not meet at one year
(N=44) 82% (N=36) 0% (¥=0) ¥
0id not meet Moved 41% Het ‘(‘Nqu)"“
Minfmum < .

Standards 28% (Ne44) Did not ?ﬁ-efs a{ one year

Requirements 9%
at . v Met at one year
Enroliment Did not move 21< (N’24)
(N=158) 72¢ (N=114) 708 0id not En:.egto)at one year
(missing values
s 2 )
PHOENTIX
Met at one year
Met Moved 703 (N=7)
Minimum <

Standards 30% (N=10) Did not meet at one year
Requirements 30% — (tN-3)

v et at one year

Emﬁ-mm . 01d not move  (100% (na23)

0id not meet at one year
(N=33) 70% (Ne23) 0% Thes) y
57% Met at one year
01d not meet Moved < (N=35)
Minimum 452 0id not meet at one year
Reguirements (he1) 43% (N=26)
at . 27% Met at one year
Enroliment 0id not move < (N=20)
Did not meet.at one yea
(N=135) 55% (N=74) = et year
(missing values
= §

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 77
53

Minimum Standards househoids active at two years aftar enroliment, excluding those with
-enroliment incomes over the eligibility Timits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.
Initial and monthly tousehold Report Forms, Basaline and Periodic Intarviews, and

{n Pittsburgh and 155 in Phoenix.




ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS

(N=321)

ACTIVE

AT

YEARS

(N=282)

192

SAMPLE :

enroliment incomes over the eligibility 1imits and those living in the
Initial and monthly liousehold Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic I[ntarviews, and

QATA SQURCES:

payments file.

Figure 14

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS:
CONTROL HQUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-11)

PITTSBURGH

Met at one year

Met Moved 25% (N=2)
Minimum E
Standards 13¢% (N=8) id not meet at gne year
Requirements 75% (N=6)
at - Met at gne year
Enroliment 01d not move g (Rm5a]
- 0id not meet at one year
(Ne62) o7 (N=54) 0z (¥=0)
one
01d not meet Moved & Met atLN.e)year
80% Minimum
Standards  |25% (N=62) — Did not meec gy one vear
Requirements %
Met at one year
Enro?;'ment 01d not move =z (N=16)
75% 0id not meet at one year
(N=250) (N=188) 9Nz {N=172) :
(missing values
* 9
PHOENTIX
Met at one year
Met Moved 352 (N=6)
Minimum -
Standards 343 (N=17) -=::::;;: 0id not meet at one year
Requirements 6 (N=11)
at . - Met at one year
Enrol iment 0id not move 100% (N=33)
i o
(N=50) 66% (N=13) 0% 0id not m&?_tosat ne year
Met at one year
Di?ﬂn?t meet Moved 30:< (N=27)
nimum
81% Standards 412 (N=89) » 01d not meet at one year
Requirements 0% (N=62)
€n ﬂ: . 01d not move 12:< Met at(:r:s{ear
rolimen -
59% 0id not meet.at one year
(N=216) (N=127) 88% (N=112

(missing values
* 16

Control households active at two years after enroilment, excluding those with
ir own homes or in subsidized housing.

NOTE: The number of enrallees that dropped out at two years was 113 in Pittsburgh and 243 in Phoenix.
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A I e, B e

ACTIVE

AT 13

YEARS

(N=63)

ACTIVE

AT 24%

TWO

YEARS

(N=40)

SAMPLE :

87%

76%

Figure 15

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS:

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS »
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-12)

PITTSBURGH

Met Moved 100 . Met e
Minimum : v
Standards |12 (N=1) < Did not meet acone year
Requirements 0z (¥=0)
Met at one year -
at 0id no 1002
Enros iment not move < — (N=7)
(N=8) 88% (Ne7) 0 not T::())at one year
0id not meet Moved 6< Met at(::f)year
Minimum
Standards 131 N=17 Did not meet at one year
Rt cemrts (N=17) 943 (N=16)
Met at gne year
Enmﬁment 0id not move 9’< LN:g)
(N=52) 67 (N=35) gz D1d not meet 2% one year
(missing values
3
PHOENTIX
Met at ea
Met Moved 67 Y
Minimum <
Standards 33% (Na3) o~ 0id not m(eﬁ.tlsat one year
Requirements
at Did not move 100% Het at(::g)yur
Enroliment < I
(N=9) 67% (N=6) 0% not mﬁso?t one year
Met at one year
D1d1 not meet Moved K _(N=7)
Minimum . i
Standards 529 (N=15) - 0id not m:;:e;a: one year
Requirements .
ed . Met at one year
" ﬁ . 0id not move ol {N=2)
nrolimen 48% 0fd not meet.at one year
(N=29) (N=14) 86% (N=12)
(missing values
* 2

Unconstrained households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with

enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SQURCES:

payments file.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

NOTE: The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 12 in Pittsburgh and 30 1in Phoenix.
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Figure 16

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING T
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS:

MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS, :
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR )
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-13 -

PITTSBURGH _ J

Met at one year

Met : Moved 10 (N=23) ‘}
Mini - .
Re:tntgw 29% (N=23) { Did not meet at gne year :
Requirements 0% (N=0)
ACTIVE Met a ear -
Enroﬁment 01d not move |100% ¢ f.vc-’gg)y z
AT 632 (N=79) ny (Ne56) ga 1 0% Jeay at one vear
™ ' ) Met at one year ﬁ
01d not meet Hoved 67% ¢ iN‘.’SL Y -
E741 Minimum <
YEARS Rent Low 26% (N=12) 0id not EnNe.ed't) at one year )
Requirements i 3% J
Met at one year
(N=12s) Enroﬁment 0fd not move 1433 (N=15) =
(N=47) 74% (N=35) 5 0id not I‘?fzto)“ one year ]
{missing values
= 2 :-.}
PHOENTX }
Met at one year
Met Moved '851< (N=17) g
Minimum -
Rent Low 43% (N=20) = Did not (%e'e?.t) at one year
Requirements P Y
ACTIVE Enre s ment 01d not move  |100% T heae) i
rollmen
57% < Did not meet at one year ‘
AT a8t (N=46) (N=25) o (N=0) -
TWO Met at one year '
521 01d naot meet Moved 781< (N=21)
Minimum
YEARS Rent Low 54% (N=27) 0id not (n&e-%t) at one year _
Requirements 222 .
’ at Mat at one year :
(N=98) Enrol Iment 01d not move 132 (N=3) :
0id not meet.at one year
(N=50) 46% (N=23) o (Ne30) J
(missing values
= 2 J

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent Low households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with .
enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in thair own hames or in subs1d12ed housing.
DATA SQURCES: Initial and monthly llousehold Report Forms, 8aseline and Periodic Int=w1§ws, and

payments file,
HOTE: The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 38 in Pittsburgh and 77 in Phoenix.
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Figure 17

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS:
CONTROL HQUSEHOLDS, )
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-14)

PITTSBURGH

Met Moved 91% Met at one year
Minimum < . (N=42)
Rent Low 23% (N=46) Did not meet at one year
Requirements 9% {N=4}
ACTIVE at
gnrollment 01d not move ]QK Met at(gg?siy)ear
WO
01d not meet Moved 68 Mt aa;:iggear
38% Minimum <
YEARS Rent Low 23% (N=28 Did not meet at one year
Requirements =28) 2% (N=9)
Met at one year
N=321 at
( ) Enroliment 01d not move 18; (N=13)
L 4
(N=122) 77% (N=94) ae 01d not ﬂfﬁfﬁff one year
(missing values
a 2 )
PHOENTZX
Met at one year
Met 4
Minimum Hoved ,34< ~ (N=q3)
Rent Low 42% d not meet at ane year
Requirements (N=51) 16% {N=8)
ACTIVE at 0id not move 1002 Met at one year
Enrol Iment ~ < (N=63)
- 58% 0id not meet at one year
AT a3 (N=120) (N=63) 0% (N=Q)
TWO Met at one year
01d not meet Moved 30!< (N=19)
YEARS 7 :;:lmtﬂw 40% (N=63) 0id not meet atone year
Requirements 70% - (N=44)
(N=282) at 01d not move 5% et a&ﬂgg)year
Enroliment
60% (N=94) 0id not meet.atone year
(N=157) 95% (N=89)
(missing values
"5
SAMPLE: Control households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with

anroliment incomes over the eligibility 1imits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES:

payments file.
NOTE:

Initial and monthly Housahold Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 1h Pittsburgh and 243 in Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT 60%

WO

YEARS

(N=63)

ACTIVE

AT 45%

WO

YEARS

(N=40)

SAMPLE:

Figurs 18

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS:
UNCONSTRAINED HQUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-15)

PITTSBYRGH

Met at one year

Met
Minimum Moved 93 (N=13)
Rent Low 38% (N=14) Jid not meet at one year
Requirements 7% (N=1)
Mat at one year
at id not 100% -
Enroliment 0 ( move — (N 13)‘“
- 62% N=23) ~ id not mee one- year
(K=37) 0= (N=0)
01d not meet Moved 1002 Het ﬂ%fg? year
40% I:;::mtr:w 20% (N=5) <0' 0id not meet atone year
- - (N=Q)
Reguirements
at 0id not move 30% Het 7§.§?e’e°r
Enrollment < —
- 80% - not meet atone year
(N=25) {N=20) 70% (Nald) .
(missing values
= 1
PHOENTX
Met Moved 263 Met a; gne year
[} =
Minimum < : (N=6)
Rent Low 41% (N=7) 0id not meet at one year
Requirements 14% (N=1)
at 0id not move 100% Met ?E_?g? year
Enrol Inent < Did t at
59% not meet at ona year
(N=17) (N=10) 0% (N=Q)
Met at one year
01d not meet Moved 54"‘<. (N=7)
55% Minimum 52% (N=11) Jid not meet at one year
Rent Low 36% {N=4)
Requirements
n ?? Qid not move |10% et ?;.T?e year
roliment 48% 0id not meet.at one year
(N=21) (N=10) 90% (N=9)

(missing values
=2

Unconstrained households active at two years after enroilment, excluding those with

enroliment incomes over the eligibility !1imits and thaose living in their gwn homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SQURCES:
payments file.
NOTE:

58

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was

[nitial and monthly Housahold Report Forms, Basaline and Periodic Interviaws, and
12 in Pittsburgh and 30 in Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS
(N=117)

ACTIVE

AT

TVO

YEARS
{N=109)

21%

Figure 19

: THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS:
MINIMUM RENT HIGH HOUSEHCLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-16)
PITTSBURGH

Met Maved 100% Met at(“o’nee) year
Minimum -
Ren2 High &32 - < Did not meet at one year
(N=8)
Requirements- 0% (N=0}
o Met atone year
Enroﬁment 01d not move K (N=27)‘y
77% Did not meet at ogne year
(N=35) (N=27) 0%
° {N=0)
108 0id not meet Moved ‘;}f:::: Het a%;gv;{ear
Minimum b1y 0id not meet at one year
Rent High 2 (N=17) 29% (Na5)
Requ;;ements 17% Met at one year
Enrol Iment i~ 01d:not move < (N=11)
(N=82) (N=65) o 0id not m(cz:-tsaa)t one year
(missing values
= 0 )
PHOENTX
Met Moved 929 Met at one year
. (N=12)
Minimum -
Rent High S9% (N=13) Did not meet at one year
Requirements 8% {N=1)
at " Met atone year
Enroliment Did not move lggi:::: " yma)
(N=22) a1s (N=9) 0% 0id not m(eNea%)at one year
Met atone year
. Did not meet Moved 56% (N=28)
9% Minimum :
Rent High 60% (N=50) v 0id not m(eNe'tzza)t one year
Requirements
at 0% Met atone year
Enroliment D1d not move < (N=0)
(N=84) 40% (N=34) o Oid not ";eNe_tE a6 one year
(missing values
= 3

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent High households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with
enroliment incomes over the eligibility 1imits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES:

payments file.
NQTE:

59

Initial arnd monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 62 in Pittsburgh and 82 in Phoenix.




ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS
(N=321)

K} -4

ACTIVE

AT

WO

YEARS

(N=282)

24%

SAMPLE :

MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS:

Figure 20
THE DQYNAMICS OF MEETING
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS,

BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND OME YEAR
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-17)

PITTSBURGH

1Met Moved 85% Het at( REEB)YQ”
Minimum - -
Rent High  |28% (Ne27) Did not ”'f&ft one year
Requirements 155 ‘
Met at gne year
at 0id not move |100% ¢ t(u=7~r\y
Enroilment 01d not meet at one year
(N=98) 72% (N=71) 0% {N=0)
Met at one year
D1d not meet Moved 383 (N ls]
§9% Minimum < 0id not meet at one year
Rent High A% (N=a7) . s (N=31) !
Requirements Met at cne year
Enro?’l:ment 0id not move g (N=14)
Did not meet at one year
(Ne221) EL (ne1ra) 927 (=150 °* 7
(missing values
* 2
PHOENTX
Met at one year
Met Moved % (N=220)
Minimum i
Did not meet at one year
RRen; H‘lghts 36% (N=24) 179 {N=4) ’
uiremen
o 01d not move  |100% Met at ane year
Enroliment < (N=d2)
= Did not meet at one year
(N=66) 64% (N=42) 0% (N=0)
Met at one year
01d not meet Moved ‘7'< (N=15)
76% Minimum 0id not meet at one year
RRen; High 432 (N=90) 83% (N275)
equ irements 3y Met at one year
. ﬂim ¢ 0id not move {N=10)
-nrol imen 57% Did not meet at one year
(N=211) (N=121) 92% (N=111)
(missing values
*= 5

Control households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with

enroliment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their ownhomes or in subsidized housing.
DATA SQURCES:

payments file.
NOTE:

60

[nitial and monthly Household Report Forms, B8aseline and Periodic [nterviews, and

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 in Pittsburgh and 243 in Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT

WO

YEARS

(N=63)

ACTIVE

AT

TWo

YEARS

(N=40)

24%

SAMPLE :

Figure 21

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS:
UNCONSTRAINED HQUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ENROLLMENT AND ONE YEAR

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-18)

PITTSBURGH

Met Moved 579 Met at one year
Minimum ==::::::: : {N=4)
Rent High 33% (N=6) 0id not meet at one year
Requirements 33% (N=2)
at M cne yea
Enroliment 0id not move  |100% et at(N=12)ye r
67% 0id not meet at one: year
(N=18) (N=12) 0z o) Y
Did not meet Moved 34% Het at(gs;) year
n% R:;:‘mh 30% (N=13) Did not meet at one year
Requirements. 46% (N=§)
at 01d not move . Met at one year
Enrollment 708 .< — ’\Ist‘!Lt
N=31 not meet at one year
(N=44) ( ) 97% (N=30) ;
(missing values
=]
PHOEMNTX
Met at one year
Met Moved o =
Minimum 75 STT o (N:)t
Rent High N=4 not meet at one year
Requirements |2 (N=4) 25% (N=1)
at Did not move  |100% Met at(:fse) year
Enrol Inent 56% < 0id not meet at one year
(N=9) (N=5) 0% (N=0)
Met at one year
Did not meet Moved 43%< [(N=R)
- Minimum :
76% Rent High l48% (N=14) P 0id not meet at one year
Requirements — t(qg_m
76% at Met at one year
Enrolliment 0id not move 7 (N=1)
52% Did not meet.at one year
(N=29) (N=15) 93% (Nw14)
(missing values
=2

Unconstrained households active at two years after enroliment, excluding those with

enrollment incomes over the eligibility 1imits and those 1iving in their own homes or in subsidized housing.
OATA SOURCES:

payments file.
NOTE:

61

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, 8aseline and Periodic Interviews, and

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 12 in P{ittsburgh and 30 in Phoenix.




ACTIVE
AT
na
YEARS

(N=204)

ACTIVE

AT

™0

YEARS

(N=174)

S51%

Figure 22

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS:
MINIMUM STANDARDS HQUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ONE YEAR AND TWQ YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-19)

PITTSBURGH

: Met at two years
mnMien:un rove 2 (N=7)
Standards 152 (N=12) ~ 0id not meet at two years
Requirements 42% (N=3)
Met at two years
at 100% =
One Year 01d not move < — (N 6t9) —
- - not meet at two years
(N=81) 85% (N=69) 0% (N=0)
01d not meet Moved 36 et a(tNExfg)years
Minimum
59% Stand:u: ds 24% (N=28) > 0id not (m;:ts )at two years
Requiaguents 1 Met at two years
tne Year ~ 0id not move < — (N-Jt) —
. not meet at two years
(N=117) (N=89) 97% (N=88) ‘
(missing values
=5 )
PHOENTX
Met at two years
Wniman fove L Li=2)
Standards gy (N=33) 3 Did not meet at two years
Requirements —(N=11)
at 0fd not move 100% Met a(tNEvsug) years
One vear 61% < 01d not meet at two
not meet a years
(N=84) (N=51) 0%  (N=0)
M, at t
0fd not meet Moved 55% « (N-Yg) years
49% Sm;:gs 35 (N=29) gid not me.et at two years
Requirements. 45% (N=13)
at 9% Met at two years
One Year 65% e o mve < Did not (mtzstLat two years
(N=82) (N=53) 91% (N=48) d
(missing values
= 8

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards households active at two years after enrolliment, excluding those with
enrolliment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES:

payments file,
NQTE:

The number of enrollees that dropped out at twa years was 77

62

Initial and monthly tlousehold Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Intarviews, and

in Pittsburgh and 155 in Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT

T™WO

YEARS

{N=321)

26%

74%

ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS

(N=282)

3%

9%

SAMPLE:

DATA SOURCES:

payments file.
NQOTE:

Figure 23

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS:
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN OME YEAR AND TWO YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-20)

PITTSBURGH

Met Maoved % Met a(tNtz? years
Mininum - Did not meet at two years
gtangards . 14% (N=11) (N=6)

equirements
at One Year 0id not move  |100% Met a(thgg)yei"S
86% (N=69) '=::::::: 0id not two.
Ne not meet at years
(N~80) 0% (N=0)
0id not meet Moved 61 Met a&f‘;‘; years
gzgzmds 14% (N=32) § Did not rrEeNet3 Oa)t two years
Requirements
at One Year 0id not move 4% Met “(Nf’é“)’ years
(N=223) 862 - < D1d not meet at two years
(missing values
= 18
PHOENTIX
Met at two years

Met Moved 532 (N=9) Y
:gmﬂds 21% (N=17) T 0id not(neg& at two years
Requirements
at One Year Did not move 1002 Met ?E.gg«; years
(N=82) 79 (N=€5) < Did not meet at twg years

“ {N=g)
Met at two
I‘I:nd.‘_not meet Moved 26% ¢ a(lnnls) years
nimu
Standa:ds 33% (N=61) ST 0id not(meet)at two years
Requirements N=4§
¢ One Year 0id not move 6% Net ?t t"{'° years
j =7
N=183 67% N=122 < Did not meet.at two years
( ) (N=122) 94% (N=115)
(missing values
= 17

‘ Control households active at two years after enrolliment, excluding those with
enroliment incomes over the eligibility 1imits and those 1iving in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 in Pittsburgh and 243 in Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS

(N=63)

21

ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS

(N=40)

45%

SAMPLE :

payments file.
NQTE:

Figure 24

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM STANCARDS REQUIREMENTS:
UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ONE YEAR AND TWQ YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-21)
PITTSBURGH

Met at two years

Met Moved 50% (N=1)
glg;g"::'_ds 152 (N=2) < Did not meet at two years
= =
Requirements | 50% (N=1)
M two S
at One Year 0d not move 100% et %%311) year
(N=13) 8 (N=11) 0id not meet attwo years
0% {N=0]
. two
01d not meet Moved 25% Met a(fNag) years

79% Minimum” 16% (N=8) '=::::::j Did not mees at two years
Standards 75% (N=6
Requirements 3% Met at two years
at One Year Did not move (N=1)

(N=49 84 Did not meet at two years
) (N=41) 97 (N=40) Y
(missing values
= 1
PHOENTX
Met at two years
Met Moved 50 {N=2)
Minimum N=4 i
S tandamds 24% (N=4) Tor 0id not Z::;)at two years
Requirements
at One Year 0id not move |100% Met aFNEYg)years
N=17 76% = ‘=::::::: 0id not meet at two years
(N=17) (N=13) a3 (N=0)
. Met at two years
01d not meet Moved 7% (N=1)

5% M{nimum 29% (N=6) a3 0id not meet at two years
Standards =5)
Requirements Met at two years
at One Year = 0id not move 7% (N=1)

(N=15) Did not meet at two years
(N=21) 93 (N=14) Y

(missing values
=2

Unconstrained households active at two years after enrolliment, excluding those with
enroliment incomes over the eligibility 1imits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES:

64

The number of enrullees that dropped Out at two years was 12

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, S8aseline and Periodic [nterviews, and

in Pittsburgh and 30 in Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS

(N=128)

81%

ACTIVE

AT

TWa

YEARS

(N=98)

SAMPLE:

Figure 25

THE QYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS:

MINIMUM

RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS,

BETWEEN ONE YEAR AND TWO YEARS
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-22)

PITTSBURGH

o Met at two years
Met Moved 1004 (N'ZO)
Minimum 20 (N=20) Did not meet at two years
Rent Low 0% {N=0)
Requirements :
at 01d not move 1002 Mt ‘fNEES)’“"
One Year 80% (N=82) 0id not meet at two years
(N=102) 0% (N=0)
0id not meet Moved 100% Met afﬂﬁ? years
9% Minimum 17% < Did not meet at two years
| Rent Low (N=4) 0% (N=0)
Requirements Met at two years
at 01d not move  |5% (N=1)
One Year 83% < Did not meat at two years
(N=24) (N=20) 953 (Ne1sf -
(missing values
= 2
PHOEHNTIX
- Met at two years
Met Moved -33321:: (N=26)
Minimum - Did not meet at two years
Rent Low 4z (N=28) 7% (N=2)
uirements
Requir Did not move  |100% Met ey
One Year <
58% (N=39) Did not meet at two years
(N=67) 0% (1=0)
Met at two years
Did not'meet Moved 58% (N=7)
10% i - - 01d not meet at two years
2 R::21fg: > (N=12) a2s (N=5)
Requirements - Met at two years
at 0id not move 12% (N=2)
One Year 59 ~ Did not meet.at two years
(N=29) (N=17) 88% (N=15)
(missing values
= 2

Minimum Rent Low househalds active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with

enroliment incomes over the eligibility 1imits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.
DATA SOQURCES:

payments file,
NOTE:

65

Initial and monthly Hiousehold Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 38 in Pittsburgh and 77 fn Phoenix.




ACTIVE

AT

TW0

YEARS

(N=321)

ACTIVE
AT
™O

YEARS

(N=282)

49%

SAMPLE :

OATA SOURCES:

payments file.

Figqure 26

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS:
CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ONE YEAR AND TWO YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-23)

PITTSBURGH

Met Moved g Het “(ﬁ‘-’?o{e"s
Minimum 0id not meet at two years
RF!enit Low 153 (N=34) 124 {N=4)
equirements :
at 0id not move  [100% et at(ﬁ‘:?g{)ears
One Year
85% Did not meet at two. years
(N=225) (N=191) 0% (N=Q)
Met at two years
Did not meet Moved 69< (N.Ily
Minimum 17% - 0id not meet at two years
3 Rent Low (N=16) 31% (N=5)
Requirements Met at two years
at 01d not move 8% (N=6)
One Year 83% 0id not meet at twg years
(N=94) (N=78) 92% (N=72) '
(missing values
=2
PHOEMNIX
Mat at two years
Met Moved Fégé:::: (N=38)
Mini . i
Ren??ﬂ 16% (N=43) > 0id not T::?nat two years
Reau pomenes 0id not move  |100% Met at two years
One Year < (N=86) .
84% (N=g6) " 0id not meet at two years
(N=135) 0% (N=0)
Met at two years
01d not mest Moved 251< N=9
513 Minimum |26 (N=36) 75gy D1 not meet at two years
Rent Low . —
Requirements Met at ears
= at 72 0id not move 6% (N=6) Y
One Year » 0id not meet.at two years
(N=139) (N=103) 943 (N=97)
(missing values
* 8

Minimum Rent Low households active at two years af

enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those 1iving in _
Initial and monthly liousehold Report Forms, Basaline and Periodic Intarviews, and

ter anroliment, excluding those with
their own homes or in subsidized housing.

HOTE: The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 in Pittsburgh and 243 in Pheoenix.
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Figure 27
THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING

MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS:

UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLOS,

BETWEEN ONE YEAR AND TWO YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-24)

PITTSBURGH

ACTIVE
AT
™0

YEARS
(N=63)

Requirements

at
D1d not move
One Year 83%

(N=47)

Met Moved

Minimum
Rent Low 7%

2 (NIB)

{N=39)

Sz

Did not meet

Minimum 19%
Rent Low

Requirements
at 0id not move

One Year 81%
(N=15)

Moved

(N=3)

_Met at two years
(N=7)

0id not meet at two years
{(N=1)

Met at two years
?N-39)y

0id not meet at two years

{N=13)

0% (N=0)
Met at two years
67”< (N=2)
Did not meet at two years
33% (N:!L
Met at two years
0% (N=0)
01d not meet at two years
100% (N=11} :

(missing values
L ]

0

PHOEMNTIX

ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS
(N=40)

Requirements
at Did not move

One Year 67%
(N=24)

Met Moved

Minimum
Rent Low

33% (N=8)

Met at two years
(N=§)

25%

Did not meet at two years
(e

(N=16)

Met at two years
(N=16)

0%

Did not meet at two years
(N=Q)

63

Did not meet

Minimum
Rent Low
Requirements
at 0id not move
One Year 79%
(N=14)

Moved

(N=3)

Met at two years
(N=2)

0id not meet at two years
(N=1)

(N=11)

Met at two years
_(Ne1)

0id not meet at two years
(N=10)

(missing values

SAMPLE :

DATA SQURCES:

payments file,
ROTE:

= 2 )

Unconstrained households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with
enroliment incomes over the elfgibility limits and those living in their ownhomes or in subsidized housing.

Initial and monthly Household Report For@s, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 12 in Pittsburgn and 30 in Phoenix.

67




ACTIVE

AT

TW0

YEARS

(N=117)

ACTIVE

AT

TWO

YEARS

(N=109)

47

Figure 28

THE QYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS:
MINIMUM RENT HIGH HQUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ONE YEAR ANO TWO YEARS
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-25)

PITTSBURGH

3%

¥ .
Met Moved ez~< et A i e
Minimum 0id not meet at two years
Rent High 29% (N=17) 18% (N=3)
Requirements
” M ears
Onea§ . 0id not move [100% et QENEH?)y
s 71% 0id not meet at two years
(N=58) (N=41) 0% (N=0)
62% Met at two years
01d not meet Moved ‘=::::::: (N=5
Min imum 14% (N=8) - 0id not meet at two years
otk " Met 2”:3) ears
Requirements Met at two y
i Did not move ‘gé:::::: (N=1)
One Year 86% 0id not meet at two years
(N=59) (N=51) 98% (N=50) '
(missing values
= 0)
PHOENTX
Met at two years
Met Moved 80% (N=16)
Minimum 42% 01d not meet at two years
RRen? High > (N=20) 20% N=4)
equirements
at 01d not move  |100% o ey
One vear saz < 01d not meet at two years
m
(Ne48) (N=28) 0% "0 ey
Met at two years
0id not meet Moved 50 (N=8)
0id not meet at two years
Minimum 29% (N=16) 50% N
Rent High Met attwo years
Requ;;:'ements 0id not move |3% (N=1) Y
71% 0id not meet at two years
o ey (Ne39) 97t (N=38)
(missing values
* 3

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent High households active at two years after enroliment, excluding those with
enroliment incomes over the eligibility 1imits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOQURCES:

payments file.
NOTE:

68

The numpber of enrollees that dropped out at two years was

Initial and monthly lousehold Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic I[ntarviews, and

62 in Pittsburgh and g2 1in Phoenix.
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ACTIVE

AT

WO

YEARS

(N=321)

ACTIVE

AT

T™O

YEARS
{N=282)

SAMPLE:

39

32%

68%

Figure 29

THE DYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS:
CONTROL HQUSEHOLDS,
BETWEEN ONE YEAR AND TWO YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-26)

PITTSBURGH

Met at two years
Met Moved =;g§::::: (N=18)
Minimum - Did not meet at two years
Rent High 192 (N=23) 22% {N=S)
Requirements |
at .01d not move  |100% He aFNETgl sars
One Year 81% Did not meet at two years
(N=124) (N=101) 0% (N=Q)
M ears
01d not meet Moved :géé::::: et aghifg)y
Minimum 14% 01d not meet at two years
Rent High {N=27) 63% (N=17)
Requi Met at two years
equ;;ements 0id not move 7% (N=7)
One Year 86 < Did not meet at two years
(N=195) (N=168) 93% (N=93) -
(missing values
* 2
PHOENTITX
Met at two years
74%
Met Moved < {N=20)
R:;:1:?mh 31% (N=27) > 0id not meet at two years
o 4 (N27)
Requirements
at Did not move  |100% Het Lmiey TN
One Year 691 < —
t at tw a
(N=86) (N=53) 0 no mi%) 2 0 years
Met at two years
0id not meet Moved 151< (N=9)
. 01d not meet at two years
i o
Rent i (N=58) 843 (N=a9)
i Met at two years
Requ;:ements Did not move 2% (N=2) 7
One Year 69% 01d not meet.at two years
(N.187) (N'129) 98: (N' 127)
(missing values
"9

Minimum Rent High households active at two years after enroliment, excluding those with

enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those Tiving in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

QATA SQURCES:

payments file.
NOTE:

69

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and

The number of enrollees that dropped out at two years was 113 fn Pittsburgh and 243 in Phoenix.




ACTIVE
AT
38
WO

YEARS

(N=63)

ACTIVE
AT 39%
™0

YEARS

{N=40)

SAMPLE:

Figure 30

THE OYNAMICS OF MEETING
MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS:
UNCONSTRAINED HOUSEHOLOS,
BETWEEN ONE YEAR AND TWQ YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Figure IV-27)
PITTSBUYURGH

[ s
i Met at two years
1Met Moved 100% (N=4)
Minimum : WO -
et wign | 172 on ] DT Ot et at e years
Requirements o lt S
at 33% 100% et ap two years
One Year Oid(not move 00 fN 20)
N=20) Did not mest at two years
(N=24) 0% (N=0)
two
01d not mest Moved 43% Met aFN'g) years
2% Minimum 18% Did not meet at two years
Rent High (N=7) 57% (N=4)
Requirements - Met at two years
at .82‘ 0id not move 12% (N=d)
One Year Did not meat at two years
(N=39) (N=32) 882 (N=28) :
{missing values
s )
PHOEMTIX
Met at two years
Met Moved 67% ¢ (N.'é') d
Minimum < 0id not meet at t ears
Rent High 20% (N=3) 3% " (.‘731)a "
Requirements
at 0% 01d not move 100% Met at :wo)years
One Year (N=12
- (N=12) - Did mot meet at two years
(N=15) 0% (34=0)
Met at two years
Did not meet Moved 252 (N=2)
1% Minimum 5% (N=8) 3 0id not meet at two years
¢ Rent High - (N=6)
Requirements > Met at two years
at 5 0id not move 0% {N=0) ’
One Year 0id not meet at two years
(N=23) (N=15) 100% (Na15)
(missing values
=2

Unconstrained housaholds active at two years after enrolliment, excluding those with

enrolIment incomes over the aligibility 1imits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES:
payments file.
NOTE:

70

The number of enrcilees that dropped out at two years was 12

[nitial and monthly Household Report Forms, Saseline and Periodic I[nterviews, and

in Pittsburgh and 30 in Phoenix.
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6.3 Rent

This section presents mean household rents at enrollment and two years after
enrollment. Tables for Percent of Rent and Control households, presented
first, are also stratified by mobility. Tables for Housing Gap households
are stratified by mobility and, within each table, by whether housing re-
quirements were met. In this and subsequent sections, tables are based on
households that were still actively enrolled at the end of two years. 1In
general, there is little evidence of any substantial bias in Experimental/
Control comparisons due to differential acceptance or attrition (see Kennedy

and MacMillan, 1979; Friedman and Weinberg, 1978 and 1979).
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CHANGES IN RENT FROM ENROLIMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT

TABLE 20

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1978, Table X~-1)

MEAN RENT MEAN CHANGE IN RENT
At PERCENTAGE
Enroll- At Two ) Mean of Ratio of SAMPLE
TREATMENT GROUP Ment Years AMOUNT Ratio Means SIZE
PITTSBURGH
All Percent of
Rent Households $114 $139 $25 26% 22% (385)
Percentage rebate:
20% 109 126 17 17 16 (62)
30% 112 136 25 25 22 (82)
40% 122 148 26 27 21 (108)
50% 114 140 27 27 24 (105)
60% 109 142 33 39 30 (28)
Control households 115 133 18 18 16 (289)
Unconstrained
households 107 128 21 22 20 (59)
PHOENIX
All Percent of
Rent households 132 162 30 26 23 (280)
Percentage rebate:
20% 133 156 23 24 17 (44)
30% 125 152 27 24 22 (79)
40% 136 166 30 24 22 (59)
50% 141 172 31 24 22 (77)
60% 112 157 45 45 40 (21)
Control households 128 145 17 18 13 (252)
Unconstrained
households 135 165 30 35 22 {(37)
SAMPLE: Percent of Rent, Control, and Unconstrained households active

at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over
the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized

housing.

file.

72

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, and payments
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TABLE 21

CHANGES IN RENT FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS

AFTER ENROLLMENT FOR THE MOVER SAMPLE
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1978, Table X-5)

MEAN RENT MEAN CHANGE IN RENT
At PERCENTAGE
Enroll- At two Mean of Ratio of SAMPLE
TREATMENT GROUP ment years AMOUNT Ratio Means SIZE
PITTSBURGH
All Percent of
Rent households $114 $156 $41 45% 36% (142)
Percentage rebate:
20% 110 135 25 27 23 (17)
30% 107 150 43 44 40 (33)
40% 128 167 39 43 30 (46)
50% 111 157 45 49 41 (35)
60% [98] [154] [56] [74] 571 (11)
Control households 120 147 26 29 22 (94)
Unconstrained
households 109 145 36 39 33 (22)
PHOENIX
All Percent of
Rent households 135 179 44 38 33 (169)
Percentage rebate:
20% 122 158 36 37 30 (26)
30% 137 181 44 37 32 {40)
40% 142 191 50 40 35 (33)
50% 143 184 41 32 29 (54)
60% 114 170 56 57 49 (1e6)
Contxol households 132 160 28 30 21 (123)
Unconstrained households 128 175 48 55 38 (21)

SAMPLE: Percent of Rent, Control, and Unconstrained movers active at
two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrcllment incomes over the
eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized hous-

ing.
DATA SOURCES:
ments file.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, and pay-

NOTE: Brackets indicate entries based on 15 or fewer observations.
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TABLE 22

CHANGE IN RENT APPLYING SELECTIVE
INCOME ELIGIBILITY LIMITS TO CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1978, Table X-7)

MEAN RENT MEAN CHANGE IN RENT
At PERCENTAGE
Enroll- At Two Mean of Ratio of SAMPLE
TREATMENT GROUP ment Years AMOUNT Ratio Means SIZE
PITTSBURGH
Percentage
rebate = 20% $10S $120 $16 16% 15% (39)
Control households 119 139 20 19 17 (179)
Percentage
rebate = 60% 108 136 28 32 26 (23)
Control households 107 123 16 18 15 (111)
PHOENIX
Percentage
rebate = 20% 146 166 20 19 14 (30)
Control households 140 156 17 15 12 (166)
Percentage
rebate = 60% 117 155 38 36 32 (17)
Control households 106 120 15 21 14 (88)
SAMPLE: Percent.of Rent households in Treatment Groups 13 and 23 and

Contxol households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with
enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own
homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES:

file.

Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, and payments

NOTE: See Appendix Table III-3 for the income eligibility limits
applied to these households.
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TABLE 23

CHANGE IN RENT APPLYING SELECTIVE INCOME ELIGIBILITY .
LIMITS TO CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS FOR MOVER SAMPLE
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1978, Table X-8)

MEAN RENT MEAN CHANGE IN RENT
At PERCENTAGE
Enroll- At Two Mean of Ratio of SAMPLE
TREATMENT GROUP ment Years AMOUNT Ratio Me ans SIZE
PITTSBURGH
Percentage
rebate = 20% [s100] ($133] [$33] {33%] [(33%] (7)
Control households 125 155 29 32 23 (47)
Percentage
rebate = 60% (104} [146] [43] [S56] [41] (9)
Control households 114 138 24 29 21 (48)
- PHOENIX
Percentage
rebate = 20% [140] [177] [37] [34] [26] (15)
Control households 145 171 26 23 18 (77
Pexrcentage .
rebate = 60% (1191} [167] (48] {45] {401 (13)
Control households 112 135 23 34 21 (49)

SAMPLE: Percent of Rent movers in Treatment Groups 13 and 23 and
Control movers active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with
enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own
homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, and pay-

ments file.
NOTE: Brackets indicate entries based on 15 or fewer observationmns.

See Appendix Table III-3 for the income eligibility requirements applied to
these households.
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Table 24

CHANGES IN HOUSING EXPENOITURES FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS APTER ENROLIMENT
8Y TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS): ALL HOUSEHOLDS

]

_(FPxi Wei 79 V=1)
HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE IN EXPENDITURES
AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE 2
HOUSEMOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS s1ze ‘*;
PITTSBURGH
Minimum Standards househalds $109 $129 $21 Q.22 Q.19 (193)
Contzol houssholds 118 134 18 0.18 0.16 (302) -
Unconstrained housaholds 107 128 21 0.22 0.20 (59)

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS -
Minimss Standards houselwlds 119 142 23 0.24 0.19 87) -
Contrel househalds 132 154 27 0.17 0.17 (83) :
Unconstzained houssholds fl1ail (133 (12} (0.11) {0.10]) (14) b

Did Not Meet at Enrollmant
Minimum Standards households 114 142 28 0.3 0.2% (49) -
Cantrol households 127 155 27 0.23 0.1 (29)
Uncoastrainsd houssholds (100} {121] fa1] [0.201 {6.21) (6) E

Mat at Inrollment -
Minisum Standards households 128 140 16 0.16 0.13 (38)

Control households 138 154 19 0.14 0.14 (54) R

un ined h holds (137) {142] €] [0.041] [0.04] (8) i
HOUSZHOLDS TMAT. OID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS ¥

Minisum Standards households 10 120 19 0.21 0.19 (106)

Concrol housaholds 109 126 17 0.19 Q.16 (219)

Unconstrained households 103 127 24 0.26 0.23 {45)

0id Not Meet ac Earollment
Minisum Standards households 100 119 19 0.21 0.19 (102)

Control househalds 108 125 17 0.18 0.16 {210)
Uncoastrained households 103 127 24 0.26 0.23 (45)

Mat at Enrollasnt

Minimum Standards households {129} {144] {151 (0.13] (0.21] (4)

Control households {149] (157 (8] [a.20] (0.05] 8)

u inad h ahalds - - - - -~ (0}
PHOENIX =4

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Minizmua Standards households $12¢ $151 $28 0.26 0.20 (163)

Control households 129 145 ) 16 0.18 0.12 (356}
Uncoastrained households 138 165 10 0.15 0.22 (37) -
HOUSENOLDS THMAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS ‘ =

Minimum Standards houssholds 138 170 34 Q.33 0.2 (91)

Concrol households 144 168 24 0.21 0.17 (89)

U rained h holds 183 187 k) 0.39 0.22 (18)

0id Not Meet at Enrollment
Minisum Standards househalds 128 170 42 0.44 0.13 (64}

Control househalds 140 173 33 0.3 0.24 (50}
Unconscrained housaholds {133) (1821 (491 {0.58} {0.37) (10)

Met at Earollmsnt
Minisum Standards housebolds 150 166 16 0.13 0.11 27 e
Caatral households 150 163 13 0.12 0.09 (39) ¥
Unconstrained houssholds (178} {1931 (15} [0.15] {0.08} (a) )

BOUSEMOLOS THAT OID NOT MEET AEQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minisum Standards households 114 128 14 0.15 0.12 (72
Control househaolds 120 133 12 0.14 0.10 (167)
Uncoastrained households 118 144 26 6.1 0.22 (19)

0id Not Meet at Rnrollment
Minimus Standards households 108 128 17 0.17 0.16 (67
Control housaholds 117 129 12 g.14 0.10 (187)
Unconstrained houssholds 112 137 6 0.32 0.23 (18)

Met at Enzxollmsac
Minimue Standard lds {1921 (163) (~291 {-0.15] {-0.15] {s)

Control househclds (168} (1891 (211 [0.17 (0.31} [$1:3)
Un ined N holds {233) {262} (291 (0.12] [0.20) [$9]

SAMPLE: Minimus Standards, Control, and Unconstrained households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with
enrollaant incomes over the eliqibility limits and those living i{a their own homss or in subsidized housing.

OATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Housshold Report Forms and payments file. .

NOTRS: Brackets indicate amouncs based on 13 or fewar obaervations. Sasple sizas may diffar between u.l. houssholds and other
qroups dus to availabilicy of daca oa housing requiremsnt status.

1
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Table 25

CHANGES IN HOUSING EXPEMDITURES FROM ENROLIMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLIMENT
BY TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS): ALL HOUSEHOLDS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table V-2)

HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE IN EXPENDITURES
AT PERCENTACE
ENROLL~ AT ™WO MEAN OF RTIO SamPLE
HOUSENALD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS 8$IZE
- PITTSBURCH
- Minisus Rent Low households $109 £130 $2l 0.23 0.19 (122)
o Control houssholds : 118 134 18 0.18 0.16 (302}
Unconstrained housaholds 107 128 21 0.22 0.20 (59)
ks HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
e Minimum Rant Low houssholds 115 138 23 0.23 0.17 (104}
3_, Control houssholds 128 147 22 0.21 0.18 (228)
= Unconstrained housaholds 117 142 25 0.25 0.2 (44)
Did Mot Meet at Enxollment :
i Minisum Rent Low housaholds 93 129 36 0.42 0.3 (27)
K% Control households %0 - 129 » 0.46 0.43 (48)
0 Unconstrained househalds (921 [129] (371 {0.421 (0.40) (10)
Met at Enrollment
Minisum Rent Low households 123 141 18 0.16 9.18 (mn
Contrel households 134 1.52 18 0.15 0.12 {180)
‘. Unconstrained households 124 145 2 0.20 0.17 (34)
b HOUSEHOLDS THAT. DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Hinimum Rent Low households 4 26 12 0.20 0.16 (18)
Control housesholds a7 93 [ 0.09 0.07 {(74)
. Unconstrained households (791 [90] (11] (0.151 (0.14) (15
L», 0id Not Meet at Enroliment
) Minisua Rent Low houssholds 74 86 12 0.20 0.16 (18)
Cantrol houssholds 84 93 9 0.11 0.11 (69)
r Unconscrained households (791 (901 (111 (0.151 (0.14] (15)
: L Met at Lnrollmenc
b Minisum Rent Low houssholds - - - - - (0)
Control housaholds i1} (88) (-33) (-0.25] [-0.27 ($)
Unconstrained households - - - - - (o)
B ‘ PHOENIX
Ve ALL HOUSEBOLDS
Minimus Rent Low houssholds $124 s1s8 $34 0.34 0.27 (89)
Control houssholds 129 148 16 0.18 0.12 {2%6)
€ Unconstrained households 138 165 30 . 0.35 0.22 (37
* HOUSEHOLDS THAT WET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
#inimus Rent Low households . 133 172 9 0.40 0.29 (69)
Control households 154 182 27 0.26 0.18 (134)
Unconstrained houssholds 153 191 8 0.42 0.25 (25)
0id Not Meet at Enrollment
Minimum Rent Low housaholds 101 169 67 0.78 0.66 (an
Coatrol houssholds 103 177 74 0.84 0.72 (28)
un ined b holds (1081 (1891 (a1} (1.08) (0.75] (8)
Mat at fnrollment
Minisus Rent Low households ) 154 174 20 0.15 0.13 {42)
L Concrel housaholds 168 183 18 0.10 0.09 (106)
a Uncanstrained households 174 192 18 0.13 0.10 an
HOUSEMOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minisum Rent Low houssholds 9 109 16 0.17 0.17 (20)
Concrol houssholds 101 105 ] 0.09 0.05 (122)
Unconstrained households 197] {110] (131 {0.19) (0.13} (12)
04d Not Meet at Enrollasent
. Minisum fent Low households 90 104 15 0.17 0.1? {18)
T Coatrol households 95 104 9 0.12 0.0% {113)
< [ rained h holds (90} {1111 (21} [0.25] (0.231 (1)
- Mat at Earollment
Minimus Rent Low housaholds (231} {157 (261 (0.201} (0.20) (2)
. Cancrol households (169) {115} (-S54} {=0.32} (=0.32] (9)
B On ained b holds {180] {105} {751 (-0.41) (~0.42] (88]

SAMPLE: Minimum fent Low, Control, and Unconstrained houssholds active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with
earollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

QATA SOURC2S: Initial and monthly Household Report Porms and payments file.

NOTES: Brackets indicate amounts based on 1S or fewer obsarvations. Sasple sizes may differ between all housshalds and othar

groups dus to availability of data on housing requiremsnt status.
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Table 26

CHANGES I[N HOUSING EXPENDITURES PROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
8Y TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS): ALL HOUSEHOLDS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table V-3)

HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE IN FXPENDITURES
AT BERCENTAGE .
ENROLL~ AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE Fy
HOUSEHOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SIZE i
PITTSBURGH
ALL HOUSEHOLDS .
Minimus Reat High households $112 §139 $25 0.24 0.22 (111)
Concrol households 118 134 18 Q0.18 0.16 (302) -
Unconstrained housaholds 107 128 21 0.22 0.20 (59)

HOUSENOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS -
Minisum Rent High households 127 165 37 0.34 0.29 (59) 7
Control households 137 164 27 0.28 0.20 (136) -
Unconstrained households 124 156 i 0.3l 0.25 an *:

Did Not Meet at Enrollment
Minimum Rent High houssholds 108 166 62 Q 60 0.59 (26) i
Control houssholds 106 154 48 0.50 0.45 an ’4
Unconstrained households [102) (157] (551 (0.58] (0.54] (12) i

-,

Mec at Enrollmeant
Minizum Rent High houssholds 145 164 13 0.13 0.1 13)

Cantrol houssholds 153 169 16 0.12 0.10 (89) "

Unconstrained houssholds (142] (155) {13]) (0.09) [0.09) (15) -~

HOUSEHOLDS THAT. 0ID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Minimum Rent High houssholds 97 109 12 0.13 0.12 (52)

Control housaholds 98 109 11 0.13 0.11 (166)

Unconstrainsd households 93 106 13 0.15 Q.14 (32)
0id Not Meet at Enrollment ‘

Minimum Rent High houssholds 97 109 12 0.13 0.12 (52)

Cancrol households 96 109 1 0.14 0.14 (163)

Unconstrained households 9l 104 13 0.16 0.14 (30)

Mat at Enrollment B
Minimum Aent High households - - - - - (0) :
Control households 172) [123] {~49] {=0.31] (-0.28] (3)
Unconstrained households {1231 {1281 (6] (0.04) [0.05} (2)

PHOERNIX T
Minimum Rent High houssholds $126 $166 $40 0.36 0.32 93 )
Cantrol households 129 145 16 Q.18 90.12 (256}
Uncoascrained households 135 165 30 0.35 0.22 an
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIAEMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimum Rent High households 149 208 %9 0.49 0.40 (46)
Control households 170 199 29 Q.26 0.17 (8%)
Unconstrained houssholds 159 199 40 Q.45 0.28 (16)

0id Not Meet at Enrollment 7
Minimus Rent High households 128 213 84 0.73 0.66 (28) =
Contrul households 132 201 69 0.66 0.52 (28) Pe
Unconstrained households un (188} (ni [0.85] (0.61) 8)

Mat at Znrollsent -
Minimum Rent High houssholds 182 202 19 0.11 0.10 (18) ¥
Cantrol households 189 199 10 n.08 0.08 (1)) B
Unconstrained houssholds {2021 (210} (8] [0.051 {0.04} (8)

HOUSEHOLOS THAT DID NOT MERT REQUIRENENTS AT TWO YEARS .
Hinimum Rant High housaholds 103 124 22 0.23 0.21 (47) ¥
Concrol households 108 118 10 0.13 0.09 (171} .
Unconstrained households ’ 116 139 22 0.27 0.19 (21) .

Did Not Meet at Enrullaent
Minizum Rant High households 100 118 i8 0.20 0.18 (45)

Control households 106 118 11 0.14 0.10 (166) .
Unconstrained households 113 141 27 0.30 Q.24 (20) j
Met at Earollment 3
Minimum Rent High housebolds (1681 {2781 (1190) (0.72] {0.67) (2)
Cantral households nnt [138) {=33] [=0.19] (-0.19] ($)
[+ ined h holds {1801 (1051 (=751 (=0.41} (=0.04] 9%} “J
SAPLE: Minisus Rent High, C l, and © ined holds active at twe years after enrollsmsnt, excluding those witn i

enrollmenc incomes over the eligibility lisits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

CATA SOURCES: Inicial and monthly Housshold Report Porms and paymenta file.

NOTRES: @8rackets indicace amounts based on 15 or fewer cbservations. Sasple sizes may differ b all h lds and other
groups due to availability of data oa hausing requirssent scacus.
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Table 27

CHANGES IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS APTER ENROLLMENT

S,

e e

r R

oA

) 3 4 'rmm ™PE (NX.NIHLIH_STMDARDS RE]Q:J!RD‘.MS): ALL STAYERS
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table V-4)
HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE IN EXPENDITURES
AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL~ AT TWO MEAN OPF RATIO SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SICE
PITTSBURCH
ALL STAYERS .
Minimum Standards household $110 s121 512 0.13 0.11 (116)
Control housshalds 113 127 14 0.12 0.12 (201)
Unconstrainad househalds 106 119 13 0.12 0.12 an
STAYERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimua Standards households 121 135 14 0.15 0.12 (54)
Control housshalds 130 150 20 0.16 0.15 (63)
U trained h holds (125) (132} (8] (0.06) (0.06] {9)
Did Not Mest at Enrollment
Minimum Standards househclds 114 126 9 0.11 Q.08 (22)
Control households 132 158 26 0.21 0.20 {17)
Unconstrained houssholds (901 (961 i61 (0.06} (0.06) (2
#ac at EZnrollment
finisua Szandards households 126 141 15 0.16 0.12 {32)
Contzrol housabolds 130 148 18 0.14 0.14 (46}
Uncanstrained housaholds (138] (143) (8] [0.06] {0.06) n
STAYERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWQ YEARS
Minisus Standards households 100 109 9 .11 0.09 (62)
Coatrol housaholds 105 117 12 0.12 0.11 (138}
Unconstrained households 100 114 14 0.16 0.4 (28)
Did Not Mest at Enrzollaant
Minimus Standards houssholds 100 109 9 0.11 0.09 (62)
Control households 108 117 12 0.12 0.1 (138)
Unconstrained households 100 114 14 0.16 0.14 (28)
Nat at Enrollment
Ninisum Standards housseholds - -— - - -— ()
Control housaholds - - - - - (0)
Unconstrained - -— -~ -— - (0)
PHOENIX
ALL STAYERS
Minimum Standards households $120 §127 1] 0.07 0.07 (73)
Concrol households 128 132 7 0.07 0.06 (129)
Unconstrained houssholds ’ 14§ 151 7 0.08 0.08 (16)
STAYERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimum Standards households 135 142 7 Q.08 Q.05 (38)
Coatrol bhouseholds 148 155 7 0.07 0.08 (44)
Unconstrained households (182} (187) (sl (0.08] (0.03) (9)
Did Not Messt at Enrollment
Maimum Standards households 127 131 H 0.04 0.04 (20)
Control housaholds 161 165 3 0.02 0.02 an
Uncoastrained households (17} {181} [¢T-H {0.07] (0.06] (3)
Net at Enrollsent
Minimum Standards houssholds 144 155 11 0.07 0.08 {16)
Control households 139 149 10 0.10 0.07 (a7)
Unconstrained households [188] (1901 (21 (0.04} (0.01) (6)
STAYERS TMAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS v
Minimum Standards households 108 113 8 9.09 0.08 an
Coatrol households 113 120 7 0.07 0.06 (as)
Unconstrained houssholds (96] (106] 91 (0.12) (0.09] (%3]
0id Mot Meet ac Enrollment
Minimum Standards houssholds 108 113 8 0.09 0.08 an
Coatrol households 113 120 ? 0.07 0.06 (8s)
Uncanstrained households (96]) [106] (91 (0.12] [0.09] n
Mat at fanrollment
Minisum Standards b holds -~ - ()]
Control househalds - - - - bt 0)
Un ined N halds - - - - - (0)

SAMPLE: Minimus Standards, Concrol, and Unconstrained households active at two years aftsr sarollssnt, excluding those with
enrcllment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homeas or in subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Housahold Report Porms and payments fils.

NOTES: Brackets indicats amounts based on 1S or fewer abservations. Sample sizas may differ b

groups dus to svailability of data oa housing requiressnt status.
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Table 28
CHANGES IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWC YEARS APTER ENROLLMENT :
8Y rm‘mzu'r ™YPE (NINI!I.IH. RENT LOW IREMENTS): ALL STAYERS -;j
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table V=-5) £
HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE IN EXPENDITURES
AT PERCENTAGE 3
ENROLL= AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE =
HOUSENOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO QF MEANS SIze "
PITTSBURGH
ALL STAYERS R
Miaisum Rent Low housaholds $110 $123 13 0.14 0.12 (78) :
Control housenclds 113 127 14 0.13 0.12 (201)
106 119 13 0.12 0.12 (37) -

Unconstrained households
STAYERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWOQ YEARS

Minimus Rent Low households 119 132 13 0.12 0.11 (62) =

Control households 128 141 16 0.14 0.13 (141) i

Unconstrained housenolds 120 133 14 0.12 0.12 (24) .
0id Not Meet at Zorollmant

Minimum Rent Low houssholds (100] 11291 (191 (0.21] (0.19] 12) )

Cantrol houssholds 93 11 18 0.21 6.19 (16) A

Uncoastrainad households . 90 110 20 0.24 0.22 (4)

#ac at Enrollaent
Minimum Rant Low houssholds 123 135 11 0.10 0.09 (30)

Coatrel households 129 145 16 0.13 0.12 (128) -

Unconstrained households 126 138 12 0.10 0.10 (20) .
STAYERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Minimum Rent Low housaholds 7 a8 13 . 0.19 0.17 (16)

Control houssholds 84 94 10 0.13 0.12 (60)

Unconstrained hauseholds (81) (91) (11} {0.13} [0.14] (13)

Did Not Meet at Enrollaent
Minimus Rent Low housaholds 5 as 13 0.19 0.17 (16)

Concrol houssholda 84 94 10 0.1 9.12 (60)
Unconstrained households {81} {91]) (11] [0.13} (0.14} [$%:}}

Met at Enrollment o
Minimum Renz Low households -~ - - - — (0) - 5
Control householda - - a— -— - o)
Unconstrained - - - - - )

PHOENIX -
Minimum Reat Low households £28 %) $130 $12 0.12 0.10 (31) -
Control households 128 132 7 0.07 0.06 (129)
Uncoastrained housaholds 145 151 7 Q.08 Q.05 (16)

STAYERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Minimum Rent Low households 142 156 14 0.12 0.10 19
Control households 169 m 7 0.08 0.04 (55)
Unccnstrained households (189]) (196} {7 [0.06] {0.03] (9)

Did Not Meet at 2nrollment ot
Minimm Rent Low houssholds (114} (1381 {211 (0.221 (0.18} )
Coatrol houssholds (116} (1281 {12} {0.10] [0.10) (3] -‘

 Unconstrained households {265) [261) (-4} [-0.02] {-0.02]) (1}

Mec at Enrcllaent
Minimum Reat Low househalds 147 160 13 0.10 0.09 (18) ?
Control hauseholds 172 173 7 0.04 0.04 (32) 'f'
Unconscrained households [180} (188] {81 [o.o07 {0.04) (8) v

STAYERS THAT OID NOT MEET REQUIRIMENTS AT TNO YEARS
Minimm Rent Lov housshalds 80 90 10 0.13 Q.12 (12) R
Control houssholds 92 98 7 0.09 0.08 (74) :
Unconatrained households a7 {941} (71 {0.11] (0.081 m ;
0id Not Mewt at Enrollmenc
Minimam Rent Low households (80} {90] {10} {0.13} (0.131 (12)
Coatrol houssholds 92 98 7 0.09 0.08 (74)
Unconstrained houssholds 87 (94) (71 [0.11) {0.08} N

Met at Lnrollsenc A
Minisom Reat Low households - - bl - - (3)

Cantrol houssholds - - - - - 0)
Uncoastrained households - - (0)

SAMPLE: Minisum Rent Low, Control, and U tzained h holds active at two vears aftar enrollment, excluding those with -
enrollment ilacomss ovar the eligibility limics and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

OATA SOURCES: Inictial and sonthly Household Raport Forms and payments file.

NOTES: Brackets indicate amouncs based on 15 or fawer chsarvations. Sample sizes may differ b all h holds and other
groups dus to availability of data on housing requiresent status. .
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Table 29

CHANGES IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES FROM ENROLIMENT TO TWO YEARS APTER ENROLLMENT

3Y TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUIREMENTS):
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table V-6)

ALL STAYERS

HOUSING EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN EXPENDITURES

AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT ™WO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE
HOUSEMOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS s12e
PITTSBURGH
ALL STAYERS
Minisus Rent High households $112 s128 $1é Q.14 0.14 (12)
Control housshalds 113 127 14 0.13 0.12 (201)
Unconstrained households 106 119 13 0.12 0.12 Qan
STAYERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YERARS
Minimsus Rent High houssholds 133 154 22 0.18 0.1? (30)
Coatrol households 141 159 18 0.14 0.13 {76)
Unconstrained households (134) (149} [15) [0.12) {0.11) (13}
Did Mot Meat at Enrollmant
Manisus Rent High households (103} {139] 3n {0.35] [0.36] (9)
Cantrol households 119 150 i 0.26 0.26 as)
Unconstrained households {120] [140) (23] [0.19! (0.19] (&}
#Hat at Enrollment
manimum Renc Righ households 146 161 15 0.10 0.10 (21}
Cantrol houssholds 148 162 14 0.10 0.09 (57)
Unconstrained households (1381 (151} (131 {0.10] [0.09] (10)
STAYERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimsum Rent High households 97 109 12 0.12 Q.12 (42)
Coatrol households 96 108 12 0.13 0.13 (125)
Unconstrained households 91 102 11 0.13 0.12 (2¢)
0id Not Meat ac Enrollaent
Minimum Rent High households 97 109 12 0.12 0.14 (42)
Control households 96 108 12 0.13 0.13 (125)
Unconstrained households 9l 102 11 0.13 0.12 (24}
Met at Enrollmenc
Minimus fent High households - - - - - (0
Contxol househalds hnd - - - - (Q)
Unconstrained - - - - - (L)
PHOERNIX
ALL STAYERS
Minisum Rent High households $117 $120 $11 0.10 0.09 (31
Control households 128 132 7 0.07 0.06 {129)
Unconstrained housaholds 145 151 7 0.08 0.05 (16)
STAYERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minisus Reat High households (1891 {197] 91 (0.08) (0.05} n
Control housaholds 186 192 [ 0.03 0.03 (37}
Unconstrained househalds (197) (202} [£)] (0.05] {0.03} (6)
Bid Not Mest at Enrollsent
Minimus Rent High households - - - - - (©)
Control houssholds {151} (162) {11] {0.07) {0.07] (3)
Unconstrained househalds (991 (127]) (28] f0.28) {0.03} ($8]
Mat at Enrollment
Minimum Rent High households (189] (197} 9 (0.05) {o.05} (7)
Contrel househalds 191 197 6 0.03 0.03 (32)
Un ined h holds an f217) (0} fo.o1} [0.00] (5)
STAYERS THAT DID NOT NEET ARQUIRBMENTS AT TWHO YEARS
Minisum Rent High households 96 108 12 0.12 0.13 (24}
Control houssholds 100 107 ? 0.08 0.07 (92)
. rained h holds {1131 121} (8] [0.20] [0.07) (10)
Did Not Mest at Enrollment
NMinimum Rent High households 96 io8 12 0.12 0.13 (2¢)
Coatzol households 100 107 7 0.08 0.07 {92}
Unconstrained housebolds {113}) (121} (8} {0.10] [0.07} 10
#Mat at Enrollasent
Kinimam Rent High housaholds - - - - - {0}
Coatral households - - - - - (@)
Un ined N holds - - -— (o,
SAMPLE: Minimum Rent High, C 1, and U ined h lds active at two vears aftar enrollment, excluding those with

safollasnt incomes over tha sligibilicy limits and those living in thair own homes or in subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Housshold Report Forms and payments fils.
NOTES: Arackets indicata amouats based on 15 or fewer obaservations.
groups dus to availability of data on howsing requirsssat status.
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Table 30 .
CHANGES IR HOUSING EXPENDITURES FROM EZNROLIMENT TO TWO YEARS APTER ENROLLMENT -y
8Y TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS): ALL MOVERS )
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table V-7) ol
HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANCE IN EXPENDITURES
AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE q
HOUSEMQLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO QF MEANS SIzZE &
PITTSBURGH
ALL MOVERS B
Minimum Standards housaholds $108 $142 $34 0.37 Q.31 (1
Control households 121 147 26 0.28 0.21 (101} 3
Uncoastrained households 109 148 % 0.39 0.33 (22) =

MOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWQO YEARS
Miaimum Standards houssholds 118 152 37 0.40 0.132 (33) bt
Cencrol households 138 167 29 0.23 0.21 (20)
Uncanstrained households {1151 {134] {191 {0.19) [0.171 (S) e

0id Not Meet at Enrollisent 0.3 an
minismm Standar usaho 118 156 41 0.45 .
Cantrol L““?“M ids 120 150 30 0.26 0.28 (12) .
un ined h holds [106) (134} (28) {0.27} (0.26] (4)
Mat at Enrollment .
Minimus Standards housaholds {118] (1361 171 (0.16] {0.14] (6)
Control housenolds (164} {191} (27 (0.17 {0.161] (8)
Unconstrained households (153} (13N {~16] (-0.10} [-0.10} (1)

MOVERS THAT 0ID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS ;
Winimus Standards households 103 138 32 0.35 0.31 (44)

Control households 117 142 6 Q.30 0.32 a1}
Uncanscrained housshalda 107 148 4) 0.44 0.8 an -
Did Not Meet at Enrollment
Minisum Standards houssholds 100 134 34 0.37 0.4 (40) 3

Cantrol households 113 140 27 0.30 0.24 (72}
Unconstzained households 107 148 41 Q.44 Q.38 7
#Het 4t Enrallment
Minisum Standards houssholds (1291 [144] (151 (0.13] (0.12} ) )
Caontraol housahalds (1491 (157} [CH] (0.20} [0.05) (8) 7
Unconstrained househalds bl - - - - [C})
PHOENIX Lo
Minisus Standards households $130 s$170 $39 Q.42 0.30 (9Q) )
Contzral houssholds 133 159 26 0.28 0.20 {127)
Uncoastzained households 128 175 48 0.55 0.38 (1)

MOVERS THAT MRET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS “‘f
Minisum Standards houssholds 135 197 52 0.54 0.39 (55)
Control houssholds 141 182 41 0.40 0.29 (48) :
Uncanserained households {124) {187} (64) [0.72) (0.52} 9

Did Not Meet at Enrollseac =
Minimum $ dards h holds 129 168 59 0.62 0.46 (44) A
Control househalds 129 177 48 0.49 0.3? (39 s
o ined househalds {117) [183) (661 (0.80) {0.56} n

e < (157] . {181} [24) (0.201 (0.21] (1)

Minimum Standards households . . *
Control househalds (113 (194] (21] (0.161 (0.12 12 ¥
Un ined N holds {148} (203} (58] [0.45] {0.37) (2) I

MOVERS THAT DID NQT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minisus Standards households 123 14 20 0.22 0.16 (35} .
Control households 128 147 18 0.22 0.14 (82) -t
u ined h halds [§%:38)] {166]) (36} [0.42) (0.27} (12) :

0id Not Meet at Enrollment ’

Maimus Standards households 112 140 28 - 0.28 Q0.25 (30)
Control housedolds 123 14 18 0.23 0.18 (72) _
Un ined h holds (121} {157 [36]) {0.44) (0.30) QL
Met at Enrollmant i
Minisus Standarda households (192} (163} (=29] [-0.15) {=0.131 (s)
Cantrol households {168] {189} [21] [0.171 (0.13] {10}
Un ined h halds (233} (262} (21] (0.12] {0.09]) 1} -
SAMPLR: Minimum S dards, C 1 and U ined houssholds active at two years aftsr enrvllment, excluding those with J

enrollamsnt incomes over the eligibility limits and thase living in their own homms or in subsidized housing.

OATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Porms and paymeacs file.

NOTES: Aracketa indicats asounts based on 15 or fawer observations. Sasple sizes oay differ b all h bolds and other
groups dus to availabilicy of data om housing requiresmsnt stacus.
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Table 31

CHANGES IN MOUSING EXPENDITURES FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YE\RS u'rzn ENROLLMENT
8Y TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS)
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979 Table V-8)

HOUSING EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN EXPENDITURES

AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT WO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE
HOUSDHOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OP MEANS SIZE
PITTSBURGH
ALL MOVERS
Minisum Rant Low households $107 5143 $36 0.38 0.34 (44)
Control households 121 147 26 0.28 .21 (lal)
tnconstrained houssholds 109 145 36 0.38 0.33 (22)
MWOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minisum Rent Low households 109 147 a8 0.9 0.5 (42)
Control houssholds 124 157 EE] 0.34 0.27 (L))
Unconstrained housaholds 113 181 38 0.39 0.4 (20)
0id Not Meet at Enrollmant
Minisum Rest Low houssholds [ 138 50 0.39 0.57 (18)
Control housahclds 9 138 49 0.59 0.5S (32)
Unconstrained households (93} {141) (48] (0.53) (0.52) (6)
Mat at Enrollment
Minisus Rent Low housaholds 122 152 30 0.28 0.25 27
Control households 145 168 23 0.20 0.16 (55)
Unconstrainaed houssholds {122] (156] (34) [0.33) (0.28] (14)
MOVERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YBARS
Minimus Rent Low households (62) (68] (6} {0.23) {0.10) (2)
Control households (991 {89} (=11) [=0.08) (-0.11] (14)
Unconstrained housaholds (64} (81] (171 {0.31}) (0.27) (2)
Did Not Meet at Enrullment
Kinisum Aent Low househalds . (621 (68} (6l (0.23) (0.09) (2)
Control houssholds (87} (88} 28 [0.01) {o.01) (9}
Unconstrained househaolds (64] [{:38] (17] (0.211 {0.27) (2)
Mat At Enrollment
inisum Rent low households - -~ - - - )
Cantrol housaholds (121) (881 [-33] {~0.25} [-0.02) (s)
Unconstrained households -— -— - - b @)
PHORNIX
ALL MOVERS
Minisum Rent Low houssholds $128 $173 $45 0.46 0.3% (58)
Contral households 133 159 26 0.28 0.20 (127)
Unconstrained households 128 175 48 0.5% 0.38 21)
MOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimum Rent Low households 130 178 48 0.50 0.37 (50}
Control households 144 185 41 0.40 Q.28 (79)
Unconstrainad households 133 189 56 0.63 0.42 16)
D1d Not Meet at Enrollssat
Minisum Rent Low houssholds 100 11 7 0.85 0.73 (24)
Coatrol households 10 182 a1 0.93 0.80 (28)
Une ined h holds (86) f17191 {93} (1.20} (2.08] (7
et ac Enrollsant
Wnimum Rent Low households 158 1a3 25 0.17 0.16 (26)
Caaubl households 164 187 22 0.16 0.13 (54)
ined N bolds (169) (196] (273 [0.18) [0.16] (9)
MOVERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
sinisum Rant Low households (124} [139] 1253 (0.24] {0.221 (8)
Control houssholds 114 116 2 0.09 0.02 (48)
U ined b holds {112] {133} [21) {0.30} {0.19] (S)
Did Not Meet at Earollment
Minimus fant Low households (108) (133] (251 (o.2s1 (0.231 (6)
Coatral bouseholds 101 116 16 0.18 0.16 (39)
ined h holds [9s) {1401 (451 (0.48) {0.471 {4)
Met at Enrollasnt
ninimum Rent Low housaholds (1] (1571 (26} (0.20] [0.20} (2}
Control households [169] (1151 (=54] {=0.32) (=0.132] (9)
Unconstralned households {180]) {1081 (-75] (-0.42} (-0.42] (1)

SANPLE: Minisum MAent Low, C l, and Un ained h

holds active at two yesars after enrollment, excluding those with

enrollsent incomss over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidised housing.
ODATA SOURCES: laitial and sonthly Household Report Forms and paywants file.
NOTES: Brackets indicacs amounts based on 15 or fewer abservacions. Sasple siszes may differ between all houssholds and other
groups dus to availability of data on housing requiressnt status.
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Table 32 E
CHANGES IN HOUSING EXPENDITURES PROM ENROLIMENT TO TAQ YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT |
BY TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT HIGCH REQUIREMENTS): ALL MOVERS i
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table V=9)
HOUSING EXPENDITURES CHANGE IN EXPENDITURES
AT PERCENTAGE 2
ENROLL~ AT T™WO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE =
HOUSEMOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS T §122 ke
PITTSBURGH :
ALL MOVERS .]
Minisum Rent High households $118 $159 $43 0.42 0.37 (39) .
Control houssholds 11 147 26 0.28 .21 (101)
Unconstzained households 109 145 16 0.38 0.13 (22)

MOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS L
Minimua Rent High housebolds 121 178 54 0.51 0.45 (29} :
Control housshalds 132 170 ia 0.39% Q.29 (60) .
Unconstrained housshalds (118] {162) [46] [0.48) (0.40) (14)

Did Not Meet at EZnrollmant
Minimum Rent Migh households 106 180 5 0.73 0.1 ian
Control households 9 157 60 0.66 Q.62 (28)
Unconstrained houssholds (96] {161] {66] (0.71) {0.69) (9)
Met at Enrollamentc
Minisus Rent High houssholds (144} (168] (25} [0.19) {0.17] (12)
Coacrol households 182 182 19 .15 0.12 {32}
Unconstrained housaholds (151} (162} (12]) (0.07) [0.08) s)

MOVERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Minisus Rent High households {97] (110) {131 {0.181 (0.13} (10)
Conzrol households 104 113 9 Q.13 0.09 (41) .
Unconstrained households (98] (116] (18] {0.211 (0.18] (8) G
0id Noc Maet at Enrollment -
Minisus Rant High households (97} {110} (131 {0.18) [0.13] 1o
Control households 99 113 14 0.17 0.1¢ (38) -
Unconstrained households (89} {112]) (23] {0.27) (0.26] (6) Ry
Met at Enxallment ’ .
Minisum Rent High households -— - - had - (0)
Cantzol housaholds (1721 {1231 (-49) (-0.31] {-0.28) ()
Unconstrained housaholds (123) (128} (6] (0.04} (0.04] (2) e
PHOBNIX N
ALL MOVERS i
Minisum Rent High houssholds $130 s1es $54 0.48 0.42 (62)
Contral households 133 159 26 0.28 0.20 (127)
Unconstrained housaholds 128 175 48 0.55 0.38 (21)

MOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minisum Rent High households 142 210 6a 0.57 0.48 (33)

Contrel housesholds 158 208 47 0.43 0,30 (48)
Unconstrained houssholds {137} {1971 (61] {0.69]) {0.45] (10)

0id Noc Meet at Enrollasnc )
Minimum Rent High households 128 213 94 0.73 0.86 {29)
Control househalds 128 210 :38 0.7 0.83 23
Unconstrained housahalds (119 (1971 (78] (0.93] . (0.66] N

Met at Zarollaent ‘;
Minizum Rent High households {1791 (204]) (251 (0.18} [0.14]) (11} *
Control househalds 185 201 18 9.10 0.08 (25)
Uncanstrained households f178) -« {299] {211 {0.12) [0.12] )

MOVERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS 2
Minisum Rent Migh households 109 41 32 0.34 0.29 (29 o
Control houssholds 117 131 13 Q.19 0.1} (29)
Unconscrained househalds (119) (155] (361 {0.42) (0.30) (11)

Oid Not Meet at Barollmeat
Minimum Rent High households 104 128 24 0.30 0.23 (21)
Cantrol households 114 130 17 0.22 0.158 {74)
Un trained houssholds (113) (1601 (471 {0.s11 (0.42) (L0) >
Met ac Enrollment
Minisus Reat High households (165] {275) (110 [0.72}) (0.67) (2)
Cantzol households (171} {1391 (=331 {-0.191 {=0.191} (S) }
Unconscrained houssholds (180] (108]) (=73} [~0.42] (-0.42) (1) i
o
SAMPLE: Minisus Rent High, G 1, and U ined h holds active at two years after enrollmant, excluding those with
enrollmsnt incomss over the eligibility limits and those living in their own hoess or in subsidized housing.
OATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Raport Porms and paymsnts file.
NOTES: AOrackets indicate amouncs based on 1S or fewer observations. Sasple sizes say differ b all h holds and othar
9Toups due to availability of data on housing requirement status. ‘_]
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6.4 Rent Burden

This section gives mean and/or median rent burden for Experimental and Control
households at enrollment and two years after enrollment. Rent burden is de-
fined as the rent to income ratio at enrollment and as the ratio of rent net

of subsidy payments to income at two years--that is,

R~-S
B, =%
where
B1 = rent burden
R = gross monthly rent including utilities other
than telephone
Y = household monthly income (average monthly income
for previous 12 months)
S = the allowance payment (zero at enrollment).

It may be noted that this definition differs from the one that would normally

be used for nonhousing income transfer programs, viz.:

Bz is often more appropriate for income transfer programs, since the use of
the transfer is discretionary. The transfer is additional income that is no
more appropriately subtracted from housing expenditures than from spending
on clothing or food. This is not the case when programs are considered in
terms of their effect on households' housing situations. Thus, for example,
a program that increased tenant rent by the amount of the allowance payment
would necessarily increase rent burden as defined by Bz, even though the
households' out-of-pocket spending for rent would be unchanged. The Bl
definition is accordingly more appropriate when comparing programs in terms

of housing impact.l

1More basically, of course, rent burden is a poor measure of the fin-
ancial burden borne by the household. It is difficult to argue that a house-
hold with an income of $10,000 is less able to afford an annual rent of $3,000,
which leaves it with $7,000 for other needs, than a similar household with an
income of $4,000 could afford a rent of $1,000, which leaves it with $3,000
for other needs.
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TABLE 33

CHANGES IN MEDIAN RENT BURDEN

FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1978, Table X-2)

MEDIAN RENT BURDEN

At At Two MEDIAN CHANGE SAMPLE
TREATMENT GROUP Enrollment? Years IN RENT BURDEN SIZE
PITTSBURGH
All Percent of Rent
households 0.32 0.21 -0.11 (388)
Percentage- rebate:
20% 0.29 0.22 -0.06 (62)
30s% 0.33 0.25 -0.09 (83)
40% 0.31 0.20 -0.11 (109)
50% 0.33 0.17 -0.15 (1086)
60% 0.40 0.18 -0.22 (28)
Control households 0.29 0.26 -0.04 (290)
Unconstrained households 0.35 0.20 -0.17 (59)
PHOENIX
All Percent of Rent
households 0.32 0.24 -0.09 (282)
Percentage rebate:
20% 0.37 0.31 -0.01 (45)
30% 0.31 0.26 -0.06 (79)
40% 0.31 0.22 -0.11 (59)
50% 0.33 0.20 -0.14 (78)
60% 0.39 0.19 -0.18 (21)
Control households 0.32 0.30 -0.02 (256)
Unconstrained households 0.33 0.13 =0.23 (38)

SAMPLE: Percent of Rent, Control, and Unconstrained households
active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrocllment -
incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own haomes

or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, and

payments fila.

PR |

li',,-';-_ j Lo 3 ‘i Lo I .

iy Coaid W |

]

a. Rent burden at enrollment is defined as the ratio of enrcliment

rent to enrollment income.
b. Rent burden at two years is defined as the ratio of net two-
year rent (gross rent minus allowance payment) to two-year income.
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TABLE 34

CHANGE IN MEAN RENT BURDEN
FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWQO YEARS
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1978, Table X-3)

MEAN RENT BURDEN
At a At ng MEAN CHANGE SAMPLE
TREATMENT GROUP Enrollment Years IN RENT BURDEN SIZE

Yy Ty ey ey

L

PITTSBURGH

All Percent of Rent

E; households : 0.36 0.23 -0.14 (388)
’ Percentage rebate:
20% 0.35 0.26 -0.09 (62)
Eﬁ 308 0.34 0.27 -0.08 (83)
Y 40% 0.36 0.22 -0.14 (109)
50% 0.38 0.20 -0.18 (106)
E 60% 0.44 0.19 -0.26 (28)
’ Control households 0.33 0.29 -0.04 (290)
f; Unconstrained households 0.39 0.20 -0.19 (59)
i
r; PHOENIX
- All Percent of Rent
Iﬁ households 0.37 0.27 -0.10 (282)
& Percentage rebate:
20% . 0.37 0.34 -0.03 (45)
T 30% 0.35 0.30 -0.06 (79)
‘ 40% 0.35 0.25 -0.11 (59)
50% 0.38 0.24 -0.15 (78)
60% 0.41 0.22 -0.19 (21)
Control households 0.35 0.34 -0.01 (256)
: Unconstrained households 0.38 0.09 -0.29 (38)

= SAMPLE: Percent of Rent, Control, and Unconstrained households
active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment
incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes

. or in subsidized housing.

& DATA SOURCES: 1Initial and monthly Household Report Forms

L a. Rent burden at enrollment is defined as the ratio of enrollment
rent to enrcllment income. ‘

B b. Rent burden at two years is defined as the ratio of net two-year
rent (gross rent minus allowance payment) to two-year income.
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Table 35 -

MEAM RENT BURDENS AT ENTOLIMENT AND TWO YEARS AFTER ZNROLIMENT
BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR MINIMUM STANDARDS HOUSEROLDS
(Paymeant as Rant Reduction)

@

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table VI-1l) ,‘,1
_MEAN RENT SURDEN - MEAN '
At At Two REDOCTION I SAMPLE
HOUSEHQLD GROUP Enrollnent Years RENT BURDEN SIZE
PITTSBURGH i

ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS

Minimpum Standards households 398 19% ~-20 (8s) v
Cantrol housaholds 39 2 - (78)
DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT )
Minisum Standards households 37 17 -20 (47) -
Contzol households 18 32 -5 (28) _
Minimum Standards households 42 oz -20 (3) -
Control households 39 a2 -6 (s0) .
PHOENIX . 3
ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM STANDARDS G
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimum Standards households 41 0% -21 ®0) -
Control houssholds 39 4 -5 a9} ]
DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLIMENT
Minisum Standards househalds 39 18 -22 63)
Cantrol households ‘ 40 35 % (S0)
Minizua Standards houssholds 45 27 -18 27) ‘]
Contrul housaholds 37 34 -3 (39) o

SAMPLE: Minimum Standards and Control households active and meeting requiremants at two years after
enrollaent, excluding those with earollment incomes over the aligibility limits and thoss living in their .
own homes or in subsidized housing. J

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.
4. Rent burden at enrollment computed as R/Y, where R = enrollpent reat and Y = enrollmeat incoms.

b. Rent burden at two years computed as (R-P)/Y, where R = reat at two years aftsr anrollment,
P = paymant in the two-year uait, and Y » income at two years aftar enrollnent.
c. Percentage points.
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Table 36

MEAN RENT BURDENS AT ENROLIMENT AND TWO YEARS AFTER ZNROLIMENT
BY SDUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR MINIMUM RENT LOW HOUSEHOLDS
(Payment as Rent Aaduction)

(Friedman and Weinberqg, 1979, Table VI-2)

At a At ‘hvlg %NCJ.'ION nca SAMPLE
HOUSTHOLD GROUP Inrollmant Years RENT BOURDEN sIize
PITTSBURGH
ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINDMUM RENT LOW
SEQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimum Rent Low households 40 224 -18 (1o1)
Contral houssholds 36 n - @17
DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLIMENT
Minimam Rent Low households 31 18 =14 z7)
Control households 28 29 +4 “6)
MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT
Minimum Rent Low houssholds a 2 =19 a4)
Contzol houssholds 9 xR -1 ()
PHOENIX
ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT LOW
REQUIREMENTS AT TWOQ YEARS
Minimum Rent Low housaholds 41s 21s -19 (68)
Cantrol housaholds 39 39 -1 (132)
DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLIMENT
Minisum Rent Low households 37 17 =20 (26)
Contrul households 29 © +11 (28)
MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLLMENT
Minisum Reant Low householids 43 24 ~19 (42)
Control households a1 39 - (104)

SAMPLE: Minimum Rent Low and Control households active and meeting Tequirements at two years aftar
enrollmant, excluding thoss with enrollmant incomes over the eligibilitcy limits and those living in thair
own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms and payments file.

a. Rent burdan at enrcllmsnt computad as R/Y, vhere R = enrollzent rent and Y = enrollment incoms.
b. BRant burden at two years computed as (R-P)/Y, where R = rent at two years aftar enrollment,

? = pagymant in the two-year unit, and Y = incoms at ™wo years after enrollment.

c. Percentags points.
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Table 37

MEAN RENT BURDENS AT ENROLLMENT AND TWO YEARS APTEZR ENROLLVENT

BY HOUSING REQUIREMENT STATUS FOR MINIMUM RENT HIGE ROUSEHOLDS
(Payment as Rent Reduction)

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table VI-3)

~MEAN RENT BURDEN MEAN
At a At ‘mg REDUCTION IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP Enrollment Years RENT ZURDEN SIZE
PITTSBURGH
ALL HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimum Rent High houssholds 428 28% -4 (5Q)
Control houssholds 40 . 36 -4 (129)
OID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLIMENT :
Minimze Rent High households ls 28 -8 (25)
Control households 10 36 +6 45)
MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLILMENT
Minimum Rent High househalds 46 27 -18 (33)
Control housabolds 45 is -10 84)
PHOENIX
ALL HOOSEHOLDS THAT MET MINIMUM RENT HIGH
REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimum Rent High households 424 248 =17 (48)
Contzrol houssholds 40 k] -3 (83)
DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT
ENROLLMENT
Minimm Rent High housesholds 36 2 -4 (28)
Cantrol households 2 40 +8 (23)
MET REQUIREMENTS AT ENROLIMENT
Minimus Rent High households $0 29 -2 (18)
(ss)

Control households 44 37 -9

SAMPLE: Minimm Rent High and Control housebolds active and meeting requirements at two years

after enrvllmant, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in

their own homes or in subsidized housing.
OATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Housshold Raport Forms and paymeats file.

a. Rent burden at enrcllment computad as R/Y, where R = enrollmant rent and Y =» enrvllment income.

b. Rent burden at two years computed as (R-P)/Y, whera R = rent at two years aftar enrcllmant,

P = payment in the two~year unit, and Y = income at two years after enrollmant.
¢. Percantage points.
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6.5 Market Value (Hedonic Rent)

This section presents figures on the mean estimated market value (hedonic rent)
of units occupied by experimental and Control households, similar to the fi-
gures on actual unit rents presented in Section 6.3. Merrill (1977) estimated
enrollment rents as a function of a variety of unit and neighborhood charac-
teristics. This estimated hedonic equation was then used to estimate average
market rents at enrollment and (net of inflation) at two yeais. Two forms
were estimated using rent and the log of rent as dependent variables, re-
spectively. The first four tables present the estimated hedonic coeffici-
ents for each form by site, followed by the means and standard deviations

of the various unit and neighborhood descriptors.
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Table 38

SEMTIOG EQUATION: PITTSBURGH
(Merrill, 1977, Table 3-2)

W

8% = 0.662 7 - 0.65¢ ¥ = 89.140 N = 1,583
VARIABLE DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT t-sTaTISTICY ']
Related to landlozd (0,1) -0.102 5.313
Temure Langth of residance (exponential function) -0.141 11.570 "
Charac~ Landlord lives in the building (0,1) -0.067 4.376 h
teristics Number of persons per room 0.082 5.946 .-
Number of landlord contacts for maintsnancs 0.012 3.491 ‘-]
Arsa per room (natural log) 0.170 6.449 ’
Total mumber of reoms (natural log) . 0.565 29.073 T
Building age (years) ) -0.002 4.168 ]
Stove and refrigerater provided (0,1) 0.111 6.382 -
Inferior or oo heat (0,1) =0.077 6.403
Garsge provided (0,1) 0.091 4.912 ;3
Offstreet parking provided (0,1) 0.022 - 1.352 B
Qverall evaluator rating (4 point scale) 0.083 5.846 o
Dishwasher and/or disposal provided (0,1) 0.054 2.692 l]
Dwelling Recent interior painting or papering (0,1) 0.082 3.497 -
:‘:i:u:“ Many high quality features (0,1) 0.038 1.576 :
Poor wall and cailing surface (factor scoras) =0.019 4.020 ,lj
Poor window condition (factor score) -0.018 3.697 3
Poor bathroom wall and ceiling surface X
(factor score) =0.013 2.992 -
High quality kitchen (0,1) 0.034 1.982 ]
Presence of adequate exits (0,1) 0.046 2.709
Air-conditioning preseat (0,1) 0.025 1.698 “]
Prasence of adaquats csiling height (0,1) 0.034 2.170 .
Adequate kitchen facilities present (0,1) 0.117 2.267
Large multifamily structurs (0,1) 0.038 2.527
Working condition of plumbing (5 point scale) 0.008 1.539
Prasenca of private yard (0,1) 0.015 1.468
Good recreatiocnal facilities and accass J.}
(factor score) 0.024 4.964
Traffic and litter problems (factor score) =0.009 1.607
Problems with crime and pablic services
(factar scors) -0.018 2.926 j
:::z::::w Census tracts with higher priced units and
highar socioeconcmic status 0.032 5.626
Nomeinority census tracts with higher socio- -]
economic status 0.032 5.542 |
Blus collar worksrs and nonminority residents
in census tracts -0.026 $.694 .
High quality block face (0,1) 0.043 4.160 J
CONSTANT 2.629
SAMPLE: All enrolled households, excluding those that moved between the 3aseline Interview and J
enrollment, those with extreme values for residuals, and those living in a neighborhood with fewer than :
five enrolled households. j

DATA SOURCES: Baseline Interview, Initial Bousehold Report Form, Housing Evaluation Form,
1970 Census of Population. .

a. A t-statistic 3 1.0 indicatas significance at the 0.25 leavel of confidence for a two-tailed
test and 0.125 level of confidence for a one-tailed tast.
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Table 39
LINEAR EQUATION: PITTSBURGH
(Merrill, 1977, Table 3-3)

(
[
[

2? - 0.656 72 = 0.648 F = 93.135 N = 1,599
VARIABLE DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT t-SﬂTISTIC‘
Related to landlord (0,l1) ~11.945 6.132
. Tenure Langth of residence (exponential function) «15.036 11.070
«.'_."z Charac~- landlord lives in the building (0,1) -5.385 3.183
{- teristics Sumber of perscns per rocm 7.651 4.955
Number of landlord contacts for maintenance 1.073 2.922
[: Area per rocm (natural log) 19.708 6.789
o Total mmber of rocms (natural log) 60.020 28.697
- Suilding age (years) -0.232 $.202
: $tove and refrigerator provided (0,l) 14.718 7.658
<) Inferior or no heat (0,1) -6.790 $.097
Garage provided (0,1) 14.379 7.0822
Offstrest parking provided (0,1) 2.837 1.571
Overall evaluator rating (4 point scals) 5.170 $.187
- Dishwasher and/or disposal provided (0,l1) 9.376 4.146
i{; Dwalling Recent interior painting or papering (0,1) 6.292 3.801
:? g:‘:u_- Many high quality features (0,1) 8.916 3.311
Poor vall and ceailing surface (factor scors) -1.670 3.147
E Poor window condition (factor scorse) -2.236 4.114
Poor bathroom wall and ceiling surfacs
(factor score) -1.627 3.342
"~; High quality kitchen (0,1) 5.657 2.927
[‘ Presence of adequats exits (0,1) 4.50S 2.366
Air-conditioning present (0,1) 3.171 1.934
Presence of adequate ceiling height (0,1) 3.038 1.746
AMequate kitchen facilities present (0,1) 6.57% 1.158
farge multifamily structure (0,1) 3.292 1.986
Good recreational facilities and accass
(factor score) 2.496 4.706
Traffic and littar problem {factor score) -1.112 1.797
Problems with crime and public services
(factor score) =-1.462 2.570
Pelghborhood Cansus tracts with higher priced units and
higher socioceconcmic status 3.677 5.890
Nomuinority census tracts wvith highar socio-
economic status 3.691 $.833
Blue collar worksrs and nominerity residents
in cansus tract -2.722 5.488
" Righ quality block face (0,1) : 5.274 4.643
L. COMSTANT -100.782
: SAMPLE: All enrolled households, excluding those that moved between the Baseline Interview and
enrcllment, those with extreme values for residuals, and those living in a neighborhood with fewer than

L five enrolled households.
DATA SOURCES: Baselins Intsrview, Initial Bousehold Report Form, Housing Evaluation Fomm,
v 1970 Cansus of Population.
L a8. A testatistic > 1.0 indicates significance at the 0.25 level of confidence for & two-tailed
5 tost and 0.125 level of confidence for a one-tailed tast.
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Table 40

SEMILOG EQUATIONS: PHOENIX
(Merrill, 1977, Table 3-4)

2% = 0.804 ®% = 0.801 r = 238.060 N = 1,593
VARIABLE DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT :-S‘ﬂTISTIC‘
Ralated to landlord (0,l) -0.129 7.037
Tesure Langth of residence (exponential function) «0.19S 13.508
Charac-
cerisci Nusber of persons per room 0.064 6.287
Number of landlord contacts for maintenance 0.014 4.463
Arsa per room (natural log) 0.310 13.146
Total mumber of rooms (oatural log) 0.679 34.543
Building age (years) -0.002 5.330
Stove oxr refrigerator provided (0,1) 0.032 2,549
Central heat presant (0,1) 0.039 2.744
Garage or carport provided (0,1) 0.031 3.128
Dwel Dishwasher and/or disposal provided (0,1) 0.036 2.486
tnit Recent interior painting or papering (0,1) 0.018 1.391
Features Average surfaces and stzructural quality
(4 point scale) 0.125 9.571
Adequats light and ventilation (0,1) 0.035 31.665
Cantral air-conditioning present (0,l) Q.0S50 3.132
Large multifamily structure (0,1) 0.023 1.674
Plumbing present (0,l) Q.046 2.507
Infericr or ao heat. (0,1) «0,026 2.049
Presence of adequate ceiling height (0,1) 0.020 1.279
Overall neighborhood quality (factor scors) 0.019 3.284
Recreational facilities (factor score) 0.016 3.144
Access to shopping and parking (factor score) 0.013 2.265
Cansus tracts with higher priced units and
higher sociceconamic status 0.02S 3.266
Neighborhood
Owner—occupied, single-family dwelling units
Feacures in census tract 0.006 1.028
Poor quality housing in densus tracts -0.029 5.559
Oistance from Central Business District (miles) -0,004 3.611
Quality of block face landscaping (4 point scals) 0.021 3.867
CONSTANT 1.902
SAMPLE: All enrolled housaholds, axcluding those that moved betwesen the Baseline Intarview

and enrcllment, those with extreme values for residuals, and those living in a neighborhood with
fewar than five enrolled households.

DATA SOURCES:

1970 Census of Population.

tailed test and 0.125 level of confidence for a one-tailed tast.
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Table 41

LINEAR BQUATION: PEOENIX
(Merrill, 1977, Table 3-5)

2 =2

l
[

R = 0.786 R™ = 0,783 F = 240.505 N = 1,593
VARIABLE DESCRIPTION COEFFICIENT :~S‘1.'4\!I'IS'A'.'ICa
{ Reslatsd to landlord (0,1) -15.237 6.544
Tenure Length of residence (exponsntial function) -22.758 12.330
Charac~
tariscics Numbsr of perscns per rocm 7.573 5.871
LS Number of landlord contacts for maintsnance 1.134 2.3887
[: Area per rocm (natural log) 36.257 12.276
53
Total number of rooms (natural log) 79.480 33.024
Fi’ Building age (years) «0.251 4,398
% Stove or refrigerator provided (0,1) 4.338 2.717
Central heat present (0,1) 8.290 4.650
Dwelling Garage or carport provided (0,1) 4,501 3.567
Onit
features Dishwagher and/or disposal provided (0.l) 8.7%0 4.737
& Recent intarior painting or papering (0,l) 2.078 1.498
0 )
Average surface and structural quality 14.298 . 9.364
: (4 point scale) .
E’ Maquats light and ventilation (0,1) 6.512 5.278
Central air-conditioning present (0,1) 6.802 . 3.366
g Large multifamily structure (0,1) 4.195 2.344
Overall neighborhood quality (factor score) 2.294 3.156
f‘ Recreational facilities (facter score) 2.480 3.792
Access to shopping and parking (factor 0.972 1.308
" score)
E Census tracts with higher priced units and 3.851 4.024
Meighborhood higher socioeconcmic status
Peatures
N Owner-occupied, single-fanmily dwelling units 1.567 2.280
in census tracts
Poor quality housing in csasus tracts -2.936 4.469
" Distance from the Cantral Business District -0.530 3.555
N (miles)
g,
Quality of block face landscaping (4 point 2.681 3.85%6
% scale)
L. CONSTANT . =-207.014

SAMPLE: All enrolled households, excluding those that moved between the Baseline Interview and
) enrollment, thoss with extrems values for residuals, and those living in a neighborbood with fewer than
b five enrclled houssholds.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline Intsrview, Initial Bousehold Report Form, Housing Evaluation Form,
1970 Census of Population.
= a&. A t-statistic 2 1.0 indicates significance at the 0.25 level of confidence for a two-tailed
L= tast and 0.125 level of confidance for a one-tailed test.
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Table 42

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS |

(Merrill, 1977, Table 3-1)
PITTSBURGH

STANDARD
VARIABLE DESCRIPTION ACRONYM MEAN DEVIATION

Tenure Characteristics: :
Related %o landlord (0.1)....cccuvecccncceccaccancacccnscsannsaanes XRELATED .071 .258 ;)
Langth of residence (exponential function)...........c.ccveeeenea.. XEXP4 .441 .370
Lengthh of residence (NatUral log).....ccieecevcacsseacrcsssescaress XLNLING 3.472 1.112
Landlord lives in the building (0,1).....cccvuiecccneccacacsacacansss XLLBLG .098 .297
Number Of DECSONS PEY COOM.....-ccoceseosccocnnscssnascscvssssansase XOCCRM .696 .334
Number of landlord contacts fOr DAINCENANCE....cccerceccscnssssaess KCONTACT 1.337 1.382

LS

('_—~

Dwelling Unit Featurss: )
Area per room (RALUTXAL 10G).c.ccceccccssrevoncncaccsssasssvsasacess XLAREAPR 4.847 .181 ,_?}

Total mumber of rooms (includes kitchen and bath) (natural log).... XLTOTRMS 1.674 .262
Building 49@ (YRATS) ....ccccsearcacnsesssncssosucrsascsssssacscssss XAGE 49.987 13.912 v
Stove and refrigerator provided (0,l)..ceccecceccccccccnsncescccceses XSTAREF .109 .312

Stove or rafrigerator orovided (0,1).....cccevvecacascaascassaceass XSTOREF .169 .375 )
Inferior or 0o heat (0,1l) .....icecceecceccsacacasessoscascscanesss XBADH .216 .412 b
Contzal heat preseat (0,l)....ccvecescccncaccccccossscssocesoccsscsse XCENH .528 499

Garage provided (0,1)....cecvevcesscrsvasacasscacsoscascssaceaansese XGAR .064 .244 -
Offstreet parking provided (0,1).....cceceecccncscasccrsccsscncssaces XOFFSTR .086 .281

Overall evaluator rating (4 point SCal@)....cecccccacecscscecncssses XRATINGR 1.780 .642 -
Dishwasher and/or disposal provided (0,1l)...cccevcecvccancrescnssss XAPPL .054 227 =
Recent intarior painting or papering (0,l).....ceceeccececcsnaeness XPAINT .100 .300

Average surfacs and structural quality (4 point scale)............. XQUAL2 2.171 .366

Many high quality features (0,1)......cccicveencccnceaccccncenceass XFANCY2 .040 197

Poor wall and ceiling surface (factor SCOZ®).......ceceeccecsceesss XEISUR .010 1.082 I,
Poor window condition (£aCtOr SCOTE).....c.cvencencarsocccansaccsess XEAWIN .008 .986
Poor bathroom wall and cailing surface (factar score).............. XF6BSUR .0003 1.070

Adequate light and ventilation (0,1)......cececrceecencccncnaaasase. XELIVER .413 .493

2resence of adequate ceiling height (0,1)....cccvvceccecccccasseaes XHCEEIR .908 .288
High quality kitchen (0,1)...cccvcmecacescncnsccssssccnscsscssccnses XEITCHOK .081 .273 -
Prasencea of adequats exits (0,l)......cccccvcneccccacccnvecceansesss XITADQEXR .922 .269

Air-conditioning presant (0,l).....cccccecnccascccccnnscaccscccaase XACPITT 111 314
Large multifamily stzucture® (0,l)...ccieescacccccavccescssanceccess XMULTIS .139 .346
Adequats kitchen facilities prasent (Q,l)....cccccccevecccesecnees. XKITCHP .992 .087
Working coanditicn of plumbing (5 point SCAl®)....c.cccecccccasases. XPLUMW 3.57% .388
Plumbing Presant (0,1)....ccccieccursroccccsacacccasscoacvssnscesss XPLUMP .887 317
Adequates plumbing present and working (0,l)...ceccccececcccesecscsss XHPLUMR .830 .376
Prasences of private yard (0,1).....ccccevivenvacncrasccascscacasess XYARD .367 .482
Parking facilities provided (0,1l)......cecececcacansccsccassasassss XPARK .148 .355
Teamperature control: central heat or air-conditioning (0,1l)....... XTEMP .576 .494

i T

Neighborhood Features:
Good recreational facilities and access (factor $SCOT®)....ccccevee. ICNHPLL -.003 .993

Traffic and litter problems (faCtOT SCOLE)....cccsvvcsccscsceansaas XCNHFLI -.0005 .961
Probleas with crime and public services (factor score)............. XCNHFl4 -.01) .93§
Cansus tracts with higher priced units and higher socio~-

economic StaAtus (fACLOL SCOF®) ..c.ccccenccccncacsroscescerscssscss XCENFO2 -.032 .956
Norainority census tracts with higher sociceconamic . ¥
STALUS (fACEOL SCOTR) ..c.vveccocosocsccecssancsccsasncacssnacnssssse XCENFOI .022 .981 S
3lue collar workers and nonminority residents in csnsus

LTACES (LACELOY SCOLB) . ....cccevicecvcnessncnsasssanssnsscasnsnssss XCENPFO4L -,018 1.000
Cansus txacts with higher sociceconomic status (factor scors)...... XCTPO2 .009 .929
Cansus tracts with newer, higher priced units (factor score)....... XCIPO3 -.032 .892 J
Median incame of cansus tTACt (AOLLALS)...cccceecnscrccccccaccrsss. XCTMDINC 8502.807 1623.467

Quality of adult recreation facilitieg....cccccsccccscccvcaccsceees XHCNAREC 1.417 .296
High quality block face (0,l)..cccccccsssccceccccccscccncecccosscess XFANCYN 372 .484
Distance from Central Business District (miles)......cccvvvecceecs. XDIST 5.480 3.724
Quality block face landscaping (4 point scale).....eccceveescccesss XUNDSCPR 1.375 .934

s
oy
L-L:LJ

e

Rent:
ANAlYtiC @At ..cceureicncnceacccacnccacsceaasacanancsansvncsssavenss NACRAGLH 111.082 32.396
Natural logarithm of anAlytic F@At....c.iccieaccccoonccaceccccasess XLACROLIH 4.667 .293

SAMPLE: All enrolled households, excluding those that moved between the Baseline Interview and
anroliment, those with extrsme valuas for residuals, and those living in a neighborhood with fewer than
five enrolled households.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline Interview, Initial Household Report Form, Housing Evaluation Form, -
1970 Census of Population.
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Table 42 (continued)

PHOENIX

VARIABLE OESCRIPTION

ACRONYM

MEAN

STANDARD
DEVIATION

Tenurs Characteristics:
Realated to landlord (J,l)...cccviescevccanncsconnnananna ceesmcvessane
Length of residence (exponential funCtion).......ceeveeeceee.
Langth of residence (NAtUZAl 10G)...cececececcesacssanssrsasaccnans
Landlord lives in the building (0,1)...ciueviiecnnccicnccscnccnncas
Number Of DRrSONS PEX ZOMM......cocesocecacrsccoscnsanrascassoasnsns
Number of landlord contacts fOr MAINCENANCE......cccecrcscccnnancns

XRELATED
XEXP366

.0s8
.280
2.743
.096

1.269

.233
.319
1.022
.295
.467
1.383

Dwelling Unit Peatures:

Ared per rocm (NALUZAL 10G) ..ccieeracoccsscnsoroncascscnsssnsnanans
Total number of rooms (includes kitchen & bBath) (natural log)......
Stove and refrigerator provided (0,l)....ccceccccccecccaccsnncncass
Stove or refrigerator provided (0,l).....cvvesrcevencacsccascancsns
Infarior Or DO hEAt (0,l)...cccvessccccescascssanscnssaccanscascacncs
Cantzal heat presant (0,l)...coccceiecesaccacsnssscoscccassasnsanas
Garage provided (0,1)....cecuiccecancesacsscascssssosasscsssaasvasns
Garage or carport provided (0,l).......ccceccecvicrncnccosvesascnses
Offstreet parking provided (0,l)..c.iiiecescesosccscscacscncsccsons
Overall evaluator rating (4 point 3Cale)......ceceeevcccacacacacans
Dishwasher and/or disposal provided (0,1)......cccceneevcsctccccanne
Recent intarior painting or papering (0,1)...ccccevccercccncncsnnsns
Average surfacs and structural quality (4 point scale).......e.....
Many high quality features (0,1).....cceecerececcacocensassossanane
Mequate light and ventilation (0,1)......cciicccniacasasnonccncnss
Presence of adequate ceiling height (0,1)......c0veverncececncennns
High quality kitchen (0,1) ... uitcveeecrccnccacarcvccacnasascnnancns
Presence of adequate exits (0,1).....ccecveancrscncccrecncecnasecans
Central air-conditioning presant (0,1)......ccceeceencccsccsscrcssse
Large sultifamily structure (0,1)...cveeececacescvcccascasascccscan
AMequate kitchen facilities present (0,l)........ccocvecnncecnoennes
Working condition of plumbing (S point $Cale).....ccvvevevccecnsnee
Plumbing present (0,1)........ccieeeecccccncans tesecscssscessssanes
AMequate plumbing present and working (O, l)........................
Presence of private yard (0,1) ... ... icveercccnccaccanccncncccoanns
Parking facilities provided (0,1)......ccc0ccnvaeccne tvesesessscense
Temperature control: central heat or air-conditioning (0,1).......

XOFFSTR
XRATINGR

4.688
1.592
24.447

.793
314
.326

L3185
.512
1.946
.159
.203
2.285
.126
.389
.906
.212
.991
244
.146
977
3.568
.920
.838
.522

.44

15.170

Neighbarhood Features:
Overall neighborhood quality (£ACtOr SCOF®) .....ccecececccvocccassen
Recraational facilities (fACTOr SCOTR).......cccveeccesccacsocnnceane
Accass to shopping and parking (fACtOr SCOT®)......ccvvveccccsnncoe
Cansus tracts with higher priced units and higher socio~

eCONOMIC STALUS (fACLOYX SCOT®) ....cccsevscrccssacancascsascanccans
Ownar-occupied single~family dwelling units in census tract

(fACTOr SCOT®) ... .cucevcvscaceccsansssssnssancssasassssscsscascnns
Poor quality housing in census tract (£ACtOr SCOC@) ......cceevceaon
Census tracts with higher priced units and higher socio-

CCONCAIC STRLUS (fACTOX SCOT®) ..c.civincrsocscccssnoscscacsscancnsee
Owner-occupied single-family dwelling units in census tract
T (ZACEOR SCOTB) ..ucceeceeraccnccascccacssoscascaascasnsacsocesnnnns
Poor quality housing in cengsus tract (£actor SCOT®).......cveeccen-
Median income of cansus tTACt (dOLIATS) ....ccececcncecccssarascnnse
Quality of adult recreation facilities.....c.cceeveccncrccccacnsaas
High quality block £8c® (0,1) . c.cveveiesascccccnccsscsccacsncnasans
Distance from Central Business District (miles).........ccce0caeaee
Quality block face landscaping (4 point $CBlE).....ccoceencescsccans

ACNHr1l
XCREF14
XCENFOL

XCENF02
XCENTO3

.006

-.026
-.006
8072.137
1.597
.504
$.382

1.002
.987
.998

.994

.992
.973

1.060

1.031
1.474
2148.115
274
.500
4.290
.821

Rent:
ADBLlYTiC WAL, e cicecoeroavncceassssoccaasacsacssccacconsssscsansas
Natural logarithm of anAlytic PBAC.....c.ccccccacocscocncncosnccsnse

XACRA61E
XLACR61E

45.54S
372

SAMPLE: All enrolled households, excluding those that moved between the Baseline Intsrview and
enrollment, those with extrame values for residuals, and those living in a neighborhood with fawer than

five enrolled households.

DATA SOURCES: Baseline Intarview, Initial Household Report Form, Housing Evaluatioan Form,

1970 Cansus of Population.
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TABLE 43

CHANGE IN HEDONIC HOUSING SERVICES INDEX
PROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS

FOR CONTROL AND PERCENT OF RENT HOUSEHOLDS

{Friedman and Weinberg, 1978, Table X=-35)

o L —

MEAN HEDONIC INDEX MEAN CHANGE IN INDEX
At PERCENTAGE
At TwOo Mean of Ratio of SAMPLE
TREATMENT GROUP Enrollment Years AMOUNT Ratio Means SIZE
PITTSBURGH
All Percent of Rent
households $114 $121 $ 7 9% 6% (353)
Percentage
rebate:
20% 107 116 9 9 8 (58)
30% 114 119 5 6 4 (80)
40% 116 123 7 9 ] (100)
50% 116 123 7 8 6 (90)
60% 115 127 12 16 10 (25)
Control households 114 120 5 6 4 (273)
Unconstrained
households 106 116 11 12 10 (52)
PHOENIX
All Percent of Rent
households 132 149 17 16 13 (241)
Percentage
rebate:
20% 135 150 15 20 11 (36)
30% 130 142 12 11 9 (71)
40% 135 153 s . 15 14 (54)
50% 138 153 17 14 13 (65)
60% {110] (141) [(31] [(37] (28] (15)
Contrxol households 128 144 16 17 i3 (231)
Unconstrained
households 132 158 26 34 20 (34)
SAMPIE: Percent of Rent and Control households active at two years

after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility

limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing

Evaluation Poxrms, 1970 Cansus of Population, and Baseline and Third Pexiodic

Interviews.
NOTE:

98

Brackets indicate entries based on 15 or fewer obéervations.
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TABLE 44

CHANGES IN HEDONIC HOUSING SERVICES INDEX
FROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS FOR CONTROL AND

PERCENT OF RENT BOUSEHOLDS FOR THE MOVER SAMPLE
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1978, Table X-36)

MEAN HEDONIX INDEX MEAN CHANGE IN INDEX
At PERCENTAGE
At T™wO Mean of Ratio SAMPLE
TREATMENT GROUP Enrollment Years AMOUNT Ratio of Means SIZE
[,_“ PITTSBURGH
All Percent of Rent
households $111 $128 $17 19% 15% (121)
Percentage
rebate:
20% [1086] [121] [15] 171 [14] (12)
30% 112 124 12 15 11 (30)
40% 114 130 17 19 15 (41)
50% 112 130 18 18 16 (29)
{‘: 60% (103] {130] [27]} [40] [26] (9)
Control households 114 126 12 13 11 (92)
t 4
- Unconstrained
households 105 131 27 31 26 (19)
PHOENIX
. All Percent of Rent

E_, households 133 157 24 22 18 (134)
’ Percentage
P\ rebate:

g 20% 127 146 18 29 14 (19)
‘ 30% 138 159 21 17 15 (38)
N 40% 138 165 27 20 20 {30)
N 50% 135 157 22 18 16 (42)
60% [106] [{147] [41] (49] {391 (10)

L Control households 126 155 30 32 24 (109)
% Unconstrained .

households 125 166 41 50 33 (18)

%

SAMPLE: Percent of Rent and Control movers active at two years after
enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits
and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing
Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of Population, and Baseline and Third Periodic
Interviews.

' ROTE: Brackets indicate entries based on 15 or fewer observations.
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Table 45

CHAMGES IN HOUSING SERVICES PROM EMROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREATHMENT TYPE (MININUM STANDARDS AEQUIREMENTS):

ALL HOUSZMNOLOS
(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table V-10)

HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE IN SERVICES
AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL~ AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE
HOUSEMOLD CROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS SI2E
PITTSBURGH
ALL HOUSEMOLDS
Minisum Standards houssholds silo $116 $6 0.07 0.06 (179)
Concrul househalds 114 120 5 0.06 0.04 (273)
Unconstrained households lo6 116 11 0.12 0.1l0 (32)
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimus Standards households 120 128 8 0.09 0.07 (82)
Control housaholds 129 138 ] 0.06 0.0% (18)
Unconstrained houssholds - (1191 (1291 (0] (0.11] (0.08) Qe
0id Not Meet at Enrollment
Minisum Standards housaholds 113 127 18 0.1% 0.13 (45)
Control houssholds 121 132 12 0.1¢ 0.10 2n
Uncoastrained houssholds {100} (128) (251 fe.27 [0.25] (6)
Met at Enrollment .
Minimus scandards houssholds 127 128 1 0.0l 0.0} (£ })]
Control households 133 116 k) 0.02 0.02 (S1)
Unconscrained houssholds (133) (132]) (=1} {-0.00} [=0.01} [¢.1]
HOUSEMOLDS THAT. 0ID NOT MERT REQUINEMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimus Standaxrds houssholds 101 106 4 0.06 0.04 n
Cantrol househalds 109 114 H 0.0$ 0.08 (198)
Unconstrained households lo1 112 11, 0.13 0.0l (38)
0id Not Mest at Enrollment
Minisum Standards households 101 108 4 0.05 0.03 (94)
Control households 108 113 H 0.0S 0.08 (189)
Unconstrained households Y38 112 12 0.13 0.l1 (18)
Mat at Inrollasnt . .
Minimum Standards houssholds mn (130]) (141 [0.12) {0.12]1 (3)
Contral households (130} (1311 {11 {0.031 {0.011 (6)
Un ined h halds - -— - - - [TY)
PHOENIX
ALL HOUSEHMOLDS
Minimum Standards h holds $128 3246 $18 0.17 0.14 (128)
Cencrol households 129 145 16 0.16 0.12 (229)
Unconstrained households 138 161 26 0.31 Q.19 (33)
HOUSEHOLDS TMAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWQ YEARS
Minisum Standards households 136 162 26 0.23 0.19 (72)
Control households 143 166 3 0.2¢ 0.16 (83)
Unconstrained households 151 178 27 0.31 0.17 (n
0id Not Meet at Enrollment
Hinimus Standards households 130 160 h3 3 0.29 G.24 {51)
Control housaholds 132 mn 39 0.41 0.30 (47
Uncanstrained households (133) (1791 (48) [0.571 (0.35) (9)
Mat at Enxollmant
Minimus Standards househalds 153 166 14 0.10 0.09 (21)
Canctrol househalds 158 158 1 0.01 0.0 (38)
Unconstrained houssholds (an} am {5} (0.03) {0.03}) (8)
HOUSEMOLDS THAT OID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TMO YEARS
Minimum Standards housshalds use 126 8 0.08 0.07 (56)
Control households 121 133 12 0.12 0.10 (146)
Un ined households 117 142 25 0.30 0.21 (16)
0id Mot Meet at Enrollsent
Minimum Standards households 112 122 9 0.10 0.08 (50
Contral households 19 m 12 0.12 0.10 (141}
U ained b holds 13l (1N (asi [0.31] {0.22] (1)
¥et ac Enrollmant
Minisus Standards houssholds (1691 (160] (-8] {=0.051 [~0.05] (%)
Conerol households (163) (1831 (19} {0.12) (0.1 (%
Unconscrained households {18s) (2181 (32} [0.17 [0.17] (28]

SAMPLE: nminimm Standarxds, Coatrol, and O
enrollment incames over the eligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

ined h

lds active at two years aftar enrcliment, excluding those with

DATA SOURCES: Injitial and soachly Household Report Forms, Housing Zvaluation Porms, 1970 Census of Population, Baseline and

Pariodic Interviews, and payments file.
NOTR: Bracksts indicats amcunta based on 15 or fewer cbeervatioas.
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Table 46

CHAMCEE IN HOUSING SERVICRS FAQM INROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMEINT
8Y TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS): ALL HOUSEHOLDS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table V-11)

HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE IN SERVICES
AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL -~ AT TWO MEAN OF RATIC SAMPLE
HOUSEMOLD GROUP MEMT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS [$44]
PITTSBURGH
~ ALL HOUSEZHOLDS
\.-' Minisus fent Low houssholds $llo $11$ $s 0.06 0.05 (106)
5 Concrol households 114 120 ] 0.06 0.04 (273
Uncanstrained households : : 108 116 11 0.13 0.12 (52)
HOUSEHOLOS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Ninimm Reat Low households 113 us L] 0.06 0.04 (89)
control houssholds 121 127 6 0.07 0.05 {200)
"y Unconstrained houssholds PO &) 128 13 0.15 .12 (38)
01d Mot Meet at Enrollment
ninimum Rent Low households 104 114 10 0.11 0.lo (2L)
Control households 103 117 14 0.17 0.14 (42)
Unconstrained households {104) (124) (19! [0.19) (0.18) (9)
Mat at Inrollment -
Minisus Rent Low househalds 116 120 4 0.05 0.03 (68)
Control households 125 130 ) 0.04 0.03 (158)
Unconstrained housaholds 1s 126 u 0.14 0.10 (29)
HOUSENOLDS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimum Rent Low housaholds 98 97 2 0.06 0.02 un
Control households 97 9 2 0.02 0.02 (1)
= ined lds (87 (92} (s {0.06] {0.06} ey
l' Did Mot Meet at Enrollment
v Minimm Rant Low households 95 97 2 0.06 0.02 @n
Coatrol households 96 98 2 0.02 0.02 (67)
Unconstrained households (@71 (92} [$3] (0.06] {0.06] (1¢)
Mst at Enrollment
ninisum Aant Low houssholds - - - - - (0)
Control houssholds (108) (113} (4] (0.04] (0.04) (6)
Unconstrained households -— - - -— - {0)
'»,; PHOEMIX
N ALL HOUSEHOLDS
- Minimua Rent Low houssholds $126 $l48 s 0.21 0.18 (74)
Control houssholds 129 145 16 0.16 0.12 (229)
Unconstrained households 138 16l 26 .31 0.19 (33)
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREZEMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minisus Rant Low houssholds 134 161 27 0.2¢ 0.20 (55)
Control householda 148 168 20 0.1% 0.14 (114)
Un ined N holds 148 178 30 0.34 0.20 (23)
0id Mot Meet at Earollmant
Minimus Rent Low households pai.} 150 40 0.41 0.36 (20)
Control housaholds 106 159 53 0.59 0.50 an
Unconstrained households (117} 180) (631 (c.841 (0.54} ! m
Met at Dnrollmant
Minimus Rent Low houssholds 148 167 19 0.158 0.13 (1%)
Control housahbolds 181 i 10 0207 0.06 (4 ¥)!
Uncoastrained households 162 178 16 0.12 0.10 (16)
HOUSEMQLDS THAT OID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT THO YEARS
Minimm Rent Low houssholds 100 2 11 0.12 0.1l (19)
o Cantrol households 110 21 11 0.13 0.10 (us)
- Unconstrained househclds (103} (1201 an (0.24) (0.17) (10
e D14 Not Meet a¢ Enrollmsnc
Hinisus Rent Low housaholds 98 109 n 0.12 0.11 an
. Control households o 106 us 12 0.14 0.11 (109)
"o ined s (361 f221] (23} [o.30} {0.23) (9
{? Met at Efarollment
- Minisum Rant Low households [116) (134} {18l {0.15] (0.16] {2)
Control households [174]) (1691 =51 (0,02} {0.03} (6)
Un ined b holds (154} {12) (~41] (-0.27} {=0.27 (€
- SANPLE: Ninimum Rent Low, Control, and Unconstrained households active at two years aftar snrollaant, axcluding those with
enrollaent incomes over the eligibilicy limits and thosa living (a their own homes or in subsidized housing.
OATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Nousshold Report Porms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Cansus of Population, Bassline and

Periodic Intazviews, and payments fila.
MOTE: Brackets indicats amounts basad on 15 or fawer obsarvatioms.
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Table 47

CEANGES IN HOUSING SERVICES FROM DNROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS AFPTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT HIGH REQUINEMENTS): ALL HOUSENOLDS

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table V=12)

i

we

¥

_HOUSTNG SEAVICES CHANGE IN SEAVICES
AT PERCENTAGE
ENROLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SArLE
HOUSEMOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS sIze
PITTSBURGH
ALL HOUSENOLDS
Minisum Reat High households $113 5118 $s 0,08 0.04 (lon)
Control househalds 114 120 H 0.06 0.04 273
U trained h holds 106 116 1 0.12 0.10 (52)
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS .
Minimum Reat High households 122 129 7 0.07 0.06 (59)
Control households 127 136 8 0.08 0.06 (119)
tnconstrained households 118 13 16 0.19 0.14 (2¢)
0id Noc Meet at Enrollment
Minimum fent High households 109 124 14 0.13 0.13 (24)
Contzrol housaholds 11 126 15 0.15 0.14 (40)
Uncanstrained households {104} {133] [29) (0,385) {0.281 (11)
Mat at Inrollmentc
#inisum Rent High households 132 113 1 0,02 0.01 (30
Control houssholds 138 140 H 0,04 0.04 (79)
Uncoastrained households (129} {133] (41 (0.05]) (0.031 (13)
HOUSEHOLOS THAT OID NOT MERT REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minisum Rent Righ households 102 108 3 0.04 0.03 (46)
Control households 104 107 3 0.04 0.0 {154)
u trained h holds 96 102 6 0.07 0.07 (28)
0id Noc Meet at Zarollment <
minisum Rent High households 102 108 h! 0.04 0.03 (46)
Control housaholds 104 107 3 0.04 0.03 (181)
Unconstrained households 96 101 H 0.06 0.08 (26)
Mat at Enrollmant
Minisus Rent High housebolds - - - - - -
Control households {119} (1391 0] {0.02] {0.00} (3
Unconstralaed households [{ 1) {110) (23} {0.20) [0.261 (2)
PHORNIX
ALL HOUSEMOLDS
Minimum Rent High households $131 $151 $19 0.17 0.18 (a3)
Cantrol households 129 145 16 0.16 0.12 (229)
Unconstrained households 118 161 26 0.31 0.19 ($E})
HOUSEHOLDS THAT NET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minisus Rent High househaolds 162 176 14 0.29 0.24 (42)
Control househalds 159 179 20 0.19 0.13 (71
Un trained holds {182} (178) 28} {0.261 {0.17} (19
Bid Mot Mest at Enrzollment
Minisum Reat Nigh houssholds 127 174 48 0.41 0.18 (2¢)
Control houssholds 127 172 45 0.47 0.35 (22)
Uncanscrained househalds (1271 {1 (44} {0.46) [0.38] ()
Mat at fnrollmsat
Risimum Rent High houssbolds 164 179 15 0.1 0.09 an
Concral househalds =~ 174 182 9 0.06 0.08 (a9
a ds (181} (187 n {0.031 {0.0e) n
HOUSEZHOLOS THAT OID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Hinimes Reat High houssholds 121 124 4 0,08 0.03 (41)
Cantrol housenolds 118 129 14 0.18 0.12 (158}
ined h holds 120 146 26 0.3% 0.22 (19)
0id Naot Meet ac Inrullmeatc
Minimm Rent Righ households 19 125 L] 0.06 0.04 (40)
Control houssholds 114 128 14 0.15 Q.12 (156)
v ined h holds 118 148 30 0.38 0.25 an
Wat ac Lnrollmsat
Minimum Rent High households (1691 {107 {~63) (=0.37 [=0.37] )
Cantrol households (1651 (186} {21} (0.13] {0.13) (2)
Un ined haolds (154] (112} {-41] [-0.27 {-0.27} (L

SAMPLE: NMinimum Rent High, Control, and Unconstrained households active a4t Swo years aftar enrollment, excluding those with
earsllsent incames over the sligibility limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.
OATA SOUACES: [nitial and monthly household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Porms, 1970 Csnsus of Populatios, Basealine and

Pericdic Intarviews, and payments file.
NOTE: Bracksts indicace mmounts based on 13 or fewer observatioms,
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Table 48

CMANGES IN HOUSING SERVICES FROM ENROLIMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
BY TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS):

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table V-13)

ALL STAYERS

HOUSING SERVICES

CHANGE IN SERVICES

AT PERCENTAGE
. ENROLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE
. HOUSEHOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS sI22
s PITTSBURGH
ALL STAYERS .
- Minimus Standards houssholds $112 $113 S1 0.01 0.0} {112)
~ Contzol households 114 116 2 0.02 0.02 (1a1}
Unconstrained househalds 106 108 2 0.01 0.02 (33)
- STAYERS TRAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
- Minisum Standards households 124 128 1 0.02 0.01 (51)
_’*__ Control housaholds 129 13 1 0.01 0.01 (59)
M Unconstrained houssholds (123} (1261 {31 {0.03) (0.02} 9
Did Mot Meet at Barollment
g Minisum Standards housenolds 116 122 6 0.05 0.0§ (20)
' Control households 128 127 -1 =0.01 -0.01 (16)
= Unconstrained households -(98) (106) ()] (0.08} [0.08) (2)
Mat 4t Enrollsenc
Mminimus Standards houssholds 128 126 -2 -0.01 -0.02 i1
Contrul housaholds 130 132 2 0.01 0.02 (43)
Unconstrainad households (130] (111) {11 (0.01} (0.01) (7}
STAYERS THAT OID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Migimum Standards households 102 103 1 0.01 0.01 {61)
N Control households 107 110 2 0.02 Q.02 (122)
- Unconstrained househalds 100 101 1 0.01 0.01 (24)
= 0id Mot Mest at Enrollment
+* Minimm Standards houssholds 102 103 1 0.01 0.01 61
Control households 107 110 2 0.02 0.02 (122)
Uncanstrained housaholds 100 101 1 0.02 0.01 (24}
b Met 4t Efnrollaent -
1 mm S . rd. [} holds - - — - - (o’
Concrol houssholds - - - - - (0}
Uncoastrained - - - el -~ (0)
PHOENIX
ALL STAYERS
Minisum Standards househalds $129 $136 $7 0.06 0.0S (63)
Contzrol households 1 135 4 0.04 0.03 {121)
Unconstrained houssholds [146) [154) 91 {fo.omn {0.06) {15)
STAYERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimum Scandards households l44 152 8 0.06 0.06 32}
Control households 152 156 4 0.03 0.02 (41)
Uncanstrained households (167] {172] (st {0.03) (0.03}) (9)
Did Mot Meet at Enrollment
inimus Standards houssholds 138 145 7 6.06 0.0% {20}
Cantrol households ) {153) (160]) (8] (0.06) [0.051 (14)
Uncoastrained househalds (16s) f1m {12) * to.08] 0.071 )
4 Met ac Enrollment
E Minisus Scandards households {185] {164) (10} (0.07) [0.06) (12)
7 Contral househalds 152 153 2 0.02 0.01 @n
’ Unconstrained houssholds [168) (170} 1) (0.01] (0.011 {6)
STAYERS THAT DID NOT MEET AREQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
" Minisum Standards households 112 119 7 0.07 0.06 (31)
’ Control households 120 124 4 0.04 Q.03 (80)
. Unconstrained households (124} {1281 {14) 10.13]) 10.12] 6)
Did Not Meet at Znrollmant
- Minimus Standards houssholds 112 119 7 0.07 0.06 1)
B Control houssholds 120 124 ] 0.04 0.03 (80)
B Unconstrained houssholds (114} (128) [14) {0.131 {0.221 (6)
- Met at Enrollment
Minimum Standards houssholds - bt - - (0)
. Coacrol housaholds - - - - - Ll
l . Uﬂﬂﬂl!nilld hﬂl.lllhnld.l - - - -~ -— (o’
SANPLE: Ninimua Standards, C 1, and U trained households active at two years afcar enrollsent, emluding those with
enrcllmant incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in thair own homas or ia subsidized housing.
v DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Porms, Housing Bvaluation Porms, 1970 Cansus of Population. Baseline and
. Pariodic Intarviews, and payments file.
- MOTE: Nrackats indicate amounts dDased on 1S or fawer observations.
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Table 49

CHANGES [N HOUSING SERVICES PROM ENROLIMENT TO TWO YEARS AFPTER ENROLLMENT
8Y TREATMENT TYPE (MINIMUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS): ALL STAYERS

(Friedman and Weinberq, 1973, Table V=14)

! ~

HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE IN SERVICES
AT PERCENTAGE -,
EINMOLL- AT TWO MEAN OP RATIO SAMPLE JL
HOUSEHOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS s1zx s
PITTSBURGH
ALL STAYERS
Minisus Reat Low households $112 $113 $1 0.02 ¢.01 (72) g
Cantrol hauseholds 114 il6 2 .02 0.02 (181) .
Unconscrainad households 106 108 2 0.0l 0.02 (33)

STAYRERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimum Rent Low housaholds 115 7 2 0.02 0.02 (sM e
Control housaholds 122 125 2 0.02 0.02 (123)
u rained h 1ds 116 117 1 0.01 0.01 (£39)] N

0id Mot Meet at Bnrollmant
Minisum Rent Low households (113] {111} (=2]) (=0.01} {-0.02] [§8 Y]

Control households {110} [112) (2} (0.02] {0.01] (14) *
Unconstrained households (97} (103] (8) {C.09] {a.08} )

Met ac Enrzollament =
Mmnisus Rent Low households 116 119 2 0.03 Q.02 (46)

Control households 124 126 2 0.02 Q.02 (109)
Unconstrained households 120 120 -1 -0.01 -0.01 an e

STAYERS THAT OID NOT MREET REQUIREMENTS AT TWQO YEARS
Minimum Rent Low houssholds 98 98 -1 9.00 0.01 (18%)

Cantrol housaholds 98 99 1 0.01 Q.01 (58}
Unconstrained houssholds (89| (911 {21 [0.02] (0.021] (12}

Did Not Meet at Enrcllmant R
Minisus Rent Low househalds (98} (98] (-1] (0.001] (-0.01) (18} o
Coatrol households 98 99 1 g.01 0.0l (@)
Uncoanstrained households (891 (911 (2} {0.021 0.0z (12)

Met ac Enrollsant
ninisum fent Low housaholds - - - ) B
Concsul housaholds - - — - - (0) :
Unconstrained - - - - )

PHORNIX .
ALL STAYERS
Minisum Rent lLov houssholds $124 $132 $8 0.08 0.06 (32) -
Concrol households P33 138 4 0.04 0.03 (121)
Unconsctrained housasholds (146] [154) (9] {0.07] {0.06) {18)

STAYERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS 'f.
Minisus Rent low households 148 154 9 0.06 0.06 (18) P
Control househalds 161 164 3 0.02 Q.02 (52)
Uncomstrained households (171} (176) (51 [0.001 [0.03) (9

Did Not Meat at Enrollmant T
Minisum Reat Low households (l06]) {1151 (9} [0.08] (0.08]) [¢3)
Control households (111] f116) {5} {0.08) (0.08} ) o
Unconstrained households {a11) {224] (231 {0.11) (0.11] 1)

Mot at Znrollmsac
Minisus Rent Low houssholds 150 159 9 0.06 0.06 (16}

Coatral househalds 164 167 3 0.02 0.02 (49)
Unconstrained households (166} (169 (31 (0.02} (0.021 (8)

STAYERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimum Rsnt Law households om (104) mn (0.09} {0.07} 14
Control houssholds 108 113 4 0.0S8 0.04 (69} -
Unconstrained households {107) (122) [14] {0.14} [0.13) (6) '

0id Nat Meet at Enrollment - 5.
Minimm Rent Low households (97} (L04] n {0.09} [0.07]) 16)

Control houssholds 108 112 4 0.08 0.04 (69}
Un trained h holds (108} (122} (141 [0.14) (0.13) 6) £

Met at EInrollsent
Minisus fent Low housebolds - - - - (0) *
Control houssholds - -— -— - hed (-}}

(47 inad h bolds - - -— — — (o’ ~
SAMPLE: Minisum Ment Low, C 1, and U ined h holds active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with 4

anrollssnt incomes over the sligibilicy limics and those living in their own homas or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Repart Forms, Housing Evaluation Pomms, 1970 Cansus of Population, Baseline and
Periodic latarviews, and paymsats file.

NQTE: Brackets indicats amouncs based oa 15 or fewer observations.
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Table 50
CHANGES IN HOUSING SERVICES FROM ENROLIMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ENROLLMENT
sY MMNT TYPE (MINIMUM _R.IN'I' HIGH REQUIREMENTS): ALL STAYERS
(Fri W 7 v=15)
HOUSING SERVICES CHANGE IN SERVICES
AT PERCENTAGE
DIROLL- AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE
WOUSEMOLD GIOUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO QFf MEANS sIze
PITTSIURGH
ALL STAYERS
Minimus fenc Migh households $113 $ll4 $1 0.02 .01 (67)
Contral households 114 116 2 0.02 0.02 (181)
Unconstrained houssholds 106 108 2 0.01 .02 (33)
STAYERS TMAT MET AEQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Kinisul Rent High households 129 127 -2 -0.01 -0.01 (29)
Control housaholds 1 134 k) 0.03 0.02 (87
Un trained lds {1251] (124) (=11 [=0.01) (=0.01) 1)
Did Not Meat at Enrollaant
Minisum Rent High households {113) (1151 (1] (0.01] [0.01} (8)
Coatrol households 120 126 H 0.05 0.04 (18)
Unconstrained househalds (116} (114} (=3] (-0.02} {=-0.02] ()
Mat at Enrollmenc
Minisum Renc High housaholds 134 132 -] 0.0l =0.02 (21)
Control households 138 137 2 0.02 0.02 (49)
Unconstrained households {129} (128} [-1) {-0.01) [-0.01} 8)
STAYERS THAT OID NOT MEET ARQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimsus Rent High housenholds 101 104 3 0.04 0.03 (38)
Control households 108 106 1 0.02 0.0l (114)
Uncanstrained housaholds 97 100 3 0.03 0.03 22)
0id Not Meet ac Enrollsant
Maisum Aent High househalds 101 104 3 0.04 0.03 {38)
Control households 108 106 1 0.01 0.01 (114)
Onconstrained househalds 97 100 3 0.03 0.03 (22)
Mat ac Enrollsent
Ninimus Rent High households - et - - - (0)
Control househalds -_— - -— - - (0)
Unconszrained - - -— - - ©0)
PHORNIX
ALL STAYERS
Minimus Rent High houssholds 13l $139 8 0.08 0.06 (31)
Control housaholds 131 138 4 0.04 .03 (122)
Unconstrained housebolds [146) {154] [C2] {0.07) {0.06} (15)
STAYERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minisus Rent High householda {170} (117 n (0.04) (0.05]1 n
Control bouseholds n 174 3 0.02 0.08 (38)
Unconstxained housebolds (170) (174} (3] (0.02) (0.08] (6)
Did Not Meet ac Enrollment
Minisus Rent High households - - - -— - . (0)
Canexol housahalds (181) (1801 [~11 (0.001 (-0.011 AS)
Unconstrained bhouseholds (120} (136} (161 (0.14) ((0.13) 28]
Mat at Enrollmeac
intsun fant High househalds (1m9) (177 &2 (0.04} (0.04) M
Control households 174 178 4 0.03 0.02 (30)
On ined b halds {180] {181} {11 {0.001] (G.01) (5)
STAYEZAS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimums Rent High households 120 128 9 0.09 0.08 (24)
Control housshalda 114 118 4 0.04 Q.04 (86)
Unconstrained householda (129] (142) (12) {0.10] (0.09) ()
0id Mot Meat at Enrullmsnc
Ninimum Rent High households 120 128 9 0.09 0.08 (24)
Cantrol households 114 118 L} 0.04 0.04 (86)
Gncanstrained households {129] {142] 112) (0.101 (0.09) 9

Met at fnrollmenc
Maisus Rent #igh households
Control households
Uncoasctrained households

-
-—
-

0)
(-]
({-}]

lds active at two years after enrollment, excluding thosa with

SMPLE: Minimum Renc Righ, Co l, and Un

enrvllment incomes over the eligibility limits and those living in thair own homes or in subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES: Initial and sonthly Household Report Porms, Housing Bvaluation FPorme, 1970 Census of Population, Bassline and

Periodic Intarviews, and payments file.

NOTE: Urackets ladicate amounts based on 13 or fewer cbeervations.
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CHANGES IN HOUSING SERVICES PFROM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS AFTER ZNROLLMENT
(MINIMUM STANDARDS REQUIREMENTS) :

(Friedman and Weinberg, 1979, Table V-16)

SY TREATMENT TYPR

Table 51

HOUSING SERVICES

ALL MOVERS

CHANGE IN SERVICES

AT PERCENTACE
ENROLL -~ AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SARPLE
HOUSIHOLD GCRoUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIOQ OF MEANS SIZE
PITTSBURCH
ALL MOVERS
Minisua Standards houssholds $106 $121 $15 0.17 0.14 &n
Contrel houssholds 114 126 12 9.13 0.11 (92)
Unconstrained houssholds 108 131 27 0.31 Q.26 (19}
MOVERS THAT MET REQUIAEMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minisus Standards houssholds 112 132 20 0.21 0.12 (31}
Contzol housaholds 127 148 21 0.2} 0.17 (19)
Unconstrained houssholds [111] (118) {24) [0.27] (0.22) (3)
0id Not Meet at Enrollmsasc
Minisum Scandards housshalds 110 112 22 0.24 0.20 (25)
Contzal households {110} (1401 (301 [0.35) [0.27) (L
Unconstrained houssholds (201} (133} [34] {0.36] {0.34) 4)
Mac at Enrcllsent
Minisus Scandards houuhold.l (2211 [135] {14) {0.11] {0.12) (6)
Cantrol householda (150] (159] (9} {0.06) {0.06] (8)
Unconstrained households {1501] (136} {=14] {~0.09] (=0.091} 1)
MOVERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minisum Standards houssholds 100 111 10 0.14 0.10 (36)
Control houssholds 111 120 9 0.10 0.08 (73)
Unconstrained housaholds (1031 (130 (271 (0.331 {o.26} (e
Did Not Meet at Zarollmenc
Minisua Standards households 99 109 10 0.14 0.10 (33)
Control househalds 109 119 10 0.1l 0.09 (3]
Unconstrained housahalds {103) {130} (27 {0.33) {0.26} (14)
Met at Earollsent
Minimm Scandards houssholda {1171 [130) f14} {0.12]) {0.12} 3
Cancrol households (130} (1311 (11 (0.03) [0.01) (6}
Unconsczained households - - - - bt (0)
PHORMIX
ALL MOVERS
Minisum Scandards households $128 $156 $28 0.27 0.22 (65)
Control households 127 156 29 0.30 0.23 (108)
Unconstrained housahalds 128 166 4l 0.50 0.33 (18)
MOVERS TMAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimms Standards houssholds 130 170 40 0.37 0.31 (40)
Cantrzol houssholda 134 175 41 0.44 0.2 (42)
un ined h holds (133} {188) (521 {0.64) (0.39] (8)
O4d NOot Meet at Zarollmeat
Minimus Standards households 124 170 46 0.44 0.37 (1)
Control housaholds 123 176 53 0.56 0.4 (33)
Un ined h holds {117} (180] {631 (0.82]) (0.54} (6)
Met ac farollmsenc
Hinimms Standards households {1501 (1691 {191 (0.14) [0.12] (9)
Control households (1781 (8% 21 (=2) {~0.00]) (=0.01} 9)
Uncanstralned households [181) [198) 371 (0,09] [0.09} (2)
MOVERS THAT DID NOT MERT REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimus Standards houssholds 125 134 9 0.12 0.07 (as)
Contral housahalds 122 144 22 0.21 0.18 (66)
fi? ined R holds {113] (151) (321 (0.40) (0.2a7 (20}
0id Not Meet at Enrollmenc
Mipimus Standards households 114 127 13 Q.16 0.11 (20}
Cancrol househalds 118 140 22 0.22 .19 (61)
Un trained h holds (112) {l4a) {32} {0.42) (0.29) %)
Met at farollment
minimum Standards households {1691 {1601 (a1 (=0.081 [-0.08) ()
Caontrol households (163) (183} (191 (0.12} (0.12} ($)
Unconstrained households (1as] (216} {32) {0.17} {0.17) )

SAMPLE:; Minisum Stasdards, Control, and Unconstrained houssholds active at two years aftar enrollmsat, sxluding those -s.n

encollmeat incomas over the eligibilicy limics and those living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and monthly Household Report Forms, Housing EBvaluation Porms, 1970 Cansus of Population, luouu and

Periodic Interviews, and paymsats file.

NOTE: Brackets indicate amounts based on 15 or fewer observacions.
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. Table 52
o CHAMCES IM HOUSING SERVICES FAOM ENROLLMENT TO TWO YEARS APTER ENROLLMENT
. | b4 ﬂl.l‘l'ﬂbﬂ' TYPE (MININUM RENT LOW REQUIREMENTS): ALL MOVERS
(Friedman and Weinberqg, 1979, Table V-17)
. AOUSING SERVICES CﬁANCB IN SERVICES
AT PERCENTAGE
. ENROLL - AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SANPLE
HOUSEMOLD GRCUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MEANS sI22
PITTSBURGH
s ALL NOVERS
- Hinimus Rent Low households $106 $119 $13 0.15 0.12 {34)
4 Control households 114 126 12 0.13 0.11 (92)
Unconstrained households 108 131 27 0.3) 0.26 19)
MOVERS THAT MET AEQUIREMENTS AT TWO YBARS
ninisum Rent Low households 108 121 12 0.13 0.11 (32)
Control households 118 131 13 0.14 0.11 (77
Unconstrained househalds 108 138 27 0.32 0.25 {17
Did Not Meet at Enrollmenc
2 Ninimum Rent Low housebolds (94] [116] (22] {0.24] [0.23]) (10)
3 Control househalds 99 120 21 0.2¢ 0.21 (28)
i tn ined h holds [120] [13a) (281 (0.26} {0.25] [¢1)
Mt ac Enrcllmenc
Minimua Rant Low househalds 118 123 8 0.08 0.07 {22)
Coacrol housaholds 129 137 8 0.08 0.06 (49)
Unconstrained houssholds (107 (134} {27 (0.34] (0.25) (12)
MOVERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YBARS
minisus Bent Low households {72} {92] (20} {0.501) (0.281 (2)
Y Control households (951 (101] (6] (0.07} [0.06} (15)
< Unconstrained households (&3] {98]) (22) (0.29) {0.29) (2)
4 Did dNot Meet at Enrollment
Minisum Rent Low housaholds [72] {92) (20} [a.50] {0.28] (2)
. Centrol households [C)] (94 (7] {0.091 [0.08) 9
. Uncomstrained housaholds (761 {98} (22] [0.291 [0.29}) {2)
S et ac Inrollsent
C Hinisum Rent Low houssholds - -—_ - - Lot (0)
Control households (108} {112) (4] {0.04) {0.04) {6)
Unconstrained households -— - - -~ -— (Q)
PHOEMIX
ALL NOVERS
Minisum Rent Low households $127 $160 $34 0.11 0.27 (42)
R Control houssholds 127 156 29 0.30 0.23 (108)
v Unconstrained households 125 166 41 0.50 0.33 (18)
'; R WOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minisus fent Low houssholds 129 164 35 0.13 0.27 {37}
Control househalds 137 172 5 0.4 0.26 {62)
. Unconstrained households [133] {180] [46) {0.53] (0.35] (14)
~ Did Not Meet ac Enrolimenc
- Minisum Rent lLow houssholds 1 154 “ 0.44 0.40 (18)
Control houssholds 108 165 59 0.65 0.56 (24)
Unconscrained households (201} 171 [70] {0.96] " (0.69]) (8)
™ %et ac Enrollment
o Minimus Rent Low houssholds 147 174 7 0.22 o.l8 19)
L Control households 157 177 19 0.14 6.12 (38)
Unconstrained households {158) (186] [29} (0.21} [0.18} (a)
- mmrnmmnminuxmmumvnns
Rinisum Rent lLow households [109) {132) {23} {0.22] [0.21] {3)
o Concrol households 112 134 22 0.28 0.20 {46)
~ Unconstrained housaholds (971 (118} (21} (0.40) {0.22) {4)
O1d Mot Meet at Bnrollsent
-~ Kinisua Rant Low housaholds [104] f1a1) {27) {0.27 {0.26) 3
f\ Control households 103 129 26 0.29 0.25 (40)
LT Unconscrained houssholds {781 f120) (42] (0.63] {0.54) {3)
Met ac RBnrollment
Minisus fsne Low households (116] (134]) (18] (0.181} (0.16] (2)
- Control households [174) (1691 {-51 {=0.02] (~0.031 (6)
l Unconstrained households {1541 (12 1] [~0.271  [=0.27] w

SMPLE: Minimum Rent low, Coatrol, and Unconstrained households active at two years aftar enrollmant, excluding those with
enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits and choss living in their own homes or in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: Initial and sonthly NHousehold Aeport Forms, Housing Evaluatiom Porms, 1970 Census of Population, Beselins and
o Periodic Interviews, and payments file.
R WTR: Srackets indicace amouncs based on 1S or fewer abservations.
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Table 53

mmmmmmmmnwwmmmmm
8Y TREATMENT TYPR (MINDMUM REMT HIGH REQUIREM
(Friedman and Wemberg, 1979, Table V-18)

HOUSING SERVICES

CHANGE IN SERVICES

AT PERCENTAGE_
ENROLL-~ AT TWO MEAN OF RATIO SAMPLE
HOUSENOLD GROUP MENT YEARS AMOUNT RATIO OF MRANS SIZE
PITTSBURGH
ALL MOVERS
Minimem Rent High housaholds $113 $128 $12 0.12 0.11 (34)
Control houssholds 114 126 12 0.13 0.11 (92)
Unconscrained households 108 131 27 0.31 0.26 19)
MOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Mioimam Aent High households 115 130 15 0.15 0.14 (26)
Control househclds 122 137 18 0.18 0.12 (52)
Unconstrained househalds 111) {141} [301] [0.36] (0.27] (13}
0i{d Not Mest at Earollment
Minimum Rent High househalds 107 128 21 0.20 0.20 {16}
Control households 104 127 23 0.24 0.22 (22}
Unconstrained households 1991 {140) (41} (0.49] [0.41] (3)
Met ac Znrollsent
Minimum Rent High households 127 (134} {7 (0.07M (0.06] (10)
Control houssholds 136 145 9 c.08 0.07 (30)
Unconstrained houssholds [131] (1431 (121 (0.141 [0.091] (5)
MOVERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMANTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimum Rent High households (107} [106] [£23] (0.00] [=0.01) (8)
Contzol housenolds 104 111 8 0.10 0.08 {40)
Unconstrained houssholds {91] {110] {19} (0.23] {0.21) (8)
Did Noc Mest at Enrollment
Minisum Rant High households (1071 (108} {=1] (0.00! [-0.01] (8)
Coacrol households 101 109 ] 0.1 0.08 (3n
Unconstraised households 93} (110} (i [0.201 (0.18) (4)
Mat at Enrollmentc
Minimsm Rent High houssholds - - - -~ - o)
Control houssholds {139) {1391 - (01 {0.02) [0.00) (3)
Uncoascrained houssholds (a7} (1101 (231 (0.23) (0.26] ()
PHOENIX
ALL MOVERS
Minimus Reat High households $132 $157 $26 0.23 0.20 (52)
Cancrol housaholds 127 156 29 0.3 0.22 (108)
Uncoastzained households 125 166 41 0.50 0.13 (18)
MOVERS THAT MET REQUIREMENTS AT TWO YEARS
Minimum Rent High households 136 176 40 0.4 0.29 (&1}
Control houssholds 148 184 6 0.34 0.2¢ (36)
Un ined h holds {140) (182) {42) (0.42) (0.30) {9)
Qid Not Meet at Enrullimant
Minimam Rent High households 127 174 48 Q.41 0.38 (23)
Control housahbalds 120 178 58 0.581 Q.48 @an
Unconstrained households (120} {176] [48] (0.501 (0.38) n
Met at Znrollment
Winimum Rent High households (1601 [181) (201 [0.18] {0.131 (10}
Control housaholds 173 189 16 0.1l 0.09 (19)
Unconstrained households (181} (2027 fa} [0.12]) [0.011] ()
MOVERS THAT DID NOT MEET REQUIREMENTS AT TNO YEARS
Minimum Rent High households 122 119 -3 0.00 -0.02 n
Control households 116 142 26 0.28 0.22 (712)
Un ilned households $838) (1501 140) (0.59] {0.36) (9
8id Not Meet at Bnrollment
Miniaum Rent High households 119 120 1 0.02 0.01 18)
Contxol housaholds 114 14l 6 0.29 9.22 (70}
Unconstrained househalds (108} (155} (50] (0.70] (0.48] (8)
Met ac Znrnllmenc
Minimas Rent High households [269] {1071 [-63] {=0.37} {=0.37) Q)
Control housaholds [165) (186) f21] (0.13) {0.13] )
Unconstrained househalds (184} (112} (-41} (-0.27 [(~0.27) ()
SANPLE:; Minimum Reat High, Cantrol, Ui ined h holds active at two years aftsr enrollmenc, excluding those with

enrollment incomes over the aligidbilicy limits and those living in their own homes or in subsidised housing.

CATA SOUACES: [nitial and sonthly Household Repost Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, 1970 Census of Population, Baselins and

Periodic Interviaws, and payments file.
NOTE: Brackets indicats amouncs based on 13 or fewar ocbservations.
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6.6 Location

This section summarizes locational changes in terms of three characterizations
of the Census tracts in which households lived, based on 1970 Census data--
(1) the percent of households in the tract with incomes less than $5,000; (2)
the percent of households in the Census tract whose head of household was
black; and (3) for Phoenix, the percent of households in the Census tract

whose head of household was Spanish American.
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Table 54

MEAN CHANGE IN LOW-INCOME CONCENTRATION
(Atkinson et al., 1979, Table 2-3)

:“-‘ . 4 .

. SAMPLE: Experimental and Control hougseholds active at two years
after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligi-
bility limits, and those living in their own homes and in subsidized
housing. ?T

DATA SOURCES: 1970 Census of Population and Housing (Fourth Count i
Tapes), Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and Initial and monthly Household
Report Forms.

NOTE: Experimental/Control differences not significant at the
0.05 level in a two—-tailed t-test.

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

LOW-INCOME EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL EXPERIMENTAL CONTROL ;1
CONCENTRATION HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS | HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS ’
Mean initial concen- 2
tration 35.4% 33.9% 39.0% 39.8%

(standard deviation) (13.2) (12.8) (15.2) (15.3) I
Mean final concen- a
tration 34.4 32.7 36.3 36.5 ;§
(standard deviation) (13.2) (13.2) (15.7) (15.7) :
Mean change -1.1 -1.2 -2.7 -3.3 %]
(standard deviation) (8.1) (7.2) (11.3) (11.0)

SAMPLE SIZE (916) (320) (715) (282) 3
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Table 55
CHANGES IN LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLD CONCENTRATION
.- . UNDER THE BOUSING GAP PILAN
(Atkinson et al., 1979, Table 2-4)
ALL HBOUSEBOLDS HOUSZHOLDS THAT MOVED
BOUSEHOLDS BOUSING GAP CONTROL BOUSING GAP CONTROL
{ . PITTSBURGH
ALL BOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS
hs Initial low-incoms concentration 35.5% 33.9% 36.6% 4.6%
k (Sample size) (449) (321) (167) (112)
Changs in concentration -0.5 -1.2 -1.4 -3.5
? Percentage of households that moved 37.0 35.0 — —
BOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS INITIALLY
FAILING REQUIREMENTS
Initial low-income concantration 37.7 3.7 38,6 37,2
(Sample size) (289) (200 (115) (69)
Change in concentration -0.8 -1.3 -2.1 -3.8
'2 Percentage of households that moved 40.0 35.0 — ——
HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS IMITIALLY
i PASSING REQUIREMENTS
{ Initial low-income concsntration 31.6 29.1 32.2 29.7
> (Sample size) ' (1s7 (119) (52) (42)
: Change in concsntration 0.1 -9.9 0.2 -2.7
f Percentage of households that moved 33.0 3s.0 — -~
v: PHOENIX
- Initial low=income concantration 38.5% 39.8% 38.60 39.2%
) (Sample size) (381) (282) (237) (148)
E Change %mmﬁon -2.8 -3.3 -d .6 -6.3
Percantage of households that moved 62.0 52.0 — ——
Initial low-income concentration 41.3. 43.5 41.0 43.3
(Sample size) (277) (192) (173 (98)
Change in comcentration -3.2 =3.6 =5.1 -7.0
Parcentage of households that moved 62.0 51.0° — —
HOUSING GAP HOUSEHOLDS INITIALLY
PASSING REQUIREMENTS
Initial low-income concantration 30.8 al.s 1.7 30.4
. (Sample size) (101) (86) (62) 4
If Change in concentration -1.7 -2.9 -2.7 -5.4
Percantage of households that moved 61.0 $5.0 — —
-
L} -SAMPLE: BHBousing Gap and Control households active at two years after enrollment, excluding those
with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, and those liviang in their own homes and in subsidizaed

housing.

DATA SOURCES: 1970 Cansus of Population and Housing (Fourth County Tapes), Baselins and Periodic
N Intarviews, Initial and monthly Housshold Report Forms, and payments filas.
- ROTE: Bousing Gap/Control diffarences not significant at the 0.05 lsvel in a two=tailed t-test.
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Table 56

CHANGES IN LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLD CONCENTRATION

UNDER THE UNCONSTRAINED PLAN
(Atkinson et al., 1979, Table 2-5)

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED

Unconstrained Control

Unconstrained Control

‘Initial low-income
concentration
(Sample size)

Change in concentration

Percentage of households
that moved

Initial low=-income
concentration
(Sample size)

Change in concentration

Percentage of households
that moved

PITTSBURGH

38.7%
(63)

PHOENIX

58.0%

39.8%
(282)

-3.3

52.0%

41.9%

(25)

-11.3

39.3%
(23)

-6.8

39.3%
(148)

-6.4

SAMPLE: Unconstrained and Control households active at two years
after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligi-
bility limits, and those living in their own homes and in subsidized

housing.

DATA SOURCES: 1970 Census of Population and Housing (Fourth Count
Tapes), Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and Initial and monthly Bousehold

Report Forms.

*t-statistic shows Unconstrained/Control difference significant at
the 0.05 level in a two-tailed test.
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Table 57

CHANGES IN LOW-INCOME HOUSEEOLD CONCENTRATION
UNDER THE PERCENT OF RENT PLAN
(Atkinson et al., 1979, Table 2-6)

ALL HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED
Percent of Rent Control Percent of Rent Control

PITTSBURGH
Initial low-income
concentration 34.8% 33.9% 35.2% 34.6%
(Sample size) (406) (321) (153) (112)
Change in concentration -1.2 -1.2 -3.1 -3.5
Percentage of households
that moved 38.0% 35.0% — -

PHOENIX

Initial low-income
concentration 39.4% 39.8% 38.2% 39.3%
(Sample size) (298) (282) (182) (148)
Change in concentration -2.4 -3.3 -4.0 -6.4
Percentage of households
that moved 61.0% 52.0% — ——

SAMPLE: Percent of Rent and Control households active at two years
after enrcllment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligi-
bility limits, and those living in their own homes and in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: 1970 Census of Population and Housing (Fourth Count
Tapes), Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and Initial and monthly Household
Report Forms.

NOTE: Percent of Rent/Control differences not significant at the
0.05 level in a two-tailed t-test.
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Table 58

MEAN PERCENTAGE BLACK IN INITIAL TRACTS
OF ENROLLED HOUSEHOLDS BY RACE AND TREATMENT GROUP

(Atkinson et al.,

1979, Table 3-1)

RACTAL/ETHNIC GROUP

Spanish
TREATMENT TYPE Black White American
PITTSBURGH
Control households 47.1% S.6% -
Standard deviation 31.0 12.3
(Sample size) (63) (255)
Percent of Rent households 63.2 5.3 -
Standard deviation 31.0 12.3
(Sample siza) (87) (317)
Housing Gap households 53.7 6.7 ~
Standard deviation 30.8 13.3
(Sample size) (124) (383)
Total households 55.2 5.9 -
Standard deviation 31.4 12.8
(Sample size) (274) (955)
PHOENIX
Control households 31.8% 4.1% 9.0%
Standard deviation 23.8 10.2 14.1
(Sample size) (27) (180) (69)
Percent of Rent households 42.5 2.0 7.1
Standard deviation 26.1 5.6 9.8
(Sample size) (26) (190) (76)
Housing Gap households 42.3 2.8 9.7
Standard deviation 21.3 8.3 17.3
(Sample size) (26) (250) (132)
Total households 38.7 - 2.9 8.8
Standard deviation 24.0 8.2 14.8
(Sample size) (79) (620) (277)

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households active at two years

after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligi-

bility limits, and those living in their own homes and in subsidized

housing.

DATA SOURCES: 1970 Census of Population and Housing (Fourth Count

Tapes), Baseline Interviews, and Initial Household Report Forms.
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Table 59

MEAN CHANGE IN BLACK CONCENTRATION
FOR EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Atkinson et al., 1979, Table 3-3)

SPANISH
TREATMENT BLACK WHITE AMERICAN
TYPE HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEBOLDS TOTAL
PITTSBURGH
Experimental households -4.0 -0.6 -_— -1.4
Standard deviation 23.2 7.5 13.0
(Sample size) (211) (698) (909)
Control households 2.6 -0.3 -— 0.3
Standard deviation 16.8 7.1 9.8
(Sample size) (63) (254) (317)
PHOENIX
Experimental households -2.6 -0.1 -1.7 -0.8
Standard deviation 23.8 7.5 14.1 11.7
(Sample size) (52) (438) (207) (697)
Control households 3.1 -1.5 -1.9 -1.1
Standard deviation 26.3 8.5 7.7 11.3
(Sample size) 27) (180) (69) (276)

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households active at two years
after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligi-

bility limits, and those living in their own homes and in subsidized

housing.

DATA SOURCES: 1970 Census of Population and Housing (Fourth Count
Tapes), Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and Initial and monthly Household

Report Forms.

NOTE: Experimental/Control differences not significant at the
0.05 level in a two-tailed t-test.
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Table 6O

MEAN CHANGES IN BLACK CONCENTRATION FOR WHITE AND
BLACK HOUSEHOLDS BY TREATMENT GROUP AND MOBILITY STATUS
(Atkinson et al., 1979, Table 3-4)

WHITE HOUSEHOLDS BLACK HOUSEHOLDS
MEAN INITIAL MEAN CHANGE IN SAMPLE MEAN INITIAL MEAN CHANGE IN SAMPLE
HOUSEHOLD GROUP ' CONCENTRATION CONCENTRATION SI1IZE CONCENTRATION CONCENTRATION SI1IZE
PITTSBURGH .

ALL HOUSEHOLDS

Control households 5.6% -0.3 (254) 47.1% 2.6 (63)

Housing Gap households 6.7 -0.7 (382) 53.7 -1.5 (124)

Percent of Rent households 5.3 -0.4 (317) 63.2** =-7.6%* (87)

TOTAL 5.9 -0.5 (952) 55.2 -2.5 (274)
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED

Control households 6.2 -1.0 (89) 42.2 7.7 (21)

Housing Gap households 6.8 -1.9 (141) 51.9 -3.7 (49)

Percent of Rent households 5.6 -1.1 (127) 65.8** ~-25,3%* (26)

TOTAL 6.2 -1.4 (357) 53.5 -7.1 (96)
ALL HOUSEHOLDS PHOENIX

Control households 4.1 -1.5 (180) 31.8 3.1 {(27)

Housing Gap households 2.8 -0.4 (248) 42.3 -5.9 (26)

Percent of Rent households 2.0 0.4 (190) 42.5 0.7 (26)

TOTAL 2.9 -0.5 (618) 38.7 -0.6 (79)
HOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED .

Control households 4.7 -3.0 (92) 30.2 4.1 (20)

Housing Gap households 2.5 -0.7 (144) 39.6 -4.3 (19)

Pexrcent of Rent households 2.0 0.6 (116) 40.8 1.2 (16)

TOTAL 2.9 -0.9 (352) 36.5 -0.9 {(55)

SAMPLE: Black and white Experimental and Control households active at two years after enrollment,
excluding those with enrollment incomes over the eligibility limits, and those 1living in their own homes and
in subsidized housing.
DATA SOURCES: 1970 Census of Population and Housing (Fourth Count Tapes), Baseline and Periodic Inter-
views, and Initial and monthly Household Report Forms.
** Siqnlficantly different from Control households at the 0.0l level.
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Table 61

MEAN PERCENTAGE SPANISH AMERICAN
IN INITIAL TRACTS OF ENROLLED HOUSEBOLDS
(Atkinson et al., 1979, Table 4-1)

RACIAL/ETHNIC GROUP

[
[
F.
[

Spanish
TREATMENT TYPE American White Black
Lﬂ Cantrol households 44.7% 17.4% 35.8%
Standard deviation 24 16 16
{.J (Sample size) (69) (180) (27)
Housing Gap households 38.0 16.7 33.2
Standard deviation 27 16 13
{Sample size) (132) (250) (26)
- Percent of Rent households - 43.6 6.1 34.0
tg Standard deviation 24 15 19
[, (Sample size) (76) (190) (26)
; Total households 41.2 16.7 34.3
{ Standard deviation 26 16 16
- (sample size) (277) (620) ((79)

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households in Phoenix active at
two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incames over
the eligibility limits, and those living in their own homes and in
subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: 1970 Census of Population and Bousing (Fourth Count
Tapes), Baseline Interviews, and Initial Household Report Forms.
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Table 62

MEAN CHANGES IN SPANISH AMERICAN CONCENTRATION
FOR EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL HOUSEHOLDS
(Atkinson et al., 1979, Table 4-3)

SPANISH AMERICAN WHITE BLACK

TREATMENT TYPE HOUSEROLDS HOUSEHOLDS HOUSEHOLDS
Experimental households -4.0 -0.8 -2.1
Standard deviation 19.7 10.5 12.7
(Sample size) (207) (438) (52)
Control households -4.8 -1.6 -0.9
Standard deviation 16.9 7.6 14.0
(Sample size) (69) (180) (27)

SAMPLE: Experimental and Control households in Phoenix active at
two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over
the eligibility limits, and those living in their own homes and in subsi-
dized housing.

DATA SOURCES: 1970 Census of Population and Housing (Fourth Count
Tapes), Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and Initial and monthly Household
Report Forms.

NOTE: Experimental/Control differences not significant at the 0.05
level in a two-tailed t-test.
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Table 63

MEAN DECONCENTRATION FOR SPANISH AMERICAN, WHITE,
AND BLACK HOUSEHOLDS BY TREATHMENT GROUP AND MOBILITY STATUS
(Atkinson et al., 1979, Table 4-4)

SPANISH AMERICAN HOUSEIOLDS WHITE HOUSEIOLDS BLACK HOUSEHOLDS
s Mean Initial Mean Change in Sample Mean Initial Mean Change in Sample Mean Initial Mean Change in Sample
HOUSEHOLD GROUP Concentration Concentration Ssize Concentration Concentration Size Concentration Concentration Size
ALL HOUSEHOLDS
Control households 44.7 -4.7 (69) 17.4 -1.6 (180) 35.0 -0.9 (27)
Housing Gap households 38.0 -6.1 (132) 16.7 -1.1 (250) 33.2 -1.8 (26)
Percent of Rent households 43.4 -0.3 (16) 16:1 -0.5 (190) 34.0 -2.4 (26)
TOTAL 41.2 -4.2 (277) 16.7 -1.0 {620) 34.3 ’ -1.7 (79)
- HIOUSEHOLDS THAT MOVED
G Control households 42.0 -10.3 (32) 16.3 ~-3.1 {92) 35.9 -1.3 (20)
Housing Gap households 3.9 -9.2 (87) 15.9 -1.9 (146) 32.5 -2.5 (19)
Percent of Rent households 38.7 -0.5 (46) 17.0 -0.8 (116) 33.3 -3.9 (16)
TOTAL 38.5 -7.0 .~ (165) 16.4 -1.8 (354) 33.9 -2.5 {55)

BAMPLE: Experimental and Control households in Phoenix active at two years after enrollment, excluding those with enrollment incomes over
the eligibility limits, and those 1living in their own homes and in subsidized housing.

DATA SOURCES: 1970 Census of Population and Housing (Fourth Count Tapes), Baseline and Periodic Interviews, and Initial and monthly
Household Report Forms. -
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6.7 Program Comparisons

This section presents information on mean rents, compliance with physical :]
and occupancy standards, location, and program costs for Minimum Standards :

recipients two years after enrollment and for samples of participants in

other housing programs (conventional Public Housing, Section 23, and Section

236) .
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[ Table 64
MEAN ESTIMATED RENTAL VALUE OF UNITS

{ ‘ (INCLUDING THE VALUE OF LANDLORD-SUPPLIED
STOVE AND REFRIGERATOR, WHERE PRESENT)
(Figure 3-2)
[ (Kennedy, 1980, Table II-5)
PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
{i RATIO TO : RATIO TO
2 MEAN MINIMUM STANDARDS MEAN MINIMUM STANDARDS
| VALUE VALUE VALUE VALUE
.
£; Unconstrained 130 0.92 156 0.95
Percent of Rent 134 0.94 149 0.91
Minimum Rent Low 131 0.92 159 0.97
Minimum Rent High 140 0.99 173 1.05
Minimum Standards 142 1.00 164 1.00
15 Section 23 145 1.02 151 0.92
f Public Housing 134 0.94 158 0.96
: Section 236 143 1.01 181 1.10
{? Controls 132 0.93 144 0.88

SAMPLE: Units occupied by sampled participants in each program.

a. Hedonic values in this table have not been inflated to 1975
and are therefore based on 1973 rent levels. Inflation to 1975 would not,
of course, affect the relative program values shown in Figure 3-2.
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Table 65

TENANT BENEFITS
(Market Rent Minus Tenant Contribution in Dollars Per Month)

(Mayo et al., 1979, Part 1, Table 3-5)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
STANDARD STANDARD
PROGRAM TYPE BENEFIT DEVIATION SAMPLE SIZE BENEFIT DEVIATION SAMPLE SIZE
Public Housing $79 29 (236) $114 32 (136
Section 23 524 29 ( 93) 103 46 (143)
Section 236 28* 43 (276) T2% 45 ( 85)
Housing Allowances 77 39 ( 83) 107 55 ( 68)

SAMPLES: Comparison Program households--a sample of households participating in the Public Housing, Section 23, and Section 236
programs in Allegheny and Maricopa counties. MHousing Allowance households--llousing Gap Minimum Standards households active and receiving
full payments at two years after enrollment in the Demand Experiment.

DATA SOURCES: Program Comparison, Baseline, and Third Periodic Interviews, Housing Evaluation Forms, Household Report Forms, 1970
Census of Housing, and Payments File.

a. Welghted average of sample sizes in the elderly and nonelderly strata in Phoenix Public Housing; see Appendix I1 for a
description of the calculation of statistics based on this sample.

* Significantly different from llousing allowances at the 0.05 level.
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Figure 31

PERCENTAGE OF UNITS THAT FAIL
ALTERNATIVE HOUSING QUALITY STANDARDS
(PITTSBURGH)

(Mayo et al., 1979, Part 1, Figure 4-1)

LEVEL OF STANDARDS

PERCENT
THAT
FAIL
1e0 93.6%
f 1 39.9% 89.3% .
F \ MINIMUM
{ \ ! STANDARDS
! \ ! HIGH
] 1 f
™ / \ / D3 NIMUM
] ] Mi
{ 67.0% ‘\ ! A STANDARDS
/ R ! ! PROGRAM
i v / H
[ Y
{7 \ O\ s34x% { {
49.8% /1 l’ \\ S, 51-‘% ! !
50 ,l \‘ :'
) \ !
1] \ . ]
7 |7 N 3w 37.8% !
2N !
- . \‘\ wl
] 25.38% [
= 20.5%
H / MINIMUM
: / STANDARDS
Vs LOW
6.4% . ’
21% | _.- ~.l 25% 23% ool 4
Public Housing. Section 23 Secton 236 Comparison Housing Controls
Programs Allowsncss
s16? 89 307

" saMPLE
“  sIzE

241 1

SAMPLES: Comparison Program housshoids—ae sample of households participating in the Public Housing,
Section 23, and Section 236 programs in Allegheny and Maricops counties. Housing Allowancs houssholds~+Housing
Gap Minimum Standards househoids active and receiving full psyments at two vears after enroiliment in the Demand
Experiment. Control housshoids active at two years after enroliment in the Demand Experiment, :

DATA SOURCE: Housing Evaiuation Forms,
2. Weighted averages for Comparison Programs are basad on proportions! representation of ssch program in the
study (not the sampied) popuiation. Weights are 0.687, 0.013, and 0.300 for Public Housing, Section 23, and Section

23, and Section 236 respectively.
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Figure 32

PERCENTAGE OF UNITS THAT FAIL
ALTERNATIVE HOUSING QUALITY STANDARDS
(PHOENIX)
(Mayo et al., 1979, Part 1, Figure 4-2)
LEVEL OF STANDARDS

]
]
‘Psnczm 7
]
1
]
]

THAT
FAIL
100
79.9%
) ¥ ===MINIMUM
il / STANDARDS
J HIGH
- 69.7% ;| eax
/ \ ¥ MINIMUM
7 \ so.2% ;o STANDARDS
4 o 4
Y, N 54.0% I o ':‘ PROGRAM
a9.8% / 51.7% !
50 7 N 'l
II ™ y
Y N s /
y; 33.9% /
II \\ l'
- L 254% | : \ { 26.8%
\ [ MINIMUM
_ | \ ! STANDARDS
! \\ 4 l’ LOowW
13.5% ! /
]
,I
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SAMPLES: Comparison Program households— 3 sampie of houssholds participating in the Publie Housing, Section 23, and
Section 238 programs in Allegheny and Maricopa counties. Housing Allowancs housshoids—Housing Gag Minimum Standards
housshoids active and recaiving fuil payments at two years after enroliment in the Demand Experiment. Control househoids

active 3t two years after enrotiment in the Demand Experiment.
a Weighted averages for Comparison Programs are basad on proportional representation of each program in the

DATA SOQURCE: Housing Evaluation Farms.
study (not the sampied) population. Weights are 0.348, 0.071, and 0.580 for Pubiic Housing, Section 23, and

Section 236 ruspectively.
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Table 66
MEASURES OF CROWDING FOR ALL PROGRAMS
(Mayo et al., 1979, Part 1, Table 4-9)
PITTSBURGH ' PUHOENIX
CoM- COM-
PUBLIC SECTION SECTION PARISON ROUSING PUBLIC SECTION SECTION PARISON HOUSING
HOUSING 23 236 PROGRAMS ALLOWANCE CONTROLS HOUSING 23 236 PROGRAMS ALLOWANCE CONTROLS
1. Average Number
of Persons Per:
a. Bedroom 1.26 1.76 1.26 1.27 1.49 1.94 1.55 1.23 1.21 1.33 1.33 1.90
b. Room 0.61 0.90 0.53 0.59 0.61 0.70 0.77 0.50 0.49 0.59 0.58 0.76
2. Proportion
Crowded
a. More Than
Two
Persons
Per Bed-
room 0.03 0.25 0.03 0.03 0.11 0.26 0.07 0.06 0.01 0.03 0.05 0.22
b. More Than
One
Person
Per Room 0.07 0.16 0.02 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.1) 0.04 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.15
BAMPIE BIZE (241) (94) (281) 616)° (89) (307) (225) (145) (87) (457)2 (89) (273)

SAMPLES: Comparison Program households--a sample of households participating in the Public Housing, Section 23, and Section 236 programs
in Allegheny and Maricopa counties. Housing Allowance households--tiousing Gap Minimum Standards households active and receiving full payments at
two years after enrollment in the Demand Experiment. Control households active at two years after enrollment in the Demand Experiment.

DATA SOURCES: Program Comparison and Third Periodic Interviews, Housing Evaluation Forms, Household Report Forms.

a. Weighted averages for Comparison Programs are based on proportional representation of each program in the study (not the sampled)
population, weights are 0.681, 0.013, and 0.300 in Pittsburgh and 0.349, 0.071, and 0.580 in Phoenix for Public Housing, Section 23, and Section
236, respectively. '




Table 67

MEDIAN RENT BURDENS AND PERCENTAGES OF HOUSEHOLDS
WITH RENT BURDENS IN EXCESS OF 25 PERCENT

(Mayo et al., 1979, Part 1, Table 4-11)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
SECTION 236 SECTION 236
PUBLIC SECTION WITH WITHOUT HOUS ING PUBLIC SECTION WITH WITIIOUT HOUSING
HOUS ING 23 RS2 RS2 ALLOWANCES CONTROLS HOUSING 23 Rs? Rs® ALLOWANCES CONTROLS
Median
Rent
Burden 19.6% 16.3% 22.8% 33, 20.5% 27.40 20.6% 24. 7% 22.1% 37.5% 21.4% 31.1s
Percentage
with Rent
Burden in
Excaess of
25 Percent 13.4 8.6 34.8 74.3 31.7 56.0 22.6 45.1 29.0 89.3 37.6 71.6
o
N SAMPLE SIZE (253) (93) (222) (66) (82) (291) (217) (144) (59) (31) (85) (236)

SAMPLES: Comparison Program households--a sample of households participating in Public Housing, Section 23, and Section 236 prograwms in
Allegheny and Maricopa counties. Housing Allowance households--Housing Gap Minimum Standards households active and receiving full payments at
two years after enrollment in the Demand Experiment. Control households active at two years after enrollment in the Demand Experiment.

DATA SOURCES: Program Comparison and Third Periodic Interviews, Housing Evaluation Forms, Household Report Forms, and Payments Flle.
a. RS = Rent Supplement.
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Figure 33

DISTRIBUTION OF UNITS BETWEEN CENTRAL CITY AND SUBURB BY PROGRAM
PITTSBURGH (ALLEGHENY COUNTY)

- p ! (Mayo et al., 1979, Part 1, Figure 5-5)
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SOIITIIT IS
. KEY:2PPON Signifies percarrtage caicuisted for all Public Housing Units (inciuding ather than conventionsl and
v tumikey projects) and all Section 236 Units (including projects without Remt Suoplement Units).

: SAMPLE: Comparison Program Housshoide—s sampie of housshoids participating in tha Public Housing,
Section 23, and Section 238 programs in Allegheny and Maricopa counties, plus housahoids in Public Housing and
Section 236 projects excluded from the basic sTudy pooulstion. Housing Allowanoe housshoids—rousing Gao
Minimum Standards housshoids active and receiving full paymenT at two vears after enroliment in the Demend Ex-
: periment. Control housshoids active at two yesrs after enroliment in the Demand Experiment,

- DATA SQURCES: Program Comparison and Third Periodic Interviews, 1970 Census of Population, and Agency
Filg Dsta.

& Weigivead averages for Comoparison Programs sre bassd on proocortions representation of asch program in the
study (not the sampied) popuistion. Weights are 0.687, 0.013, and 0.300 in Pitesturgn and 0.349, 0.071 andt 0.580
i Phoanix for Public Housing, Section 23, and Section 238 respectivety.

B, Weightad aversge of samupie sizes in the eiderty and noneiderty strata in Phoenix Public Housing: see Appendix 11
for 2 description of the caiculation of sutistics bassd an this samoie.
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Table 68

LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLD CONCENTRATION

IN FINAL NEIGHBORHOOD BY PROGRAM
(Mayo et al., 1979, Part 1, Table 5-1)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

MEAN PERCENTAGE MEAN PERCENTAGE

OF HOUSEHOLDS OF HOUSEHOLDS

IN CENSUS TRACT IN CENSUS TRACT

WITH INCOMES OF STANDARD SAMPIE WITH INCOMES OF STANDARD SAMPLE

LESS THAN $5,000 DEVIATION SI1IZE LESS THAN $5,000 DEVIATION SI1ZE
Public Housing 554 %* 14 (286) 51g** 11 (141)?
Section 23 46*%* 13 {(106) 34* 14 (159)
Section 236 40** 19 (330) 28 9 (98)
Combined Comparison Programsb 50%* - (722) 36** - (398)
Housing Allowances 32 10 (91) 30 14 (94)
Controls 33 13 (318) 36 16 (282)

SAMPLES: Comparison Program households--a sample of households participating in the Public Housing,
Section 23 and Section 236 programs in Allegheny and Maricopa counties. Housing Allowance households--Hous-
ing Gap Minimum Standards households active and receiving full payments at two years after enrollment in the
Demand Experiment. Control households--active at two years after enrollment in the Demand Experiment.

DATA SOURCES: Program Comparison and Third Periodic Interviews and the 1970 Census of Population.

NOTE: t-tests represent contrast between Comparison Programs and Housing Allowance result.

a. Weighted average of sample sizes in the elderly and nonelderly strata in Phoenix Public Housing;
see Appendix II for a description of the calculation of statistics based on this sample.

b. Weighted averages for Comparison Programs are based on proportional representation of each pro-
gram in the study (not the sampled) population. Weights are 0.687, 0.013, and 0.300 in Pittsburgh and
0.349, 0.071 and 0.580 in Phoenix for Puwblic Housing, Section 23, and Section 236 respectively.

* Significant at the 0.05 level.

** Sjgnificant at the 0.01 level.
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Table 69

MINORITY CONCENTRATION OF NEIGHDORHOODS IN PITTSBURGH AND PHOENIX BY PROGRAM
(Mayo et al., 1979, Part 1, Table 5-4)

PITTSBURGH PHOENIX
COMBINED COMBINED .
PUBLIC SECTION SECTION OOMPARISON [IOUSING PUBLIC SECTION SECTION (X)MPARIS?N HOUSING
HOUSING 23 236 I’RDGRAMSa ALLOWANCES C(ONTROLS | HOUSING 2) 236 PROGRAMS ALLOWANCES CONTROLS
MEAN PERCENT MINORITY
IN CENSUS TRACT:
All units 49% S51s 458 487 14% 148 50% 26% 17 29% 17 30%
(Newly constructed '
units) (36) (29) (44) (17)
PERCENT OF UNITS WITH:
0-15% Minority
Population in Tract 26 18 46 73 75 1] 38 64 €6 44
15-50% Minority 15 36 7 } 16 14 63 31 31 30 32
Greater than 50%
Minority 59 46 47 11 11 37 30 S 4 23
SAMPLE SIZE (286) - (106) (330) (91) (318) (1-12)b (159) (98) (95) (280)

SAMPIES: Comparison Program households--a sample of households participating in the Public Housing, Section 23, and Section 236 programs
in Allegheny and Maricopa counties. Housing Allowance households--Housing Gap Minimum Standaxds households active and receiving full payments at
two years after enrollment in the Demand Experiment. Control households active at two years after enrollment in the Demand Experiment.

DATA SOURCES: Program Comparison and Third Periodic Interviews and the 1970 Census of Population.

NOTE: Newly constructed units refers to units built after 1970. ’

a. Welghted averages for Comparison Programs are based on proportional representation of each program in the study (not the sampled)
population., Weights are 0.687, 0.013, and 0.300 in Pittsburgh and 0,349, 0.071, and 0.580 in Phoenix for Public Housing, Section 23, and Section
236, respectively.

b. Welghted average of sample sizes in the elderly and nonelderly strata in Phoenix Public lousing; see Appendix II for a description of
the calculation of statistics based on this sample.
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Table 70

MINORITY CONCENTRATION OF NEIGHBORHOODS BY RACE/ETHNIC GROUP OF PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS
(Mayo et al., 1979, Part 1, Table 5-5)

PUBLIC SECTION SECTION HOUS ING
BOOSING 23 236 ALLOWANCES CONTROLS
PITTSBURGH
WHITE HOUSEHOLDS
Mean Percamt 208" (24]8""* 124" 5% -1
Minority
(Black) in
Census Tract
SAMPLE SIZE (112) n (122) (72) (252)
BLACK HOUSEROLDS i
Mean Percent 68w S3 64* 47 50
Minority
(Black) in
Cansus Tract
SAMPLE SIZE (174) (99) (208) (19) ( 63)
PHOENIX

WHITE HOUSEHQLDS

Mean Parcent 42% 18% 128 12% 166
Spanish American
in Census Tract

Mean Percent 7 2 [} 1 2
Black in

Census Tract

Mean Percent 49w 20w 12 13 18
Minority

(Spanish American
or Black) in Csnsus

Tract ]
SAMPLE SIZE 2n? (99) 19 (66) (180)
SPANISE AMERICAN
BOUSEHOLDS :

Mean Percant 42 36 [ 28} 18 40

Spanish Ammrican
in Census Tract

Mean Percent 6 7 { 3] 8 7
Black in

Census Tract

Mean Percant 48vw 42%» [ 31] 26 47

Minority (Spanish
American or Black)in
Ceansus Tract

SAMPLE SIZE (1n* (a1) (9 (22) (69)

SAMPLES: Comparison Program households--s sample of households participating in the Public Housing,
Section 23, and Section 236 programs in Allegheny and Maricopa counties. Housing Allowance households--
Housing Gap Minimum Standards households active and receiving full payments at two years after enrollment
in the Demand Experiment. Control households active at two years after enrollment in the Demand Expariment.

DATA SOURCES: Program Comparison, Baselins, and Third Periodic Interviews, and the 1970 Census of
Population.

NOTE: t-tasts represent contrast between Comparisan 2rograms and Houaing Allowance with respect
to percent minority in tract. Brackets indicate amounts based on 10 or fewar cbservations.

aA. Waighted average of sample sizes in the elderly and noneldarly strata in Phoanix Public Housing;
see Appendix II for a description of the calculation of statistics based on this sample.

+ Significane at the U.10 lavel.

* Significant at the 0.05 level.

** Significant at the 0.0l level.
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Figure 34

TOTAL ANNUAL COST FOR TWO-BEDROOM UNITS IN 19752

o (Dollars)
(Mayo et al., 1979, Part 2, Figure 3-1)

Sample
Mean s.0b Sized

Pittsburgh
Public Housing® ;_I._| $4155 (236) (mn

Section 23 ,_.*__‘ 2528 (2190 (20)

Section 236° ,__}_, 4136 (387 (108)
Housing Allowances |___'_4 1869 (407)  (34)

Phoenix
Pubiic Housing® + $3681 (219) (81)

Section 23 + 2083 (3520 (58)

Section 236° ,_1_. 3871 (201 (38}

Housing Allowances L—i——-‘ 2381  (346) (19}

Sempie: A sample of Public Housing, Section 23, Section 236, and Housing Allowancs units in Allegheny and
Maricopa counties. (Ses Appendices | and !l for a discussion of sample design.)

. Dats Sources: Comparison Program cost data, Housshold Report Forms, and Housing Evaluation Forms,

3Means for each program are indicated by the central vertical line; the one standard deviation (or standard error) range,
by the smaller vertical lines.

DStandard devistion for Section 23 and Housing Allowances; standard error of estimete from Equations (1) and (2) for
Public Housing and Section 236.

SEstimsted total costs for Public Housing and Section 236 are caiculated by weighting predicted costs for two-bedroom
units built or rehabiiitated in 1975, by subprogram, by sample weights for sach subprogram.

ds.mplo sizes are for the number of two-bedroom units actually sampied in each program. Cost estimates for two-bedroom
units in Public Housing and Section 236 are actuaily based on regression equations with iarger numbers of observations (see Table V1-1),
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Figure 35

TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS FOR UNITS

OF VARIOUS SIZES — 19752
(Mayo et al., 1979, Part 2, Figure 3-2)

PITTSBURGH /-’ SECTION 236
v

PUBLIC HOUSING

_ —

. HOUSING ALLOWANCES

_.—~ " SECTION 23

o

3500 1

1500

1 2 3 4 5

PHOENIX

SECTION 238

_ -+ SECTION 23
e HOUSING ALLOWANCES
-~

oot

8EDROOMS

PUBLIC HOUSING

o A\

Y Y " —— —
5

Lo

BEDROOMS

Sample: A sample of Public Housing, Section 23, Section 238, and Housing Allowancs units in Allegheny and

Maricopa counties.

Data Sources: Comparison Program cost data and Household Report Forms,

a. Estimated costs for Pubiic Housing and Section 236 are shown only for unit sizes for which more than

132

10 observations existed in the sampie, and ars based on predicted vaiues for 1975 from Equations (1) and (2). Costs for
other programs ars based directly on sampie data, and are shown only when there wers more than 10 obsarvations for
the unit size,
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Table 71
ALLOCATION OF COSTS AMONG TENANTS,
FEDERAL, AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
(Proportion)
{(Mayo et al., 1979, Part 2, Table 4-2)
SECTION 236 SECTION 236
WITH RENT PUBLIC HOUSING WITHOUT RENT
SUPPLEMENT HOUSING ALLOWANCE SECTION 23 SUPPLEMENT
TENANT
Pittsburgh 0.253 0.316 0.392 0.395 0.506
Phoenix 0.243 0.273 0.338 0.336 0.575
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
Pittsburgh 0.720 0.589 0.608 0.605 0.470
Phoenix 0.726 0.601 0.662 0.664 0.397
LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Pittsburgh 0.027 0.094 0.024
Phoenix 0.031 0.126 0.028

SAMPLE: A sample of Public Housing, Section 23, Section 236, and Housing Allowance
units in Allegheny and Maricopa counties.

DATA SOURCES:

Evaluation Forms.

Comparison Program cost data, Household Report Forms, and Housing



Table 72

DETAILED QOMPONENTS OF E'EDE.RJ;L COSTS
FOR TWO~-BEDROOM UNITS
(Dollars Par Year)

(Mayo et al,, 1979, Part 2, Table 4-5)
COMPONENTS PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PUBLIC HOUSING

DIRECT COSTS
Original debt service § 693 $ 594
Modernization debt servics 23 300
HUD administration 20 20
Operating subsidy 382 295
INDIRECT QOSTS
Foregone federal taxas 241 217
TOTAL FEDERAL COSTS $1,359 (71 §1,426 (S1)
SECTION 23
DIRECT COSTS
Net leasing cost § 382 $ 783
Operating cost 1,193 488
HUD administration 20 20
INDIRECT COSTS
Foragona fedaral taxms 40 51
TOTAL FEDERAL COSTS $1,635 (20) §1,342 (56)
SECTICN 236

DIRECT COSTS
Interest reduction payment
(includes mortgage insurance

premi um) $1,100 $ 747

Rent supplements 226 143

HUD adminigtration 30 30
INDIRECT COSTS

FHA insuranca loss 247 241

GNMA Tandsm Plan 93 159

Foregone faderal taxes 40 189

Change in operating resarves

(- = incrsagse; + = dacrease) +85 -9

TOTAL FEDERAL COSTS $1,811 (108) $1,490 (386)

HOUSING ALLCWANCES

DIRECT COSTS

Housing allowance paymant $ 746 $1,018

Cperating costs 274 274

HUD administration 20 20
INDIRECT CCSTS

Foragone federal taxes 41 55
TOTAL FEDERAL COSTS $1,081 (34) $1,368 (19)

SAMPLE: A sample of Public Housing, Section 23, Section 236, and
Housing Allowance units in Allegheny and Maricopa counties.

DATA SOURCES: Comparison Program cost data, Household Report Forms,
and Housing Evaluation Forms.

a. Costs may not add to figures shown in Table 4-4 dua to rounding
and 3lightly diffarent samples for scme cost components. Sample sizas are
shown in parentheses.

b. Egqual to lease amount less tenant contzribution.
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Table 73

ESTIMATED RATIO OF TOTAL COSTS TO MARKET RENTAL
VALUE FOR UNITS LEASED OR CONSTRUCTED IN 1975
{Mayo et al., 1979, Part 2, Table 5-1)

STANDARD a SAMPLE
PROGRAM RATIO DEVIATION SIZE
PITTSBURGH

Public Housing 2.20 b 0.19 (241)
[1.87]

Section 23 1.67 0.16 (93)

Section 236 2.01 c 0.32 (281)
[1.91]

Housing Allowances 1.15 0.16 (83)
PHOENIX

Public Housing 1.79 b 0.18 (225)
[1.46]

Section 23 . 1.11 0.20 (138)

Section 236 1.47 c 0.13 (87)
[1.34]

Housing Allowances 1.09 0.18 (65)

SAMPLE: A sample of Public Housing, Section 23, Section 236, and
Housing Allowance units in Allegheny and Maricopa counties.

DATA SOURCES: Comparison Program cost data, Initial and monthly
Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, and 1970 Census of
Population.

a. For Public Housing and Section 236, cost to market value ratios

are estimated based on Equations (1) through (4), standard errors for which

are reported in place of standard deviations in this column.
b. Ratio based on calculated costs to estimated market value for
all units (regardless of size) built between 1970 and 1974, rather than on

regression.
¢. Ratio based on calculated costs for all sampled units (built

between 1969 and 1975), rather than on regression.
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Table 74

ESTIMATED RATIO OF TOTAL COSTS TO
MARKET RENTAIL VALUE FOR MAJOR SUBPROGRAMS a
FOR UNITS CONSTRUCTED OR REHABILITATED IN 1975
(Mayo et al., 1979, Part 2, Table 5-2)

SUBPROGRAM PITTSBURGH PHOENIX

PUBLIC HOUSING

Conventional 2.19 1.73
Turnkey 2.24 2.10°
SECTION 236
New Construction
Limited dividend 1.90 1.44
Nonprofit 1.90 1.44
Rehabilitation
Limited dividend 2.33° --
Nonprofit 2.09b -

SAMPLE: A sample of Public Housing and Section 236 units in
Allegheny and Maricopa counties.

DATA SOURCES: Comparison Program cost data, Initial and monthly
Household Report Forms, Housing Evaluation Forms, and 1970 Census of
Population.

a. Based on predicted values from regression equations controlling
for year of construction or rehabilitation and subprogram.

b. Significantly different from Section 236 new construction at
the 0.01 level.

c. Significantly different from Conventional Public Housing at
the 0.01 level.

d. Significantly different from Section 236 new construction
with limited dividend sponsors at the 0.0l level.
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