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MEETING OF THE
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
TELEPHONIC MEETING
Monday, September 21, 2020

Zoom Meeting:
https://zoom.us/j/99001635358
Meeting ID: 990 0163 5358
+
Dial by your location
+1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma)
Meeting ID: 990 0163 5358

King County Housing Authority
700 Andover Park West
Tukwila, WA 98188

MEETING OF THE
BOARD OF COMMISIONERS
TELEPHONIC AGENDA
September 21, 2020
8:30 a.m.
King County Housing Authority
700 Andover Park West
Tukwila, WA 98188
I.

Call to Order

II.

Roll Call

III.

Public Comment

IV.

Approval of Minutes
A. Board Meeting Minutes – August 17, 2020

1

B. Board Meeting Minutes – September 14, 2020

2

V.

Approval of Agenda

VI.

Consent Agenda
A. Voucher Certification Reports for July 2020

3

B. Resolution No. 5662 – Authorizing An Investigation and Review Into
Policies and Practices and the Engagement of an External Law Firm to
Oversee and Manage the Investigation and Review.

4

C. Resolution No. 5663 – Authorizing the Executive Director to Enter into
an Interlocal Agreement With Oakland Housing Authority in Order to Acquire
Consulting Services.

5

D. Resolution No. 5664 – Appointment of Auditing Officers for the Purpose of
Certifying Obligations of the Authority is Accordance with RCW 42.24.

6

VII.

Briefings & Reports
A. VRT Briefing
B. Mid-Year Capital Budget Snapshot

7

C. 2020 Moving to Work Annual Report

8

VIII. Study Session
A. Resident Characteristics Survey
IX.

Executive Director Report

X.

KCHA in the News

XI.

Commissioner Comments

9

10

XII. Adjournment

Members of the public who wish to give public comment: We are only accepting written comments for the time being
due to COVID-19. Please send your written comments to kamir@kcha.org prior to the meeting date. If you have
questions, please call 206-574-1206.
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MEETING MINUTES
OF THE
KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
TELEPHONIC MEETING
Monday, August 17, 2020
I.

CALL TO ORDER
The telephonic meeting of the King County Housing Authority Board of Commissioners
was held on Monday, August 17, 2020 at 700 Andover Park West, Tukwila, WA 98188.
There being a quorum, the telephonic meeting was called to order by Chair Doug Barnes
at 8:30 a.m.

II.

ROLL CALL
Present:

III.

Commissioner Doug Barnes (Chair) (via Telephone), Commissioner Susan
Palmer (Vice-Chair) (via Telephone), Commissioner Michael Brown (via
Telephone), Commissioner John Welch (via Telephone) and
Commissioner TerryLynn Stewart (via Telephone).

Public Comment
None.

IV.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES
A. Board Meeting Minutes – July 20, 2020
On motion by Commissioner TerryLynn Stewart and seconded by Commissioner Susan
Palmer, the Board unanimously approved the July 20, 2020 Board of Commissioners’
Meeting Minutes.

V.

APPROVAL OF AGENDA
On motion by Commissioner Susan Palmer and seconded by Commissioner TerryLynn
Stewart, the Board unanimously approved the August 17, 2020 telephonic Board of
Commissioners’ meeting agenda.

VI.

CONSENT AGENDA
On motion by Commissioner Michael Brown and seconded by Commissioner Susan
Palmer, the Board unanimously approved the August 17, 2020 telephonic Board of
Commissioners’ meeting consent agenda.

VII.

RESOLUTONS FOR DISCUSSION & POSSIBLE ACTION
A. Resolution No. 5660 - A Resolution Authorizing a loan to be made to
LifeWire, a Washington non-profit Public Benefit Corporation, or an affiliate
thereof, to finance a portion of the costs of acquiring a Residential Rental
Project in Bellevue, Washington, Approving the Execution and Delivery of
documents relating to the loan, and determining related matters.
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This resolution is to authorize the Housing Authority to make a loan to a non-profit to
acquire property. LifeWire is a non-profit, one of the largest providers for the support
systems for Domestic Violence victims.
Currently bedrooms have clients with single women, or single women with children,
that are living in a crisis situation. A more independent living situation is more
beneficial for clients. They will not be moving clients over until permanent financing is
complete.
This is a short term loan. It will be on a line of credit and expect LifeWire to cover the
cost of financing.
On motion by Commissioner TerryLynn Stewart and seconded by Commissioner Susan
Palmer, the Board unanimously approved Resolution No. 5660.
B. Resolution No. 5661- A Resolution Authorizing Entering into a Purchase
and Sale Agreement and Access Agreement for the Oaks at Forest Bay
Property Located in Shoreline.
We are not requesting the ultimate purchase, this is slightly different. The Housing
Authority was contacted by the County in June to step in to play a role in
the acquisition.
The County was made aware of this property and decided not to operate it any longer.
They contacted the City for use. It’s a single level assisted living complex that was built in
the 1960’s. The operator is Five Oaks Healthcare.
 2.7 acres
 Two wings
 45 single rooms with two beds
 Some have small bathrooms
 Some have common bathrooms/showers
There is not enough shelter space and reduced capacity for social distancing.
There is a Community concern and the Housing Authority is clear that this is something
that they need to do with Community support.
Special thanks to Beth Pearson for her work on this, she was very helpful.
On motion by Commissioner TerryLynn Stewart and seconded by Commissioner
Michael Brown, the Board unanimously approved Resolution No. 5661.
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VIII. BRIEFINGS AND REPORTS
A. Greenbridge Land Sale Strategy
John Eliason, Development Director presented the work that is being done.






Was called 9-10-11, renamed to Division 8
18.2 acres
107 single family lots
6 parks
October 15, 2020 proposals are due

Questions of commissioners’ were answered.
B. Development and Rehabilitation Pipeline
Dan Landes, Director of Development presented the Board with all of the projects that
are happening.
Current Rehab Projects
 Woodland North – 105 units, completion in 2021
 Abbell Partnerships
o Abbey Ridge – 146 units, completion in 2021
o Bellevue Manor – 66 units, completion in 2021
Projects in Predevelopment
 Rainier View Expansion – 15-17 spaces, completion in 2021
 Trailhead (Issaquah TOD) – 155 units, start in 2022
 Kirkland Heights Redevelopment – 180 exist – 360 units max, start in 2023
 Juanita View Rehab – 94 units, start in 2024
 Patricia Harris Redevelopment – 190-240 units, start in 2026
 Greenbridge Notch Development – 80 units
Possible Future Developments
 Parkway Rehab
 Village at Overlake Station Rehab
Questions of commissioners’ were answered.
C. Second Quarter 2020 Board Dashboard
Andrew Calkins, Manager of Policy and Legislative Affairs explained the dashboard in
detail.
There were 22,204 households served as of June 1, 2020.
Expenditures under the finance portion of 95.6%, are mostly due to slower than
average spending on maintenance contracts, due to the COVID-19 pandemic. There
are fewer move-in and move-outs.
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Utilization rate is at 104.7%, due to over leasing that we were doing related to the
greater opportunity program. We are expecting that number to fall at the end of the
year.
Questions of commissioners’ were answered.
D. Second Quarter 2020 Summary Write-Off Report
Bill Cook, Director of Public Housing, Housing Management gave an overview of the
report.
We have been seeing move-outs, many are transfers. The large number is from
cleaning/damage. Of the 14 accounts, five of them accounted for 88% of the total
charges.
IX.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT
Director Norman noted that this Board meeting is themed around KCHA’s real estate and
construction activities, and complimented the presenters and their entire teams. There is
an incredible amount of work that has been accomplished around these initiatives.
The Virus Response Team (VRT) has pushed the projected office opening date back to at
least December. We will see how the situation evolves over the Fall before making a
decision as to when to re-open.
The VRT is finalizing a computer-generated questionnaire that staff will log-into prior to
coming to work, to help determine health risk. Each employee has also been issued their
own thermometer. This process is intended to increase the level of protection in our
workplaces.
We unfortunately have had our first employee contract COVID-19. They are recovering
slowly, and are not hospitalized. The VRT notified all staff that this employee had been in
contact with that they should stay home and go in for testing if needed. None of the other
employees that were potentially exposed tested positive or have had any symptoms. The
situation provided good feedback on how best to respond if other employees test positive.
As we move into the fall we are seeing real challenges for both employees and residents
regarding childcare and education. We are looking for more ways to support our
employees and are exploring the possibility of creating a network of all-day education
resource centers operating out of our after-school facilities for our residents.
Staff are working with schools, families and our provider partners to see if there is a safe
way for us to support school efforts to educate students remotely. We are concerned that
our communities are disproportionately impacted by school closures. Many of these
students begin with a deficit in terms of school achievement levels, and the pandemic will
create further challenges. This could have long standing implications for these students.
We are committed to do everything we can to reduce this impact.
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The COVID-19 relief bill is stalled in Washington DC. Both the House and Senate have
gone home. The recent controversy involving the United States Postal Service will take up
most of the bandwidth in the next week or two.
We are hopeful that Congress will return to this legislation after Labor Day. The draft bills
produced by both the House and the Senate contain critical supplemental funding for
Housing Authorities and the House bill provided significant rent relief for low income
households who have lost earned income during the pandemic.
We still have an eviction moratorium in place in Washington, but it will eventually be
lifted and we suspect we will see a spike in evictions.
Director Norman asked the Commissioners if they were interested in having the next
Board meeting via Zoom. Commissioners were all in favor of having the meeting via
Zoom.
X. KCHA IN THE NEWS
None.
XI. COMMISSIONER COMMENTS
None.
XII. ADJOURNMENT
Chair Barnes adjourned the meeting at 10:09 a.m.
THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE
COUNTY OF KING, WASHINGTON
_____________________________
DOUGLAS J. BARNES, Chair
Board of Commissioners

________________________
STEPHEN J. NORMAN
Secretary
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MEETING MINUTES
OF THE
KING COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY
SPECIAL BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
TELEPHONIC MEETING – EXECUTIVE SESSION ONLY
Monday, September 14, 2020
I.

CALL TO ORDER
The telephonic special Executive Session meeting of the King County Housing
Authority Board of Commissioners was held on Monday, September 14, 2020 via
telephone/zoom. There being a quorum, the meeting was called to order by Chair
Doug Barnes at 10:38 a.m.

II.

ROLL CALL
Present:

IX.

Commissioner Doug Barnes (Chair) (via Telephone), Commissioner
Susan Palmer (Vice-Chair) (via Telephone), Commissioner John Welch
(via Telephone), Commissioner Michael Brown (via Telephone) and
Commissioner TerryLynn Stewart (via Telephone).

EXECUTIVE SESSION
This special meeting in executive session is held to meet with legal counsel to discuss
with legal counsel pending, threatened or potential litigation (RCW 42.30.110 (1) (i)).

XIII. ADJOURNMENT
Chair Barnes adjourned the meeting at 11:29 a.m.

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE
COUNTY OF KING, WASHINGTON
_____________________________
DOUGLAS J. BARNES, Chair
Board of Commissioners

________________________
STEPHEN J. NORMAN
Secretary
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To:

Board of Commissioners

From:

Ai Ly, Accounting Manager

Date:

September 1, 2020

Re:

VOUCHER CERTIFICATION FOR JULY 2020

I, Ai Ly, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the materials have been furnished, the
services rendered or the labor performed as described herein, and that the claims represented
by the vouchers listed below were just obligations of the Housing Authority of the County of
King, and that I am authorized to authenticate and certify said claims.
_________________________________________
Ai Ly
Accounting Manager
September 1, 2020

TO:

THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, HOUSING AUTHORITY OF
THE COUNTY OF KING, WASHINGTON

FROM:

Wen Xu, Director of Asset Management

SUBJECT:

VOUCHER CERTIFICATION FOR JULY 2020

I, Wen Xu, do hereby certify under penalty of perjury that the claims represented by the wire transactions below were just, due, and unpaid obligations against the Housing Authority,
and that I, and my designees, are authorized to authenticate and certify said claims.

Wen Xu

Property

Date

Wired to Operating Account for Obligations of Property
Date
Wire Transaction
Claim

Bellepark

07/01/2020

$

10,438.68

A/P & Payroll

Hampton Greens

07/01/2020

$

66,724.87

A/P & Payroll

Kendall Ridge

07/01/2020

$

37,291.60

A/P & Payroll

Landmark

07/01/2020

$

24,092.90

A/P & Payroll

Riverstone

07/01/2020

$

38,413.25

A/P & Payroll

Tall Cedars

07/01/2020

$

24,979.48

A/P

Woodside East

07/01/2020

$

13,273.55

A/P & Payroll

ALPINE RIDGE

07/02/2020

$

675.21

A/P

ARBOR HEIGHTS

07/02/2020

$

14,680.90

A/P

Aspen Ridge

07/02/2020

$

3,423.78

A/P

Auburn Square

07/02/2020

$

3,074.72

A/P

Carriage House

07/02/2020

$

3,051.56

A/P

CASCADIAN

07/02/2020

$

7,782.69

A/P

FAIRWOOD

07/02/2020

$

1,674.25

A/P

HERITAGE PARK

07/02/2020

$

13,687.23

A/P

LAURELWOOD

07/02/2020

$

10,226.82

A/P

Meadows

07/02/2020

$

3,818.33

A/P

Newporter

07/02/2020

$

1,994.31

A/P

OVERLAKE TOD

07/02/2020

$

25,477.38

A/P

Parkwood

07/02/2020

$

11,372.44

A/P

SOUTHWOOD SQUARE

07/02/2020

$

17,876.28

A/P

Timberwood

07/02/2020

$

3,783.88

A/P

Walnut Park

07/02/2020

$

7,776.11

A/P

WINDSOR HEIGHTS

07/02/2020

$

5,454.39

A/P

Woodridge Park

07/02/2020

$

37,633.45

A/P

Ballinger Commons

07/08/2020

$

93,173.65

A/P & Payroll

Bellepark

07/08/2020

$

6,181.89

A/P

Cottonwood

07/08/2020

$

12,761.99

A/P & Payroll

Cove East

07/08/2020

$

5,850.00

Deposit Correction

Cove East

07/08/2020

$

26,020.95

A/P & Payroll

Emerson

07/08/2020

$

78,482.58

A/P & Payroll

GILMAN SQUARE

07/08/2020

$

24,487.60

A/P & Payroll

Hampton Greens

07/08/2020

$

16,818.35

A/P

Juanita View

07/08/2020

$

32,346.41

A/P & Payroll

Kendall Ridge

07/08/2020

$

19,750.06

A/P & Payroll

Kirkland Heights

07/08/2020

$

43,151.83

A/P & Payroll

Landmark

07/08/2020

$

21,211.56

A/P

Meadowbrook Depository

07/08/2020

$

23,003.15

A/P & Payroll

Riverstone

07/08/2020

$

12,170.93

A/P

Villages at South Station

07/08/2020

$

72,447.37

A/P & Payroll

Woodside East

07/08/2020

$

13,593.57

A/P

ALPINE RIDGE

07/09/2020

$

7,697.97

A/P & Payroll

ARBOR HEIGHTS

07/09/2020

$

18,786.43

A/P & Payroll

Aspen Ridge

07/09/2020

$

4,581.40

A/P & Payroll

Auburn Square

07/09/2020

$

30,953.54

A/P & Payroll

Bellepark

07/09/2020

$

28,775.00

A/P & Payroll

Carriage House

07/09/2020

$

18,046.51

A/P & Payroll

CASCADIAN

07/09/2020

$

58,032.77

A/P & Payroll

Colonial Gardens

07/09/2020

$

6,805.19

A/P & Payroll

FAIRWOOD

07/09/2020

$

38,490.77

A/P & Payroll

HERITAGE PARK

07/09/2020

$

13,337.26

A/P & Payroll

Landmark

07/09/2020

$

28,775.00

A/P & Payroll

LAURELWOOD

07/09/2020

$

11,782.39

A/P & Payroll

Meadows

07/09/2020

$

11,085.20

A/P & Payroll

Newporter

07/09/2020

$

75,420.85

A/P & Payroll

OVERLAKE TOD

07/09/2020

$

118,914.09

A/P & Payroll

Parkwood

07/09/2020

$

6,041.96

A/P & Payroll

RAINIER VIEW I

07/09/2020

$

33,924.03

A/P

RAINIER VIEW II

07/09/2020

$

8,889.36

A/P

SI VIEW

07/09/2020

$

4,601.01

A/P

SOUTHWOOD SQUARE

07/09/2020

$

17,378.65

A/P & Payroll

Timberwood

07/09/2020

$

40,027.23

A/P & Payroll

Vashon Terrace

07/09/2020

$

1,291.76

A/P

Notes:

Walnut Park

07/09/2020

$

13,987.57

A/P & Payroll

WINDSOR HEIGHTS

07/09/2020

$

65,397.83

A/P & Payroll

Woodridge Park

07/09/2020

$

34,358.37

A/P & Payroll

CASCADIAN

07/10/2020

$

16,714.31

Bank Analysis Fees

Bellepark

07/15/2020

$

14,471.51

A/P & Payroll

Hampton Greens

07/15/2020

$

53,653.78

A/P & Payroll

Kendall Ridge

07/15/2020

$

46,880.17

A/P & Payroll

Landmark

07/15/2020

$

26,100.24

A/P & Payroll

Riverstone

07/15/2020

$

42,458.65

A/P & Payroll

Woodside East

07/15/2020

$

77,171.89

A/P & Payroll

ALPINE RIDGE

07/16/2020

$

3,110.20

A/P

ARBOR HEIGHTS

07/16/2020

$

10,405.19

A/P

Aspen Ridge

07/16/2020

$

13,637.06

A/P

Auburn Square

07/16/2020

$

9,974.12

A/P

Carriage House

07/16/2020

$

5,524.86

A/P

CASCADIAN

07/16/2020

$

13,799.13

A/P

Colonial Gardens

07/16/2020

$

1,613.71

A/P

FAIRWOOD

07/16/2020

$

7,612.09

A/P

HERITAGE PARK

07/16/2020

$

9,096.05

A/P

LAURELWOOD

07/16/2020

$

1,050.22

A/P

Meadows

07/16/2020

$

5,355.87

A/P

Newporter

07/16/2020

$

15,243.03

A/P

OVERLAKE TOD

07/16/2020

$

42,531.41

A/P

Parkwood

07/16/2020

$

31,814.15

A/P

RAINIER VIEW I

07/16/2020

$

12,808.83

A/P

RAINIER VIEW II

07/16/2020

$

8,687.28

A/P

SI VIEW

07/16/2020

$

4,942.85

A/P

SOUTHWOOD SQUARE

07/16/2020

$

49,357.37

A/P

Timberwood

07/16/2020

$

9,022.76

A/P

Vashon Terrace

07/16/2020

$

14,197.64

A/P

Walnut Park

07/16/2020

$

39,693.33

A/P

WINDSOR HEIGHTS

07/16/2020

$

54,823.57

A/P

Woodridge Park

07/16/2020

$

16,034.88

A/P

Ballinger Commons

07/22/2020

$

189,400.16

A/P & Payroll

Bellepark

07/22/2020

$

34,249.14

A/P

Cottonwood

07/22/2020

$

29,806.28

A/P & Payroll

Cove East

07/22/2020

$

64,207.46

A/P & Payroll

Emerson

07/22/2020

$

41,070.44

A/P & Payroll

GILMAN SQUARE

07/22/2020

$

142,035.73

A/P & Payroll

Hampton Greens

07/22/2020

$

113,056.60

A/P

Juanita View

07/22/2020

$

19,127.38

A/P & Payroll

Kendall Ridge

07/22/2020

$

21,633.20

A/P & Payroll

Kirkland Heights

07/22/2020

$

35,065.11

A/P & Payroll

Landmark

07/22/2020

$

63,684.95

A/P

Meadowbrook Depository

07/22/2020

$

27,801.98

A/P & Payroll

Riverstone

07/22/2020

$

13,712.93

A/P

Villages at South Station

07/22/2020

$

57,132.04

A/P & Payroll

Woodside East

07/22/2020

$

17,563.63

A/P

ALPINE RIDGE

07/23/2020

$

3,626.94

A/P & Payroll

ARBOR HEIGHTS

07/23/2020

$

9,422.58

A/P & Payroll

Aspen Ridge

07/23/2020

$

5,511.48

A/P & Payroll

Auburn Square

07/23/2020

$

29,706.76

A/P & Payroll

Carriage House

07/23/2020

$

23,598.89

A/P & Payroll

CASCADIAN

07/23/2020

$

22,294.99

A/P & Payroll

Colonial Gardens

07/23/2020

$

9,033.21

A/P & Payroll

FAIRWOOD

07/23/2020

$

15,812.92

A/P & Payroll

HERITAGE PARK

07/23/2020

$

6,560.99

A/P & Payroll

LAURELWOOD

07/23/2020

$

10,633.24

A/P & Payroll

Meadows

07/23/2020

$

24,375.50

A/P & Payroll

Newporter

07/23/2020

$

18,749.71

A/P & Payroll

OVERLAKE TOD

07/23/2020

$

36,360.11

A/P & Payroll

Parkwood

07/23/2020

$

12,800.86

A/P & Payroll

RAINIER VIEW I

07/23/2020

$

2,330.12

A/P

RAINIER VIEW II

07/23/2020

$

682.50

A/P

SI VIEW

07/23/2020

$

4,012.02

A/P

SOUTHWOOD SQUARE

07/23/2020

$

15,915.44

A/P & Payroll

Tall Cedars

07/23/2020

$

19,649.21

A/P

Timberwood

07/23/2020

$

43,847.52

A/P & Payroll

Walnut Park

07/23/2020

$

14,241.26

A/P & Payroll

WINDSOR HEIGHTS

07/23/2020

$

32,844.46

A/P & Payroll

Woodridge Park

07/23/2020

$

28,537.12

A/P & Payroll

ALPINE RIDGE

07/24/2020

$

170,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Aspen Ridge

07/24/2020

$

350,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Auburn Square

07/24/2020

$

475,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Ballinger Commons

07/24/2020

$

3,500,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Bellepark

07/24/2020

$

600,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Carriage House

07/24/2020

$

675,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

CASCADIAN

07/24/2020

$

1,155,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Colonial Gardens

07/24/2020

$

120,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Cottonwood

07/24/2020

$

150,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Cove East

07/24/2020

$

650,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Emerson

07/24/2020

$

1,800,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

FAIRWOOD

07/24/2020

$

400,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

GILMAN SQUARE

07/24/2020

$

650,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Hampton Greens

07/24/2020

$

2,800,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

HERITAGE PARK

07/24/2020

$

345,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Kendall Ridge

07/24/2020

$

2,250,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Landmark

07/24/2020

$

1,000,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

LAURELWOOD

07/24/2020

$

220,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Meadowbrook Depository

07/24/2020

$

210,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Meadows

07/24/2020

$

200,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Newporter

07/24/2020

$

600,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Parkwood

07/24/2020

$

300,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Riverstone

07/24/2020

$

1,750,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

SOUTHWOOD SQUARE

07/24/2020

$

150,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Tall Cedars

07/24/2020

$

250,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Timberwood

07/24/2020

$

975,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Villages at South Station

07/24/2020

$

300,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Villages at South Station

07/24/2020

$

300,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Villages at South Station

07/24/2020

$

150,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Walnut Park

07/24/2020

$

675,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

WINDSOR HEIGHTS

07/24/2020

$

1,000,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Woodridge Park

07/24/2020

$

300,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Woodside East

07/24/2020

$

1,450,000.00

Distribution to KCHA

Bellepark

07/29/2020

$

17,881.64

A/P & Payroll

Hampton Greens

07/29/2020

$

40,942.71

A/P & Payroll

Kendall Ridge

07/29/2020

$

39,421.47

A/P & Payroll

Landmark

07/29/2020

$

27,186.91

A/P & Payroll

Riverstone

07/29/2020

$

34,582.75

A/P & Payroll

Woodside East

07/29/2020

$

14,581.85

A/P & Payroll

ALPINE RIDGE

07/30/2020

$

6,032.17

A/P

Aspen Ridge

07/30/2020

$

29,147.24

A/P

Auburn Square

07/30/2020

$

13,947.10

A/P

Carriage House

07/30/2020

$

29,405.07

A/P

CASCADIAN

07/30/2020

$

25,168.29

A/P

Colonial Gardens

07/30/2020

$

10,865.19

A/P

HERITAGE PARK

07/30/2020

$

6,031.16

A/P

LAURELWOOD

07/30/2020

$

7,964.38

A/P

Meadows

07/30/2020

$

8,223.63

A/P

Newporter

07/30/2020

$

44,298.22

A/P

OVERLAKE TOD

07/30/2020

$

19,562.16

A/P

Parkwood

07/30/2020

$

8,276.49

A/P

RAINIER VIEW I

07/30/2020

$

6,101.47

A/P

RAINIER VIEW II

07/30/2020

$

2,258.49

A/P

SI VIEW

07/30/2020

$

3,739.18

A/P

SOUTHWOOD SQUARE

07/30/2020

$

5,522.70

A/P

Timberwood

07/30/2020

$

69,423.53

A/P

Vashon Terrace

07/30/2020

$

1,380.18

A/P

Walnut Park

07/30/2020

$

13,493.43

A/P

WINDSOR HEIGHTS

07/30/2020

$

25,196.53

A/P

Woodridge Park

07/30/2020

$

23,519.18

A/P

ARBOR HEIGHTS

07/31/2020

$

4,240.83

A/P

FAIRWOOD

07/31/2020
$
196 Wires $

42,481.92
30,006,268.97

A/P
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TO:

Board of Commissioners

FROM:

Stephen Norman

DATE:

September 15, 2020

RE:

Resolution No. 5662 - Authorizing the Vice-Chair of the Board to
proceed with the retention of the law firm of Montgomery Purdue
Blankinship & Austin PLLC to oversee and manage the process.

The King County Housing Authority is committed to a respectful and discriminationfree working environment. In order to ensure that the organization is living up to this
goal, a thorough review and investigation of Human Resource policies and practices
should be regularly conducted.
Best practices call for this type of review to be conducted independent of the
organization’s staff involved in the formulation and administration of existing policies.
Accordingly I am requesting that the Board of Commissioners take a direct leadership
role in overseeing this review.
Resolution No. 5662 would authorize the Vice-Chair of the Board to proceed with the
retention of the law firm of Montgomery Purdue Blankinship & Austin PLLC to oversee
and manage this process.
Your approval is both recommended and appreciated.

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY OF KING
RESOLUTION NO. 5662
AUTHORIZING AN INVESTIGATION AND REVIEW INTO POLICIES AND
PRACTICES AND THE ENGAGEMENT OF AN EXTERNAL LAW FIRM TO
OVERSEE AND MANAGE THE INVESTIGATION AND REVIEW
WHEREAS, the Housing Authority of the County of King (“KCHA”) affirmed in
Resolution No. 5657 that it is committed “to ensuring that its policies and programs afford
equitable treatment and opportunities for its workforce and the Black, Indigenous, and Other
People of Color communities that it serves”; and
WHEREAS, the Housing Authority of the County of King (“KCHA”) believes it is
essential to provide all employees with a respectful and discrimination-free working environment;
and,
WHEREAS, these commitments require the periodic review and investigation of internal
policies and practices; and
WHEREAS, the Executive Director has determined that an independent external third
party review and investigation of these policies and practices would be in the best interest of the
Housing Authority and has requested that the Board of Commissioners directly oversee this effort;
and
NOW,

THEREFORE,

BE

IT

RESOLVED

BY

THE

BOARD

OF

COMMISSIONERS OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY OF KING; as
follows:
Section 1: The Board of Commissioners hereby authorizes Board Commissioner Susan
Palmer, on behalf of KCHA, to engage the law firm of Montgomery Purdue Blankinship & Austin
PLLC to oversee and manage an independent review and investigation into KCHA’s internal
policies and practices with respect to potential discrimination, harassment and retaliation in the
workplace.
{426/1099/02301941-4}

Section 2: The Board of Commissioners hereby authorizes Board Commissioner Susan
Palmer to execute any and all agreements or other documents on behalf of KCHA as necessary or
appropriate in connection with the review and investigation.
Section 3: Board Commissioner Susan Palmer is hereby vested with the authority, and
with discretion in the exercise of such authority, to approve payment for costs of the investigation,
including independent investigator and consultant fees and attorney fees related thereto, up to an
aggregate maximum amount of One Hundred Eighty Thousand Dollars ($180,000).
Ratification and confirmation clause.
Section 4: Any actions of KCHA or its officers prior to the date hereof and consistent with
the terms of this resolution, including but not limited to the execution of the engagement letter for
Montgomery Purdue Blankinship & Austin PLLC, are hereby ratified and confirmed.
ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE HOUSING
AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY OF KING AT AN OPEN PUBLIC MEETING THIS 21st
DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 2020.

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE
COUNTY OF KING, WASHINGTON

____________________________________
DOUGLAS J. BARNES, Chair
Board of Commissioners
Attest:

__________________________________
STEPHEN J. NORMAN
Executive Director and Secretary-Treasurer

{426/1099/02301941-4}
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To:

Board of Commissioners

From:

Jill Stanton, Chief Administrative Officer

Date:

September 16, 2020

Re:

Resolution 5663: Authorizing the Executive Director to enter into an
Interlocal agreement with Oakland Housing Authority in order to acquire
consulting services.

King County Housing Authority (KCHA) was recently contacted by the Executive
Director of the Oakland Housing Authority requesting permission to “piggyback” on a
contract that we have with CVR Associates, Incorporated (CVR) for consulting services.
KCHA has recently used CVR services to assess our Resident Services Department
management and operations, our technology software and systems, and is now working
on an assessment of our Housing Choice Voucher program management and
operations.
Oakland Housing Authority has similar needs for these types of assessments and the
contract that we procured with CVR substantially addresses their needs. Interlocal
agreements provide an avenue for agencies to utilize the procurement of other agencies
to enter into similar contracts without having to go through their own procurement
process. Instead they can rely on the procurement already performed by another public
agency. Chapter 39.34 RCW The Interlocal Cooperation Act permits public agencies to
cooperate and exercise joint powers in carrying out their public purposes, including the
purchase of goods and services and 2 CFR 200 governs KCHA’s procurement process.
A draft of the interlocal agreement is included in the board package. This agreement
will be reviewed by legal counsel for both agencies prior to execution and actual
language may differ slightly based on that review. This resolution gives KCHA’s
Executive Director authority to enter into the interlocal agreement with the Oakland
Housing Authority and staff recommend the Board’s approval.

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY OF KING
RESOLUTION NO. 5663
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO ENTER INTO AN
INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT WITH OAKLAND HOUSING AUTHORITY IN
ORDER TO ACQUIRE CONSULTING SERVICES
WHEREAS, the Oakland Housing Authority seeks to secure a consultant to
advise the Executive Director in HUD programmatic and regulatory guidance as well as
administration, operating and management assistance; and
WHEREAS, the King County Housing Authority (KCHA) has previously utilized
interlocal, cooperative purchasing agreements with in- and out-of-state public agencies;
and
WHEREAS, KCHA has followed the HUD procurement process 2 CFR 200 and
KCHA’s Procurement Policy in procuring consulting services with CVR Associates,
Incorporated; and
WHEREAS, the service needed by the Oakland Housing Authority is available
through the King County Housing Authority through a competitively bid contract with
CVR Associates, Incorporated; and
WHEREAS, Chapter 39.34 RCW The Interlocal Cooperation Act permits public
agencies to cooperate and exercise joint powers in carrying out their public purposes,
including the purchase of goods and services; and
WHEREAS, KCHA routinely enters into Intergovernmental Cooperative
Purchasing Agreements with other public agencies in order to reduce the cost of contracts
and supplies; and

WHEREAS, KCHA has used competitive bidding procedures which are
substantially the same as Oakland Housing Authority to obtain a reasonable and fair price
for the service needed by Oakland Housing Authority and is willing to enter into an
Intergovernmental Cooperative Purchasing Agreement allowing the Oakland Housing
Authority to piggyback on their existing contract at a comparable price.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF
COMMISSIONERS OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY OF
KING; as follows:
The Executive Director is hereby authorized to enter into an Intergovernmental
Cooperative Purchasing Agreement with the Oakland Housing Authority substantially in
the form attached hereto for the purpose of allowing the Oakland Housing Authority to
piggyback on the KCHA contract with CVR Associates, Incorporated.
ADOPTED AT THE MEETING OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY OF KING AT AN OPEN
PUBLIC MEETING THIS 21ST DAY OF SEPTEMBER.

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE
COUNTY OF KING, WASHINGTON

_____________________________
DOUGLAS J. BARNES, Chair
Board of Commissioners

___________________________
STEPHEN NORMAN
Executive Director and Secretary-Treasurer

INTERLOCAL COOPERATIVE PURCHASING AGREEMENT (DRAFT)

Pursuant to Chapter 39.34 of the Revised Code of Washington State, Oakland Housing Authority and the
King County Housing Authority (KCHA) hereby agree to the terms of this Interlocal Cooperative
Purchasing Agreement for the use of the solicitation process in obtaining consulting services with CVR
Associates, Incorporated. The following terms and conditions are applicable to this Agreement:
1. Each party has agreed that KCHA has followed the HUD procurement process 2 CFR 200 and
KCHA’s Procurement Policy in obtaining consulting services with CVR Associates, Incorporated.
2. Each party has agreed that KCHA’s decision to contract with CVR Associates, Incorporated is without
prejudice and meets applicable laws and policies.
3. Each party has agreed to enter into separate contracts with CVR Associates, Incorporated, with each
contract having specific terms and agreements.
4. A party to this Agreement shall not accept responsibility for the performance of CVR Associates,
Incorporated contracted for by the other party as a result of this Agreement.
5. A party to this Agreement shall not be responsible for the payment of any item(s) or service(s) contracted
for by the other party as a result of this Agreement.
6. For the purposes of complying with RCW 42.56, the Custodian of records shall be the Records Manager
at the King County Housing Authority.
7. This Agreement shall continue in force until cancelled in writing by either party.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Interlocal Cooperative Purchasing
Agreement by having their representatives affix their signatures below.

King County Housing Authority
600 Andover Park West
Tukwila, WA 98188

Signature

Stephen J. Norman
Executive Director

Oakland Housing Authority
1619 Harrison Street
Oakland, CA 94612

Date

Signature

Patricia Wells
Executive Director

Date
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To:

Board of Commissioners

From:

Craig Violante, Director of Finance

Date:

August 24, 2020

Re:

Resolution 5664: Appointment of Auditing Officers for the Purpose of
Certifying Obligations of the Authority in Accordance with RCW 42.24

A fundamental obligation of the Board of Commissioners is to review and
approve the vouchers paid by the Authority as it conducts its operations. Under
RCW 42.24, such vouchers are certified by auditing officers elected or
appointed pursuant to statute or, in the absence of statute, an appropriate
charter provision, ordinance or resolution of the municipal corporation or
political subdivision.
Resolution 5456, dated February 24, 2014 designated Constance Davis, Craig
Violante, Linda Riley, Tim Walter and Wen Xu as KCHA auditing officers. With
the retirements of Constance Davis and the Linda Riley, and the hiring of new
staff, the list of individuals designated as auditing officers needs to be updated.
Resolution 5664 names Jill Stanton, Windy Epps and Ai Ly to this role and
restates the names of Craig Violante, Tim Walter and Wen Xu as auditing
officers for KCHA, providing a current record of those so authorized by the
Board. Passage is recommended.

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY OF KING
RESOLUTION NO. 5664
APPOINTMENT OF AUDITING OFFICERS FOR THE PURPOSE OF CERTIFYING
OBLIGATIONS OF THE AUTHORITY IS ACCORDANCE WITH RCW 42.24
______________________________________________________________________________

WHEREAS, the Board of Commissioners is responsible for ensuring that the system of
auditing and certifying vouchers in a manner such as to provide the greatest possible protection
for Board members and the Authority, which said responsibility cannot be delegated, and
WHEREAS, RCW Chapter 42.24 requires the appointment of an auditing officer or
officers, and
WHEREAS, all claims against the Authority must be certified by the auditing officer to
assure that the claim is just, due and is an unpaid claim of the Authority, and
WHEREAS, such claims may be certified individually or by blanket certification by the
auditing officer so long as the particular vouchers so certified are clearly indicated.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONS
OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY OF KING; as follows:
The following persons are hereby designated as Auditing Officers in accordance with the
requirements contained in RCW Chapter 42.24:
Jill Stanton, Deputy Executive Director of Administration
Craig Violante, Director of Finance
Windy Epps, Asst. Director of Finance
Ai Ly, Accounting Manager
Tim Walter, Senior Director of Acquisitions and Asset Management
Wen Xu, Director of Asset Management

ADOPTED

AT

THE

REGULAR

MEETING

OF

THE

BOARD

OF

COMMISSIONERS OF THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE COUNTY OF KING AT
AN OPEN PUBLIC MEETING THIS 21st DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 2020.

THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE
COUNTY OF KING, WASHINGTON
___________________________________
DOUG BARNES, Chair
Board of Commissioners

_________________________________
STEPHEN J. NORMAN
Executive Director and Secretary-Treasurer
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TO:

Board of Commissioners

FROM:

Dan Watson, Deputy Executive Director

DATE:

September 16, 2020

RE:

Mid-Year 2020 Capital Expenditure Report

This report provides a detailed summary of construction related capital expenditures by mid-year.
The total amount originally budgeted in 2020 for capital construction projects planned and
managed by various KCHA departments is $$76,843,196. The actual construction related capital
expenditures as of September are $21,585,399 or 28% of budgeted expenditures. A summary of
expenditures is as follows:
Project Category

No. of
projects

Construction
Construction
Construction
Weatherization

Public Housing
509 Properties
Other
KCHA-Owned
Subtotal

12
5
1
5
18

$8,103,539
$3,013,413
$682,500
Unbudgeted
$11,799,452

$2,539,027
$1,006,034
$552,000
$346,496
$4,443,557

31%
33%
81%
N/A
38%

Greenbridge

Greenbridge land dev.
Subtotal

7
7

$4,998,201
$4,998,201

$1,845,473
$1,845,473

37%
37%

Abbey Ridge
Bellevue Manor
Woodland North

Tax credit rehab
Tax credit rehab
Tax credit rehab
Subtotal

1
1
1
3

$30,451,129*
$4,522,310*
9,370,044*
$44,343,483*

$5,650,000
$150,000
$1,942,000
$7,742,000

19%
3%
21%
17%

Asset Mgmt.
Asset Mgmt.

Bond/ TC Properties
Rainier View Expansion
Subtotal

21
1
22

$6,008,750
$1,400,000
$7,408,750

$1,433,750**
$0
$1,433,750**

31%
0%
19%

Housing Mgmt.
Housing Mgmt.

Unit Upgrades
Small repairs
Subtotal

192
61
253

$6,863,310
$1,430,000
$8,293,310

$2,734,169
$485,100
$3,219,269

40%
34%
39%

All

Total Construction

296

$76,843,196

$21,585,399

28%

Dept.

* Multiyear Project Budget
** Includes $187,639 in unbudgeted projects

2020
Budget

2020 YTD
Expenditures

% Expended
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Overall Construction Progress
Construction work on budgeted projects has been slowed considerably by the COVID-19
pandemic. There was a considerable pause in some construction activity when new governmental
orders and protocols were first implemented. Building permit review has been delayed due to
building department staff working from home. In addition, KCHA has stopped all work in
occupied units which has caused certain projects to delay portions of the work, re-scope planned
work or to relocate residents before work can commence. A number of projects such as the $1.4
million expansion of the Rainier View Manufactured Housing Park has been deferred until next
year due to COVID-19 delays. At mid-year, KCHA has experienced an approximately 50%
reduction in its rate of budgeted expenditures compared to past years.
Capital Construction
The Capital Construction and Weatherization department primarily handles major renovation
projects and construction of community facilities within KCHA managed housing developments.
Eighteen (18) projects were planned for 2020 for a total of $11,799,452. In addition to a number
of envelope projects, 2020 capital projects were heavily focused on addressing major building
systems such as hydronic heating, waste lines, and aging electrical panels. Many of the systems
improvement projects were planned for KCHA properties that house elderly and disabled
residents and require entry into some, if not all of the units. Beginning in March, with
limitations on unit entry in the “high risk” properties,” Capital Construction focused on
completing the parts of the systems improvement projects that did not require unit entry, such
as the exterior sections of waste lines, as well as on any project that did not require entering
units. The current status of each of the 2020 projects is summarized in the table below.
2020 BUDGETED PROJECTS
600 Building TI
Avondale Manor Site Improvements
Avondale Manor Envelope Upgrade
Avondale Manor Waste Line
Casa Madrona Heat System Upgrade
Casa Madrona Soffit Repair
Casa Madrona Waste Lines
Cedarwood Site Improvement
Houghton Envelope & Roof
Kirkland Place Envelope (no roof)
Mardi Gras Heat System Upgrade
Munro Manor Waste Line
Northlake House Roof
Pacific Court Envelope
Wayland Arms Zinsco Panel Replacement
Westminster Waste Lines & Sprinklers
Yardley Arms Waste Lines
Youngs Lake Waste & Water Lines

CURRENT STATUS
Complete
Underway
Requires Unit Entry-COVID Safety Delay
Requires Unit Entry-COVID Safety Delay
Boilers Replaced; Radiators Require Unit Entry-COVID Safety Delay
Complete
Requires Unit Entry-COVID Safety Delay
Complete
Underway
Requires Unit Entry-COVID Safety Delay
Requires Unit Entry-COVID Safety Delay
Exterior Line Completed; Required In-unit Work-COVID Safety Delay
Complete
Complete
Requires Unit Entry-COVID Safety Delay
Requires Unit Entry-COVID Safety Delay
Requires Unit Entry-COVID Safety Delay
Underway
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The department is also implementing a number of unbudgeted projects which include: 1) Capital
Construction projects scheduled for 2021 that can be completed in 2020 without unit entry
(Evergreen Court Site Improvements and Hidden Village Roof); 2) emergent projects that are
urgent (Casa Juanita Waste Lines, Casa Madrona Water Heater Replacement, Paramount House
Drainage, UV Installations for Air Purification), and 3) projects originally budgeted for Property
Management that they would not be able to complete due to staff re-assigned to COVID-19 duties
(Birch Creek Painting, Site Office Remodels to Improve Social Distancing, Flooring
Replacements).
Projected vs. Planned Expenditures in 2020
By completing all of the projects described above, Capital Construction estimates final 2020
expenditures to be about $9M against the $11,799,452 budget or 76% of budgeted expenditures.
Weatherization funds will be spent to finish work begun in 2019 and early 2020 at Laurelwood
Gardens, Meadows on Lea Hill, and Windsor Heights. The Weatherization Program was “shut
down” by the State Department of Commerce in early March. KCHA was able to get special
permission to weatherize the vacant units at Youngs Lake and that work is continuing. During the
shut-down weatherization staff were able to be paid for work on process improvements, training,
attendance at virtual conferences, virtual energy audits, and development of the agency plans
required for re-starting the Program. The program is currently re-opening slowly. Commerce has
agreed to extend the deadline for expenditures on all weatherization grant contracts through
2021.
Greenbridge
The Greenbridge budget for 2020 is $4,998,201. Approximately 37% of budgeted funds have been
expended at mid-year. Project progress in 2020 is highlighted by the following:


4TH Avenue SW Improvements: Completed work includes satisfying grant funding
requirements and receiving reimbursement for two Washington State Dept. of Commerce
grants and a WSDOT grant totaling $2.5 million. The project is substantially complete
and staff is working on final close out.



Division 8 Complete Permitting:
Permits and developer extensions are complete
including: King County Special Use Permit, Grading and Drainage, Channelization, Water
Quality, Erosion Control, Parks and Trails, Fire Hydrant and NPDES permit. Water,
sewer, power and communication developer extensions are also complete.



Cornerstone Park Permitting: A permit for the park was approved in April of 2020. Artist
signage is being constructed and coordinated with current park construction.



Art Projects: The Cornerstone Park Treasure Stone is in final review for approval to
commence construction. A 5-foot diameter round granite rock was found on the
Greenbridge site and is planned to be used for the entry feature for the park with carved
inspirational theme poetry. The western trail with native rock cairns and bronze poem
attached to the western east/west trail stair are complete. Bus stop art is also planned.



Division 8 Phase 1: With completed Division 8 permits, KCHA is constructing frontage
infrastructure, drainage facilities and Cornerstone Park. Construction is proceeding as
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planned and will be substantially complete in October of 2020. The selected bid and
construction contract is under the 2020 budgeted amount by approximately $400,000.


Division 8 Land Sale: KCHA placed 18.2 acres of shovel ready land for 107 single family
lots and 6 parks on the market with full permitting, developer extensions and a planned
recorded plat on July 30, 2020. Market response has been excellent with many builders
seeking information and tours of the property. Offering proposals are due on October 15,
2020 and KCHA is looking forward to a positive market response. The Division 8 final
plat is planned to record at the end of 3rd quarter.



Wind Rose Notch Permitting: Permits to maintain property entitlement were submitted
to King County in July of 2020 instead of planned and budgeted construction. The permit
process avoids the need for construction on the site and allows additional time for KCHA
to work on a development proposal. Using the permit process instead of phased
construction has reduced the 2020 planned budget amount by $400,000.



2020 Home Sales: BDR Homes has closed 6 homes at the Brio development. Conner
Homes at Materra has closed 17 homes. Conner Homes has closed 13 homes at Wind Rose.
Profit participation revenue for home sales to date is $262,038. Sewer credit revenue
received from builders for home construction to date is $128,928.



Pandemic Impacts: Staff are working from home with supervisor approved essential site
visits to stay safe. Construction meetings using virtual format have worked well.
Approvals from agencies have been delayed but staff are developing plans to compensate.

Asset Management
The Asset Management department has a five person construction management staff that
typically oversees repair jobs such as roof replacement, siding replacement, deck repairs, exterior
painting, asphalt/concrete replacement, plumbing upgrades and similar repairs and
replacements within the Asset Management department portfolios.
In 2020, Asset Management budgeted $6,008,750 for typical repair and upgrade projects at its
bond and tax credit properties and $1,400,000 for the Rainier View Manufactured Home Park
expansion. Major projects that are underway or already completed are as follows:
Project
Bond Program
Auburn Square Roofing
Ballinger Commons Parcel Lockers
Carriage House Parcel Lockers
Colonial Gardens Roofing
Fairwood Ext. Painting
Gilman Square Ext. Painting
Landmark Roofing
Meadowbrook Elevators
Southwood Square Play Equipment
Timberwood Roofing
Timberwood Parcel Lockers
Villages at South Station Ext. Painting
Villages at South Station Roofing
Woodridge Park Ext. Painting
Woodridge Park Pool

Current Status
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed
Completed by 9/25/2020
Completed
Completed
Design completed
Completed
Completed by 11/27/2020
Completed by 11/27/2020
Completed by 10/09/2020
Completed
Completed by 10/09/2020
Completed

Project Cost
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

68,110
29,250
15,750
228,944
97,706
175,823
85,347
94,370
75,301
67,088
18,450
233,408
59,708
209,398
62,325
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Home Ownership Program
Wonderland Garage Siding

Completed by 9/25/2020

$

24,867

Tax Credit
Overlake Storage Tanks
Somerset Gardens Parcel Lockers

Completed by 12/31/2020
Completed

$
$

96,501
15,750

Non Budgeted Items
Meadows at Lea Hill Solar PV
Timberwood Fire Restoration
Nia Water Damage

Completed by 12/31/2020
Completed
Completed by 10/14/2020

$
$
$

86,269
73,808
31,562

Projected vs. Planned Expenditures in 2020
Asset Management expects to spend approximately 31% of its capital budget (excluding tax credit
rehab projects) in 2020 with the shortfall primarily due to:




The $1,400,000 Rainier View manufactured home park expansion in the City of Black
Diamond has been delayed as the City closed all non-essential functions, including
permitting, due to COVID-19.
All non-essential projects that involve entering occupied units have been cancelled as nonessential activities.
Asphalt work was deferred.

Development/Asset Management – 2020 Budget: LIHTC Projects
$44,343,483, including A&E, is budgeted for the larger LIHTC financed renovations in 2020
including $30 million for the renovation of 146 units and site work at Abbey Ridge. $451,129 is
budgeted for architectural and engineering. Expenditures for the construction and some A&E
work will occur over a two year period. $4,491,900 is budgeted for work at Bellevue Manor and
will consist of sprinklers, interior common area upgrades, building envelope improvements and
a 76KW solar photovoltaic array. Woodland North will receive upgrades to interiors, roofing,
exteriors and replacement of retaining walls. The budget is $9,341,000 and solar PV will also be
added. The A&E budgets for Bellevue Manor ($31,310) and Woodland North ($29,044) were the
remaining funds from 2019 for completion of permits/plans and construction administration.
Projected vs. Planned Expenditures in 2020





Bellevue Manor will not be completed in 2020 as caution dictates that entering units
occupied by seniors is not advisable in a pandemic. As of July 2020, $150,000 of the $4.5
million rehab budget had been incurred.
Woodland North continues at a slower pace as work is not being performed in occupied
units and relocation of households from vacated units has added to the time schedule.
$1,942,000 of the $9.4 million rehab budget had been incurred which represents
construction progress as of July due to a lag in contractor billing.
Abbey Ridge is proceeding but has been severely hampered by a very slow response from
Puget Sound Energy. Intergovernmental and account executives from PSE have been
contacted and have intervened with their project management staff. PSE has recently
apologized for the poor customer services and has given assurances that there will be no
further unnecessary delays. $5,650,000 of the $30 million construction budget for
Abbey Ridge has been incurred which again represents construction progress as of July
due to a lag in contractor billing.
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Financial Impact of Delay on LIHTC Projects
All three of these projects were modeled as two year projects with some completed buildings and
tax credits delivered in 2020 and the rest in 2021. Although KCHA will not be able to finish the
building renovations and deliver tax credits to investors originally projected for this year, the
impact is modest compared to the overall budgets and well within the contingencies and cash fees
for these projects. No tax credits were projected to be delivered at Bellevue Manor but due to the
delay at Abbey Ridge, KCHA will see a downward adjustment in the tax credit pay in forecast for
2020 by approximately $120,000, some of which may be made up by delivering more credits in
2021. Woodland North may still deliver tax credits as projected with no downward adjustment
in equity but the worst case scenario with no credit delivery would be a downward adjustment of
$420,000, which would reduce KCHA’s cash developer fee by that amount.
Housing Management
For 2020, the Department has budgeted for the completion of 192 unit upgrades, which
represents an investment of $6,863,310. This includes 57 units at Woodland North as part of the
tax credit renovation, and 135 units at various properties throughout the Property Management
inventory. By mid-year, 89 units were completed or roughly 46% of the total including 26 units
at Woodland North for Asset Management. The average cost per unit of $30,721 is $5,027 less
per unit than budgeted. In addition, there are 61 small projects included in the budget for 2020,
estimated to cost $1,430,000. As of mid-year, 26 projects have been completed along with an
additional 58 miscellaneous projects. 2020 spending is projected to expend most of the
budgeted funds for these projects. Staff have “substituted” unbudgeted projects like security
camera system installations for other projects due to the directive to not enter resident units due
to the COVID-19 pandemic. Examples of both budgeted and substitute projects (with updated
progress) include the following:











Installation of roughly 1,000 .8 GPM toilets – On hold through 2020 - Avoid entering
resident’s unit during COVID-19 pandemic.
Continuation of security camera installs at four new properties – Complete at four
properties with three additional properties in progress.
Parking lot repairs to avoid REAC penalties – Complete at six communities and two
in process by fall.
Concrete/sidewalk repairs (trip hazards and REAC penalties) – Complete at three
properties with other work in parking lot repairs as noted above.
Common area lighting upgrades at selected sites – Three projects complete and two
in progress.
Keyscan repairs/replacements – One project complete and one in progress.
Common area flooring replacements – One project under contract and procuring five
projects for completion this fall.
Electrical panel replacements – On hold through 2020
One playground replacement (Ballinger Homes) – Executing contract for work in the
fall with safety repair work at two other communities.
Install fall protection at several sites – Complete at two projects and one project
planned for the fall.
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Exterior siding and interior hallway painting – One project involves Asset
Management pursuing a warranty claim and other projects to paint common
hallways on hold due to disinfecting priorities surrounding the COVID-19 pandemic.
Build/repair p-patch garden boxes at several properties – On hold due to disinfecting
priorities surrounding the COVID-19 pandemic.
Replacement of electrical panels and meter packs at several senior buildings – Ongoing as needed when units are upgraded. Hold others due to COVID-19 pandemic.
New common area furniture and carpet replacements for several senior buildings –
Site staff are working on procuring these items and performing limited installations,
with only minimal entry to resident unit front door areas being allowed.

T
A
B
N
U
M
B
E
R
8

To:

Board of Commissioners

From:

Katie Escudero, MTW and Health Policy Manager

Date:

September 14, 2020

Re:

2019 Moving to Work Report

As a participant in the Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Moving to
Work (MTW) program, the King County Housing Authority is required to submit an
annual report. Following the format prescribed by HUD, the 2019 MTW Report
(attached) outlines the agency’s goals, provides an overview of operational
information for the MTW program, and summarizes the status of previously approved
initiatives.
At the September Board of Commissioners meeting, I will provide a brief overview of
the 2019 MTW Report, which was submitted to HUD on August 17th. No action is
required of the Board.
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While this report covers King County Housing Authority’s Moving to Work activities and
accomplishments during 2019, it is impossible to ignore the current state of affairs as this report goes
to press. The COVID-19 pandemic’s disproportionate impact on communities of color is providing stark
evidence of how this country’s long history of racial discrimination in the housing arena — by both
public and private actors — has shaped disparities not only in housing stability but also in household
wealth, education, employment, and health. It makes the work we do here — and the approaches we
take to complete it — all the more urgent and pressing.
KCHA continues to expand our HUD-funded programs, with a strong focus on the crucial role we play
as part of the regional safety net. In 2019, we housed more than 16,800 households through these
efforts. Almost half of new households served reported that they were experiencing homelessness
prior to receiving KCHA’s housing assistance. Our participation in the Moving to Work program has
made possible a steady expansion in the number of households we serve and at the same time
provided the program flexibility critical for assuring the ongoing housing stability of some of our
community’s most marginalized households.
Program efficiencies achieved under MTW enabled KCHA to serve 110% of HUD baseline in 2019 —
fulfilling a key congressional objective for this program. MTW flexibility also continues to facilitate the
design and implementation of innovative local housing initiatives that effectively pair housing
resources with human services in order to address community priorities. One example under
development in 2019 is the While In-School Housing (WISH) program. Designed in partnership with
Highline Community College, this pilot provides time-limited vouchers to community college students
experiencing homelessness, a growing issue in our region and across the country. WISH joins a long list
of KCHA local initiatives and community partnerships that provide more than 4,200 units of dedicated
housing to people experiencing homelessness and people with disabilities.
KCHA also continues to sustain our long tradition of excellence in the management and maintenance
of our federally subsidized housing stock. In 2019, $17.5 million in MTW resources were committed to
major repairs in this portfolio. Regional in-house repair crews, an innovation made possible under
MTW, provided substantial makeovers for 135 units upon vacate. This process eliminates the need to
relocate whole buildings or bring in outside contractors to address unit interiors. Fifteen aging
elevators in mid-rise communities for seniors and people with disabilities were replaced in the final
phase of KCHA’s MTW-enhanced Energy Performance Contract project. The focus on our physical
housing inventory continues to yield excellent REAC scores, averaging 96.25 in 2019 (one of the highest
scores for a large housing authority in the nation), and an adjusted occupancy rate of 99.56%.
For many of the households we serve, federal housing assistance provides temporary support on the
road to self-sufficiency. Our commitment starts with promoting equitable education opportunities for
the children we house. The MTW program enables KCHA to partner with school districts and families
600 Andover Park W • Seattle, WA 98188-3326 • kcha.org
Phone 206-574-1100 • Fax 206-574-1104
EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITY

across the region. Our joint efforts have focused on early learning programs, engaging and empowering
parents as “first” teachers, supporting housing and classroom stability, providing access to quality
after-school and mentorship programs operating out of the 15 community centers that KCHA has built,
and improving high school graduation rates.
KCHA is also continuing to broaden geographic choice. National research has established that young
children in low-income families that move to high-opportunity neighborhoods — communities with
strong schools and local economies, healthy and secure environments, and robust transportation
linkages — will have significantly better life outcomes over time. In partnership with the Seattle
Housing Authority and a national team of researchers led by Harvard economist Raj Chetty, KCHA
successfully completed the first phase of the Creating Moves to Opportunity initiative. This randomized
control trial has helped identify effective approaches for empowering Housing Choice Voucher
recipients to make informed locational choices and successfully secure housing in the community of
their choice. The research team’s report is included as an attachment to this document. The learnings
from this pilot have now been incorporated into a congressionally funded national mobility initiative
— yet another example of an MTW-enabled pilot informing national policy. At the close of 2019, 30%
of KCHA’s extremely low-income households with children lived in neighborhoods considered high or
very high opportunity.
While geographic mobility is an important tool, investments that bring opportunity into underresourced neighborhoods, and anti-displacement efforts that preserve existing low-income
communities in the face of gentrification and growing market pressures, are equally important. In
2019, KCHA purchased six properties in neighborhoods rapidly losing affordability, preserving 1,355
units of affordable housing. We also continued the build-out of Greenbridge, a mixed-use, mixedincome community in the heart of White Center, one of King County’s most marginalized and
underserved neighborhoods.
KCHA’s unrelenting pursuit of operational efficiencies, expansion of our voucher and public housing
programs, acquisition of new workforce housing properties, and vital partnerships with social service
and educational providers built a strong foundation for our response to the COVID-19 pandemic. In
many ways, residents with federal housing subsidies are well-situated to remain housed even if they
have lost their job due to the economic downturn. We have adjusted rents and taken other measures
to ensure tenants do not fall behind on rent. Our partnerships with school districts and service
providers have enabled us to rapidly build out meal-delivery programs, connect residents to services
they need, and help families prepare for on-line learning for their children.
And just as the COVID-19 pandemic has reaffirmed the centrality of housing to our best aspirations as
a just and equitable society, it has also reaffirmed the value of Moving to Work flexibility. HUD’s efforts
to provide waivers and operational flexibility to the broader universe of public housing authorities
during the pandemic are commendable. The success that the industry has demonstrated in rising to
the multiple operational challenges is largely attributable to these waivers. Necessity has shown an
appropriate middle path that balances flexibility with accountability. These lessons should not be
forgotten when the current crisis subsides and many of these waivers should be made permanent.
They point to a better path forward for HUD, the industry, and the communities we serve.
Sincerely,
Stephen Norman
Executive Director

SECTION I
INTRODUCTION
A. OVERVIEW OF SHORT-TERM MTW GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
In 2019, King County Housing Authority (KCHA) focused on using our Moving to Work (MTW) flexibility
to ensure that our federal housing assistance targeted households facing the greatest barriers,
leveraged operational efficiencies that enable us to serve additional households, connected housing
with supportive services, and expanded social impact initiatives that advance positive life outcomes
among residents. During the year, KCHA:


I N C R E A SE D T H E N U M B E R O F E X T R E M E L Y L O W - I NC O M E H O U SE H O L D S W E SE R V E .

KCHA employed multiple strategies to expand our reach: property acquisitions; use of banked
Annual Contributions Contract (ACC) authority; the lease-up of new incremental vouchers; issuing
vouchers beyond HUD’s Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) baseline; and the continuation of sponsorbased, flexible, and stepped subsidy programs for special populations. Our federally subsidized
programs continued to surpass operational goals, allowing us to house 13,944 families in 2019.1 The
occupancy rate for our on-line owned units averaged 99.56% and the utilization rate for our HCV
block grant never dropped below 100%, averaging 104%. Factoring in households served in KCHA’s
locally designed programs funded through our MTW flexibility, KCHA’s 2019 utilization rate as
calculated by HUD was 110% of baseline.


E X P A N D E D E D O U R P O R T F O L I O O F H O U SI NG I N H I G H - O P P O R T U NI T Y NE I G H B O R H O O D S .

KCHA continued to actively seek out property acquisitions in strategic areas of King County,
including current and emerging high-opportunity neighborhoods and transit-oriented development
sites, in order to ensure that low-income families can access the benefits these areas afford. In
2019, we acquired six properties, enabling us to add 1,356 units to our supply of affordable housing.
Construction at the Highland Village property added 24 net new units to the inventory. By year’s
end, KCHA’s portfolio had grown to 11,582 units, of which more than half are sited in highopportunity neighborhoods.


F O ST E R E D P A R T N E R S H I P S T H A T A D D R E S S E D T H E M U L T I - F AC E T E D NE E D S O F T H E D I V E R SE L O W INCOME POPULATIONS IN OUR REGION.

Nearly half of all households that entered our federally assisted programs in 2019 were experiencing

1

This number does not include the 3,397 port-in vouchers that we administered in 2019.

1

homelessness or living in temporary or emergency housing immediately prior to receiving KCHA
assistance. Our programs serve a diverse population with varying needs: veterans exiting
homelessness; individuals living with behavioral health needs; those with prior criminal justice
system involvement; unaccompanied youth; youth experiencing homelessness or transitioning out
of foster care; and families involved with the child welfare system. In 2019, KCHA was awarded one
of the country’s largest allocations of new special purpose vouchers, including: 67 Veterans Affairs
Supportive Housing (VASH) vouchers for veterans exiting chronic homelessness and 198 Mainstream
vouchers that target people with disabilities, many of whom are also experiencing homelessness.
These additional 265 subsidies enable KCHA to expand our reach through cross-system efforts to
combat housing instability and homelessness among some of the most marginalized in our
community.


E X P A N D E D A S SI S T A N C E T O H O U SE H O L D S E X P E R I E N C I NG H O M E L E S SNE S S T H R O U G H I N NO V AT I V E
PROGRAMS.

Working closely with our service provider partners, KCHA continued to support innovative programs
that utilize federal housing resources to address our region’s homelessness crisis. In 2019, alongside
our partners at Highline College, we began designing a new program targeting postsecondary
students experiencing homelessness. This time-limited rental subsidy program, launched in early
2020, supports students through the duration of their academic program and six months following
graduation. We also continued a cross-system collaborative partnership with the Department of
Children, Youth, and Families (DCYF) and Catholic Community Services to provide an innovative
supportive housing model that serves families involved in the child welfare system. Finally, with the
addition of 198 new Mainstream vouchers, we were able to expand the Housing Access and Services
Program (HASP), an almost two-decade partnership with King County’s disability systems. Through
HASP, KCHA is able to target our voucher resources to people with disabilities, enabling them to live
independently in their community.


I N C R E A SE D G E O G R A P H I C C H O I C E .

KCHA continued to use a multi-pronged approach to broaden our residents’ geographic choices
across King County. Strategies included: use of a six-tier, ZIP Code-based, payment standard system;
outreach and engagement efforts by dedicated landlord liaisons; expedited inspections; deposit
assistance; and targeted new property acquisitions and subsidy project-basing in high-opportunity
communities. At the close of 2019, 30% of KCHA’s HUD-subsidized households with children lived in
high- or very high-opportunity neighborhoods, achieving our goal to reach this percentage by the
2

end of 2020. This past year, KCHA, in partnership with Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) and a
national interdisciplinary research team headed by Harvard economist Raj Chetty, completed phase
one of the Creating Moves to Opportunity (CMTO) initiative, a multi-year randomized control trial to
identify and test effective strategies for expanding access to high-opportunity neighborhoods for
families with young children. Results from this initial phase are promising — families that received
CMTO services were 40% more likely to move into high-opportunity neighborhoods than the control
group.


D E E P E N E D P A R T N E R S H I P S W I T H L O C AL SC H O O L D I ST R I C T S T O I M P R O V E E D U C A T I O NAL
O U T C O M E S.

More than 15,000 children lived in KCHA’s federally subsidized housing during 2019. KCHA’s
strategies to support these children’s academic success are the cornerstones of our efforts to
prevent multi-generational cycles of poverty and promote long-term socioeconomic mobility. In
2019, we focused heavily on early-learning interventions to ensure that families living in KCHA
housing or receiving a housing voucher are primed with information and supports that will enhance
their children’s cognitive development and, ultimately, their readiness for kindergarten. We began
the program design and co-design process for a new pilot, Neighborhood Early Learning Connectors,
that employs eight resident interns to connect KCHA families to local programming that supports
healthy child development, and to promote pre-school and kindergarten registration by them. KCHA
also continued to partner with families, school districts, and local education stakeholders across King
County to advance other key outcomes, including housing and classroom stability, increased
parental engagement, access to quality afterschool programs, mentorship opportunities, and high
school graduation rates.


SU P P O R T E D F A M I L I E S I N G A I N I N G G R E AT E R E C O NO M I C I ND E P E N D E NC E .

During 2019, KCHA assisted 279 Public Housing and HCV households in the Family Self-Sufficiency
(FSS) program and graduated 32 of these families from the program. The FSS program advances
families toward economic independence through individualized case management, supportive
services, and program incentives including a monthly contribution to an escrow account when a
family experiences an increase in earned income. We also served an additional 83 families living in
Public Housing through the Resident Opportunities and Self-Sufficiency (ROSS) program, which
encourages housing authorities to develop local strategies that increase economic independence
among residents.
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I N V E S T E D I N T H E E L I M I N A T I O N O F AC C R U E D C A P I T A L R E P AI R A ND S Y S T E M R E P L AC E M E NT NE E D S
I N O U R F E D E R A L L Y SU B SI D I Z E D H O U SI NG I N V E NT O R Y .

In 2019, KCHA invested more than $17.5 million in major repairs to our federally subsidized housing
stock, ensuring that quality housing options are available to low-income families for years to come.
This investment improved resident safety, reduced maintenance costs and energy consumption, and
extended the life expectancy of these affordable homes. Under our Energy Performance Contract,
KCHA completed the work to upgrade aging elevators in our federally subsidized housing portfolio,
investing $4.3 million in the replacement of hydraulic jacks, cabs, and electrical equipment at our
properties for seniors and people with disabilities. The average Real Estate Assessment Center
(REAC) score for KCHA’s Public Housing inventory inspected in 2019 was 96.25.


R E D U C E D T H E E N V I R O N M E N T A L I M P AC T O F K C H A ’ S P R O G R AM S A ND FAC I L I T I E S.

In 2019, KCHA entered the third year of our five-year Resource Management Plan. The plan
includes: goals for reduced energy and water consumption in the 11,582 units of housing that we
own; increased diversion of materials from the waste stream; safe handling and reductions in
hazardous waste; and the promotion of conservation awareness among our residents. In addition,
KCHA almost doubled our solar capacity to 200 kilowatts, which is roughly equivalent to powering
180 homes.


ST R E N G T H E N E D O U R M E A SU R E M E N T , L E A R NI NG , A ND R E SE AR C H C AP AC I T I E S .

KCHA continued to leverage our internal capacity for program design and evaluation, and data
management and analysis, while also expanding external partnerships that advance our long-term
research agenda. In 2019, we continued implementation of the CMTO mobility study in
collaboration with research partners from Harvard, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Johns
Hopkins, and other universities; began a research project with Johns Hopkins University to explore
the effects of receiving housing assistance on health outcomes; continued collaborations with the
University of Washington to understand the characteristics and experiences of residents moving
with Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV); participated in a HUD-sponsored evaluation of the Family
Unification Program (FUP) being conducted by the Urban Institute; and conducted internal
assessments of several of our programs. These efforts support the MTW program’s mission to pilot
and assess new approaches that more effectively and efficiently address local housing needs and
interrupt intergenerational cycles of poverty.
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B. OVERVIEW OF LONG-TERM MTW GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
Through our participation in the MTW demonstration program, KCHA is able to address a wide range of
affordable housing needs in the Puget Sound region. We use the single-fund and regulatory flexibility
provided through MTW to support our overarching strategic goals:


ST R A T E G Y 1 :

Continue to strengthen the physical, operational, financial, and environmental

sustainability of our portfolio of more than 11,500 affordable housing units.


ST R A T E G Y 2 :

Increase the supply of housing in the region that is affordable to extremely low-income

households — those earning below 30% of Area Median Income (AMI) — through the development
of new housing and the preservation of existing housing, as well as through expansion in the size
and reach of our rental subsidy programs.


ST R A T E G Y 3 :

Affirmatively Further Fair Housing and provide greater geographic choice for low-

income households, including residents with disabilities, elderly residents with mobility
impairments, and families with young children, so that more of our residents have the opportunity
to live in neighborhoods with high-performing schools and convenient access to support services,
health care, transit, and employment.


ST R A T E G Y 4 :

Coordinate closely with behavioral health and other social services systems to increase

the supply of supportive housing for people who have experienced chronic homelessness and/or
have special needs, with the goal of making homelessness rare, brief, and one-time in King County.


ST R A T E G Y 5 :

Engage in the revitalization of King County’s low-income neighborhoods, with a focus

on housing and other services, amenities, institutions, and partnerships that create strong, healthy
communities.


ST R A T E G Y 6 :

Work with King County government, regional transit agencies and suburban cities to

support sustainable and equitable regional development by integrating new affordable housing into
regional growth corridors aligned with current and planned mass transit investments.


ST R A T E G Y 7 :

Expand and deepen partnerships with local school districts, Head Start programs,

after-school program providers, public health departments, community colleges, the philanthropic
community, and our residents, with the goal of improving educational and life outcomes for the lowincome children and families we serve.


ST R A T E G Y 8 :

Promote greater economic independence for families and individuals living in
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subsidized housing by addressing barriers to employment and facilitating access to training and
education programs, with the goal of enabling moves to market-rate housing at the appropriate
time.


ST R A T E G Y 9 :

Continue to develop institutional capacity and efficiencies at KCHA to make the most

effective use of federal resources.


ST R A T E G Y 1 0 :

Continue to reduce KCHA’s environmental footprint through energy conservation,

renewable energy generation, waste stream diversion, green procurement policies, water usage
reduction, and fleet management practices.


ST R A T E G Y 1 1 :

Develop our capacity as a learning organization that incorporates research and

evaluation in decision-making and policy formulation.
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SECTION II
GENERAL HOUSING AUTHORITY OPERATING INFORMATION

A. HOUSING STOCK INFORMATION
i. Actual New Project -based Vouchers

Property Name

Planned
Number of
Vouchers

Actual
Number of
Vouchers

Status at End
of 2019

RAD?

Kent Permanent
Supportive Housing

80

80

Committed

No

30Bellevue

28

31

Leased/Issued

No

Esterra

8

8

Committed

No

New Arcadia

5

5

Committed

No

Description of Project

Permanent supportive housing targeting
veterans exiting homelessness and
individuals with disabilities. Catholic
Community Services is the project owner. At
the close of 2019, the project was under an
Agreement to Enter into a Housing
Assistance Payments (AHAP) contract and
construction on the project was underway.
Initial occupancy is projected to begin
December 2020.
Affordable housing for low-income and
formerly homeless families with children.
Imagine Housing is the project owner. At the
close of 2019, the project was under a
Housing Assistance Payments (HAP) contract
for a total of 31 units. This increase was
made possible by KCHA’s 2018 award of 99
new Mainstream vouchers.
Supportive housing for families exiting
homelessness. Imagine Housing is the project
owner. At the close of 2019, the project was
under an AHAP contract and construction
was underway. Initial occupancy is projected
to begin December 2020.
Supportive housing for young adults (ages
18-24) exiting homelessness. These subsidies
serve 15 youth in five 3-bedroom units.
Nexus Youth and Families is the project
owner. At the close of 2019, the project was
under AHAP and construction was underway.
Initial occupancy began May 2020. Since the
submission of the 2019 MTW Plan, Nexus has
entered into a collaborative agreement with
the YMCA, which will be the managing
member of the LLC that operates New
Arcadia.
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Renton Commons

26

26

Leased/Issued

No

Shoreline Veterans
Center

0

25

Leased/Issued

No

12 units of supportive housing for families
exiting homelessness and 14 VASH units
serving veterans exiting homelessness and
their families. The Low Income Housing
Institute is the project owner. By the close of
2019, the project was under a HAP contract.
These 25 vouchers were awarded as part of
the 2018 King County Combined Funders
NOFA. The Shoreline Veterans Center,
operated by Compass, is an existing housing
project that serves veterans exiting
homelessness.

YMCA Shared
Housing

0

2

Leased/Issued

No

In October 2019, KCHA entered into a HAP
contract with the YMCA to serve up to 10
young adults exiting the foster care system
through FUP voucher assistance.

Somerset Gardens

0

8

Leased/Issued

No

In May 2019, KCHA entered into a HAP
contract for eight units at KCHA’s Somerset
Gardens, which serves low-income families.

No

KCHA, in coordination with other local
funders, will provide up to 50 project-based
vouchers for projects serving veterans
experiencing homelessness and their
families, and other families experiencing
homelessness in a supportive housing
environment.
Through the 2018 NOFA process, KCHA
awarded 25 vouchers to the Shoreline
Veterans Center project, detailed above.

King County
Combined Funders
NOFA

Up to 50

See
Shoreline
Veterans
Center

Total Vouchers
Newly Projectbased

Up to 197

185

Committed

ii. Actual Existing Project -based Vouchers
See Appendix C for a list of KCHA’s existing project-based voucher contracts.
iii. Actual Other Changes to the Housing Stock in 201 9
In 2019, KCHA purchased Emerson Apartments, Hampton Greens, Juanita View, Kendall Ridge, Kirkland
Heights, and Riverstone, adding 1,356 units to our inventory of affordable housing. Another 24 net new
units were added to the inventory as part of the substantial rehabilitation of Highland Village. The
Northwood Square property was converted to public housing utilizing banked ACC authority. At the end
of the year, KCHA’s inventory stood at 11,582 units.
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iv. General Description of Actual Capital Fund Expenditures Durin g 2019
KCHA continued to improve the quality and long-term viability of our aging affordable housing inventory
by investing more than $17.5 million in capital repairs, unit upgrades, capital construction, and nonroutine maintenance to our HUD-subsidized properties. These investments ensure that our housing
stock is available and livable for years to come.


UNIT UPGRADES ($4.08 MILLION).

In 2019, KCHA continued our ongoing efforts to

significantly upgrade the interiors of our affordable housing inventory as units turn over. KCHA’s inhouse, skilled workforce performed the renovations, which included installation of new flooring,
cabinets, and fixtures that extended the useful life of 135 additional units by 20 years.


SITE IMPROVEMENTS ($1.8 MILLION).

Site improvements at Forest Glen (Redmond)

included the installation of new site lighting, walkways, handrails, and a pedestrian bridge; repaving
of parking lots; and improvements to the storm water drainage system.


BUILDING ENVELOPE AND RELATED COMPONENTS UPGRADES ($4.6 MILLION).

New

roofs were installed at Casa Juanita (Kirkland), Kirkland Place (Kirkland), Lake House Apartments
(Shoreline), and Wayland Arms (Auburn). College Place (Bellevue) and Northwood Square (Auburn)
received new roofs, siding, doors, and windows. Decks and windows were replaced at Northlake
House (Bothell) and the building was painted. Envelope work planned for Houghton Properties
(Kirkland) was rescheduled to 2020 to allow time for the design of a new second floor on one
building’s wing, converting four one-bedroom units to three-bedroom units.


DOMESTIC WASTE AND WATER LINE WORK ($700,000).

The waste lines at Wayland Arms

Apartments (Auburn) and Southridge House (Federal Way) were lined. At properties such as these,
where the main lines are located in the concrete slab, technicians are able to deploy this lining
technique as an alternative to opening the floor to replace lines, thus minimizing disruption to
tenants. The work planned for the Parkway Apartments (Redmond) was delayed as other financing
options were explored.


“509” INITIATIVE IMPROVEMENTS ($2.1 MILLION).

Improvements planned for the

properties included in the 2013 conversion of 509 scattered site Public Housing properties were
completed in 2019. Eastridge House (Issaquah) received a new roof. Envelope upgrades including
roofs, siding, doors, and windows were completed at Greenleaf Apartments (Kenmore) and Juanita
Trace (Kirkland). At Kings Court (Federal Way), the waste lines were lined and the water lines were
replaced. The waste lines at Youngs Lake Commons (Renton) are deteriorated and require complete
9

replacement. Since the project will require the temporary relocation of residents, a decision was
made to also upgrade the unit interiors. In order to plan for this larger scope of work, the project is
scheduled to take place in 2020.


ELEVATOR IMPROVEMENTS ($4.3 MILLION).

Elevator improvements were completed at

KCHA properties serving seniors and people with disabilities. Funded through KCHA’s Energy
Performance Contract (EPC), the project included the replacement of hydraulic jacks, the installation
of new energy efficient controls, and the refurbishment of elevator cabs. Elevators at the following
sites were included in the project: Briarwood (Shoreline), Brittany Park (Normandy Park), Casa
Juanita (Kirkland), Casa Madrona (Olympia), Gustaves Manor (Auburn), Lake House (Shoreline),
Mardi Gras (Kent), Northridge I and II (Shoreline), Paramount House (Shoreline), Riverton Terrace
(Tukwila), Southridge (Federal Way), Wayland Arms (Auburn), Westminster Manor (Shoreline), and
Yardley Arms (Burien).
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B. LEASING INFORMATION
i. Actual Number of Households Served 2
Over the course of 2019, KCHA served nearly 14,000 households through a combination of our
traditional federal housing programs, Public Housing and HCV, and locally designed, non-traditional
programs. These local, non-traditional programs included sponsor-based supportive housing for
individuals experiencing chronic homelessness, stepped rent for young adults exiting homelessness, and
school-based subsidies targeting schoolchildren and their families, and community college students
experiencing homelessness.

Number of Households Served Through:

Number of Unit Months
Occupied/Leased

Number of Households Served

Planned

Actual

Planned

Actual

MTW Public Housing Units Leased

29,160

30,828

2,430

2,569

MTW Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV) Utilized

120,588

134,484

10,0493

11,2074

2,160

2,016

180

168

Local, Non-traditional: Property-based

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Local, Non-traditional: Homeownership

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

151,908

167,328

12,659

13,944

Local, Non-traditional: Tenant-based

Planned/Actual Totals

Local, Nontraditional
Category

Tenant-based
Tenant-based
Tenant-based

MTW Activity Number/Name

Activity 2014-1: Stepped Down
Assistance for Homeless Youth
Activity 2013-2: Flexible Rental
Assistance
Activity 2007-6: Develop a Sponsorbased Housing Program

Planned/Actual Totals

Number of Unit Months
Occupied/Leased

Number of Households Served

Planned

Actual

Planned

Actual

300

276

25

23

720

588

60

49

1,140

1,152

95

96

2,160

2,016

180

168

2

These numbers reflect a cumulative count of the total number of households served between January 1 and December 31,
2019. This number does not include the 3,397 port-in vouchers that we administered in 2019.
3 KCHA previously had projected this number as a point in time, which does not capture the dynamics of turnover and port-out
voucher absorption that take place over the course of a year.
4 This number includes both block grant and special purpose voucher households.
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ii. Description of Any Issues and Solutions Related to Leasing
Housing Program

Public Housing

Housing Choice Vouchers
(HCV)

Local, Non-traditional

Description of Leasing Issues and Solutions

The program did not encounter leasing issues in 2019.

King County continues to have one of the most competitive rental markets in the nation.
Despite this, KCHA maintained our shopping success rate because of the innovative
policies, practices, and additional supports we have put into place to aid voucher holders
in leasing up. First, we continued to use a tiered ZIP Code-based payment standard
system that more closely matches area submarkets, reducing economic barriers to
housing. We also continued to provide deposit assistance to searching households. The
assignment of HCV staff caseloads by ZIP Code provided landlords with a single and
consistent point of contact that improved customer service and satisfaction. In 2019,
KCHA executed a Memorandum of Understanding with Housing Connector, a new
organization in King County that partners with property owners to streamline access to
rental units for people experiencing homelessness, including KCHA’s special purpose
voucher populations. Also in 2019, our Landlord Liaison team continued to explore
additional measures to support voucher holders in securing a home, including: unit
holding fees; expedited lease-up processes; and flexible funding to assist participants
with back rent and utilities, application fees, and deposits. For families that received
their vouchers in 2019, their shopping success rate was 75% at 240 days of searching.

Successfully leasing an apartment and maintaining housing stability in a tight rental
market with a population that already faces multiple barriers remained a challenge for
our local, non-traditional programs in 2019. Working closely with our community
partners, including the new relationship with Housing Connector, we continued to
explore additional avenues to overcome barriers to landlord engagement, including
housing search navigation and advocacy services, and housing stability supports aimed to
improve shopping success rates and landlord receptivity to these programs.
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C. WAIT LIST INFORMATION
i. Waiting List Information at End of 2019
Waiting List
Open,
Partially
Open, or
Closed

Was the Waiting
List Opened During
2019?

Waiting List Name

Description

Number of
Households
on Waiting
List

Housing Choice Voucher

Community-wide

480

Closed

No

Public Housing

Other: Regional

7,327

Open

Yes

Public Housing

Site-based

7,199

Open

Yes

Project-based

Other: Regional

4,048

Open

Yes

Public Housing - Conditional Housing

Program-specific

34

Open

Yes

ii. Changes to the Waiting List in 201 9
KCHA did not make any changes to our waiting lists in 2019.
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D. INFORMATION ON STATUTORY OBJECTIVES AND REQUIREMENTS
i. 75% of Families Assi sted Are Very Low -income
Number of Local, Non-Traditional Households Admitted in
2019
5
26
72

Income Level
50%-80% Area Median Income
30%-49% Area Median Income
Below 30% Area Median Income

ii. Maintain Comparable Mix
Baseline Mix of Famil y Sizes Served (Upon Entry to MTW)
Occupied Public
Housing Units

Utilized HCVs

Non-MTW
Adjustments

Baseline Mix
Number

Baseline Mix
Percentage

1 Person

1,201

1,929

N/A

3,130

34.05%

2 Person

674

1,497

N/A

2,171

23.62%

3 Person

476

1,064

N/A

1,540

16.75%

4 Person

360

772

N/A

1,132

12.32%

5 Person

250

379

N/A

629

6.84%

6+ Person

246

344

N/A

590

6.42%

3,207

5,985

N/A

9,192

100%

Family Size

Total

Explanation for
Baseline
Adjustments

KCHA did not make any adjustments to our baseline mix of family sizes served.
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Mix of Family Sizes Served 5

1 Person

2 Person

3 Person

4 Person

5 Person

6+ Person

Totals

Baseline Mix
Percentage

34.05%

23.62%

16.75%

12.32%

6.84%

6.42%

100%

Number of
Households
Served in 2019

6,136

3,199

1,738

1,229

734

740

13,776

Percentages of
Households
Served in 2019

44.54%

23.22%

12.62%

8.29%

5.33%

5.37%

100%

Percentage
Change

10.49%

-0.40%

-4.13%

-3.40%

-1.51%

-1.05%

0%

Justification and
Explanation for Any
Variances of Over 5% from
the Baseline Percentages

For more than a decade, KCHA has been an active partner in addressing our region’s
homelessness crisis and has aggressively pursued new incremental special purpose
vouchers being made available by HUD. A large portion of these vouchers target veterans
exiting homelessness and households headed by a person with a disability — populations
largely comprised of single adults. According to the most recent point-in-time count, more
than three-quarters of individuals experiencing homelessness were living in single adult
households.6 KCHA’s family mix has shifted accordingly over time.

5

This table does not include the 168 households served through KCHA’s local, non-traditional programs.
Count Us In 2019: Seattle/King County Point-in-Time Count of Persons Experiencing Homelessness. http://allhomekc.org/wpcontent/uploads/2019/09/KING-9.5-v2.pdf
6

15

iii. Number of Households Transitioned to Self -sufficiency by Fiscal Year -end
Activity Name/#
Stepped-down Assistance for Homeless
Youth (2014-1)
Passage Point Re-entry Housing Program
(2013-1)
EASY & WIN Rent
(2008-10, 2008-11)
Develop a Sponsor-based Housing Program
(2007-6)

Number of Households
Transitioned

Agency Definition of Self-sufficiency

13

Maintain housing

7

Positive move to Public Housing or other
independent housing

195

Positive move from KCHA to unsubsidized housing

82

Maintain housing

Households Duplicated Across
Activities/Definitions

0

ANNUAL TOTAL NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
TRANSITIONED TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY

297

In 2019, 297 households in KCHA’s federally subsidized housing programs achieved self-sufficiency
milestones. Of those, 195 achieved self-sufficiency by moving to non-subsidized housing and 102
maintained stable housing after experiencing homelessness or incarceration.
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SECTION III
PROPOSED MTW ACTIVITIES
New activities are proposed in the annual MTW Plan.
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SECTION IV
APPROVED MTW ACTIVITIES
A. IMPLEMENTED ACTIVITIES
The following table provides an overview of KCHA’s implemented activities, the statutory objectives
they aim to meet, and the page number in which more detail can be found for each.
YearActivity #
2019-1

MTW Activity

Statutory
Objective(s)
Housing Choice

Page Number

Housing Choice

19

Cost-effectiveness

21

Cost-effectiveness

22

2014-1

Acquire and Develop New Affordable Housing
Encouraging the Successful Lease-up of the Housing
Choice Voucher Program
Conversion of Former Opt-out Developments to
Public Housing
Reporting on the Use of Net Proceeds from
Disposition Activities
Stepped-down Assistance for Homeless Youth

Self-sufficiency

23

2014-2

Revised Definition of "Family"

Housing Choice

25

2013-1

Passage Point Re-entry Housing Program

Housing Choice

26

2013-2

Flexible Rental Assistance
Project-based Section 8 Local Program Contract
Term
Acquire New Public Housing

Housing Choice

27

Housing Choice

28

Housing Choice
Cost-effectiveness
Self-sufficiency

29

Cost-effectiveness

32

Housing Choice

33

2018-1
2016-2
2015-2

2009-1
2008-1
2008-10 &
2008-11

EASY and WIN Rent Policies

19

30

2007-6

Public Housing and Housing Choice Voucher Utility
Allowances
Develop a Sponsor-based Housing Program

2007-14

Enhanced Transfer Policy

Cost-effectiveness

34

2005-4

Payment Standard Changes

Housing Choice

35

2004-2

Local Project-based Section 8 Program

2004-3

Develop Site-based Waiting Lists

2008-21

Cost-effectiveness
Housing Choice
Cost-effectiveness
Housing Choice

37
40

2004-9

Modified Housing Quality Standards (HQS)
Inspection Protocols
Streamlining Public Housing and Housing Choice
Voucher Forms and Data Processing
Rent Reasonableness Modifications

2004-12

Energy Performance Contracting

Cost-effectiveness

45

2004-16

Housing Choice Voucher Occupancy Requirements

Cost-effectiveness

46

2004-5
2004-7

Cost-effectiveness

41

Cost-effectiveness

42

Cost-effectiveness

44
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ACTIVITY 2019 -1: ACQUIRE AND DEVELOP NEW AFFORDABLE HOUSING
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2019
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2019
CHALLENGE:

Increase Housing Choice

King County continues to experience extraordinary population growth. With escalating

rents — especially in historically more affordable neighborhoods — and the failure of wages to keep
pace with rising housing costs, many families are struggling to pay rent and an unprecedented number
are experiencing homelessness.
SO L U T I O N :

KCHA’s primary mission is to preserve and expand housing options for low-income families

utilizing all available funding and financing tools. To expand existing efforts, we are leveraging MTW
funds to support the development or acquisition of non-federally subsidized affordable housing that
includes, but is not limited to, properties also leveraging Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC). While
traditional third-party debt can support a significant portion of total development or acquisition costs, it
generally is not sufficient to finance the full cost of these projects. This financing gap can be mitigated in
whole or in part by using MTW funds for development, acquisition, financing, or renovation costs, in
accordance with PIH Notice 2011-45. We anticipate that such funding may be structured as an internal
loan or an equity contribution to the development.
PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:

KCHA did not use any MTW funds to support our development activities in

2019.
MTW Statutory
Objective
Increase Housing
Choice

Unit of
Measurement
HC #1: Additional
units of housing
made available

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

0 units

168 units

0 units

In Progress

ACTIVITY 2018 -1: Encouraging the Successful Lease -up of the Ho using Choice
Voucher Program
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2018
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2018
CHALLENGE:

Increase Housing Choice

King County’s rental vacancy rate, currently at a historic low, coupled with the large in-

migration of an affluent and skilled workforce, make it difficult for KCHA’s voucher holders to compete
in the private market.
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SO L U T I O N :

KCHA is working to preserve and increase the number of housing options available by

recruiting and retaining landlords in the HCV program. In order to secure units, KCHA is exploring the
implementation of incentive payments to landlords who agree to lease a recently vacated unit to
another voucher holder, in an amount not to exceed one month of the Housing Assistance Payment
(HAP). These payments will serve as an incentive for landlords to continue their participation in the HCV
program by minimizing the owner’s losses typically experienced during turnover. KCHA also streamlines
our Housing Quality Standards (HQS) protocol even further by allowing landlords to inspect and selfcertify that the unit passes HUD’s standards. A full description of the MTW-modified HQS inspection
protocol can be found in Activity 2004-5: Modified Housing Quality Standards (HQS) Inspection
Protocols.
In addition to strategies to improve landlord recruitment and retention, KCHA will continue to invest in
strategies to aid voucher holders in leasing a unit in the geographic location of their choice. Examples of
previously implemented activities include providing access to a security deposit assistance fund; use of
multi-tiered, ZIP Code-based payment standards; and continuing to focus on landlord customer service.
In addition, KCHA continues to support and participate in the Creating Moves to Opportunity (CMTO)
research partnership, which tests new strategies that assist families with young children to access and
move to high-opportunity neighborhoods. To aid in the implementation of this project, KCHA may
modify tenant selection priorities in order to increase the rate at which families with children are
selected from the HCV wait list and effectively target the intended service population for the CMTO
project.
PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:
MTW Statutory
Objective
Reduce costs and
achieve greater
cost-effectiveness
Reduce costs and
achieve greater
cost-effectiveness
Increase housing
choices

7

In 2019, KCHA’s shopping success rate was 75% at 240 days of searching.

Unit of
Measurement

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

CE #1: Total cost
of task in dollars

$0 saved

$0 saved

$0 saved

Achieved

0 hours saved

0 hours saved

0 hours saved

Achieved

Shopping Success
Rate: 70% at 240
days

80% at 240
days

75% at 240
days

In Progress

CE #2: Total time
to complete task
in staff hours7
HC #7: Number of
households
receiving services
aimed to increase
housing choice

This activity does not save staff hours or other resources.
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ACTIVITY 2016 -2: Conversion of Former Opt -out Developments to Public Housing
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2016
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2016
CHALLENGE:

Increase Cost-effectiveness

The process to convert a property’s subsidy model from project-based Section 8 to Public

Housing is slow, burdensome, and administratively complex.
SO L U T I O N :

This policy allows KCHA to convert entire project-based Section 8 opt-out properties to

Public Housing at once. Under current federal guidelines, units convert only when the original resident
moves out with a voucher. This transition is gradual, and at properties that house seniors or people with
disabilities, turnover of units tends to be especially slow. In the meantime, two sets of rules — projectbased Section 8 and Public Housing — simultaneously govern the management of the development,
adding to the administrative complexity of providing housing assistance.
This activity builds on KCHA’s previously approved initiative (2008-1) to expand housing through use of
banked Public Housing ACC units. KCHA can convert former project-based “opt-out” sites to Public
Housing through the development process outlined in 24 CFR 905 rather than through the typical
gradual transition. As a result, this policy greatly streamlines operations and increases administrative
efficiency.
With transition to Public Housing subsidy, current enhanced voucher participants retain protections
against future rent increases in much the same manner as previously provided. As Public Housing
residents, these households pay an affordable rent (based on policies outlined in KCHA’s Public Housing
Admissions and Continued Occupancy Policy [ACOP]) and therefore remain protected from a private
owner’s decision to increase the contract rent. At the same time, KCHA’s MTW-enhanced Transfer Policy
ensures that former enhanced voucher recipients retain the same (if not greater) opportunity for
mobility by providing access to transfer to other subsidized units within KCHA’s portfolio or use a
general HCV should future need arise.
KCHA works with affected residents of selected former opt-out properties, providing ample notification
and information (including the right to move using a general voucher for current enhanced voucher
participants) in order to ensure the development’s seamless transition to the Public Housing program.
PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:

KCHA converted Northwood Square, a 24-unit family property located in

Auburn, to Public Housing in July 2019.
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MTW Statutory
Objective
Reduce costs and
achieve greater
cost-effectiveness
Reduce costs and
achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

Unit of
Measurement

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

CE #1: Total cost
of task in dollars

$0 saved

$1,3208 saved

Estimated
$1,320 saved

Achieved

CE #2: Total time
to complete task
in staff hours

0 hours saved

40 hours saved

Estimated 40
hours saved

Achieved

ACTIVITY 2015 -2: Reporting on the Use of Net Proceeds from Disp osition Activities
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2015
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2016
CHALLENGE:

Increase Cost-effectiveness

The reporting process for the use of net proceeds from KCHA’s disposition activities is

duplicative and burdensome. The reporting protocol for the MTW program aligns with the Section 18
disposition code reporting requirements, allowing for an opportunity to simplify this process.
SO L U T I O N :

KCHA reports on the use of net proceeds from disposition activities in the annual MTW

report. This streamlining activity allows us to realize time savings and administrative efficiencies while
continuing to adhere to the guidelines outlined in 24 CFR 941 Subpart F of Section 18 demolition and
disposition code.
We use our net proceeds from the last HOPE VI disposition, Seola Gardens, in some of the following
ways, all of which are accepted uses under Section 18(a)(5):
1. Repair or rehabilitation of existing ACC units.
2. Development and/or acquisition of new ACC units.
3. Provision of social services for residents.
4. Implementation of a preventative and routine maintenance strategy for specific single-family
scattered-site ACC units.
5. Modernization of a portion of a residential building in our inventory to develop a recreation
room, laundry room, or day-care facility for residents.
6. Leveraging of proceeds in order to partner with a private entity for the purpose of developing
mixed-finance Public Housing under 24 CFR 905.604.

8

This figure was calculated by multiplying the median hourly wage and benefits ($33) of staff who oversee this activity by the
number of hours saved. The number is a monetization of the hours saved through the implementation of this program.
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We report on the proceeds’ uses, including administrative and overhead costs, in the MTW reports. The
net proceeds from this project are estimated to be $5 million.
P R O G R E S S A N D O U T C O M E S:

KCHA did not use any net proceeds in 2019.

MTW Statutory
Objective

Unit of
Measurement

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

Reduce costs and
achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

CE #1: Total cost
of task in dollars

$0 saved

Estimated
$11,8409 saved

Estimated
$11,840 saved

Achieved

Reduce costs and
achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

CE #2: Total time
to complete task
in staff hours

0 hours saved

Estimated 160
hours saved

Estimated 160
hours saved

Achieved

ACTIVITY 2014 -1: Stepped -down Assistance for Homeless Youth
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2014
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2014
CHALLENGE:

Increase Self-sufficiency

During the January 2019 point-in-time homeless count in King County, 1,089

unaccompanied youth and young adults were identified as experiencing homelessness or an unstable
housing situation.10 Local service providers have identified the need for a short-term, gradually
diminishing rental subsidy structure to meet the unique needs of these youth.
SO L U T I O N :

KCHA has implemented a flexible, “stepped-down” rental assistance model in partnership

with local youth service providers. Our provider partners find that a short-term rental subsidy, paired
with supportive services, is the most effective way to serve youth experiencing homelessness, as a
majority of them do not require extended tenure in a supportive housing environment. By providing
limited-term rental assistance and promoting graduation to independent living, more youth can be
served effectively. KCHA is partnering with Valley Cities Counseling and Consultation (VCCC) to operate
the Coming Up initiative. This program offers independent housing opportunities to young adults (ages
18 to 25) who are either exiting homelessness or currently living in service-rich transitional housing.
With support from the provider, participants move into housing in the private rental market, sign a

9

This figure was calculated by multiplying the median hourly wage and benefits ($74) of the staff member who oversees this
activity by the number of hours saved. This number represents a hypothetical estimate of the dollar amount that could be
saved in staff hours by implementing this activity.
10 Count Us In 2019: Seattle/King County Point-in-Time Count of Persons Experiencing Homelessness. http://allhomekc.org/wpcontent/uploads/2019/09/KING-9.5-v2.pdf.
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lease, and work with a resource specialist who prepares them to take over the lease after a period of
being stabilized in housing.
PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:

As the rental market continues to be competitive and rents escalate at an

unprecedented rate across King County, VCCC is experiencing significant challenges locating landlords
who are willing to lease units for the Coming Up program. As a result, VCCC and KCHA are currently
exploring a shift of the housing modality to a project-based voucher model to ensure the program
remains an effective and viable housing option for young adults experiencing homelessness in King
County. If this change is made, KCHA and VCCC will explore the feasibility of retaining the stepped rent
model in the project-based voucher context.
MTW Statutory
Objective
Increase selfsufficiency

Unit of
Measurement
SS #1: Average
earned income of
households
affected by this
policy

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark Achieved?

$0/month

$200/month

$777/month

Exceeded

4 participants

11 participants

7 participants

0 participants

4 participants

0 participants

1 participant

0 participants

0 participants

5 participants

0 participants

0 participants

0 participants

(1) Employed Fulltime
0 participants
(2) Employed Parttime
0 participants

Increase selfsufficiency

SS #3:
Employment
status for heads
of household

(3) Enrolled in an
Educational
Program
0 participants

Partially Achieved

(4) Enrolled in Jobtraining Program
0 participants
(5) Unemployed
0 participants
(6) Other

Increase selfsufficiency

SS #5: Number of
households
receiving services

0 households

25 households

23 households

Partially Achieved

Increase selfsufficiency

SS #7: Tenant
rent share

0 households

7 households paying
$200 or more toward
contract rent

7 households paying
$200 or more toward
contract rent

Achieved
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SS #8:
Households
transition to selfsufficiency11

Increase selfsufficiency

0 households

14 households

13 households

Partially Achieved

ACTIVITY 2014 -2: Revised Definition of “Fa mily”
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2014
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2014
CHALLENGE:

Increase Housing Choice

According to the January 2019 point-in-time count, 2,451 individuals experiencing

homelessness in King County were in families with children.12 Thousands more seniors and people with
disabilities, many with severe rent burdens, are experiencing homelessness or on our waiting lists.
SO L U T I O N :

This policy directs KCHA’s limited resources to populations facing the greatest need: elderly

and near-elderly households; households with people with disabilities; and families with minor children.
We modified the eligibility standards outlined in the Public Housing ACOP and HCV Administrative Plans
to limit eligible households to those that include at least one senior or person with a disability, or a
minor/dependent child. The current policy affects only admissions and does not affect the eligibility of
households currently receiving assistance. Exceptions will be made for participants in programs that
target specialized populations, such as victims of domestic violence or individuals who have experienced
chronic homelessness.
PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:

KCHA continued to apply this policy to new applicants, sustaining a

reduced HCV wait list time of 20 months.
MTW Statutory
Objective
Increase housing
choices

Increase housing
choices

Unit of Measurement
HC #3: Average applicant
time on HCV wait list (in
months)
HC #4: Number of
households at or below
80% AMI that would lose
assistance or need to
move

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

29 months

25 months

20 months

Exceeded

0 households

0 households

0 households

Achieved

11

Self-sufficiency for this activity is defined as securing and maintaining housing.
Count Us In 2019: Seattle/King County Point-in-Time Count of Persons Experiencing Homelessness. http://allhomekc.org/wpcontent/uploads/2019/09/KING-9.5-v2.pdf.
12
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ACTIVITY 2013 -1: Passage Point Re -entry Housing Program
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2013
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2013
CHALLENGE:

Increase Housing Choice

In 2019, 1,486 individuals in King County returned to the community after a period of

incarceration.13 Nationally, more than half of all inmates are parents who will face barriers to securing
housing and employment upon release due to their criminal record or lack of job skills.14 Without a
home or employment, many of these parents are unable to reunite with their children.
SO L U T I O N :

Passage Point is a unique supportive housing program that serves parents trying to reunify

with their children following a period of incarceration. KCHA provides 46 project-based Section 8
vouchers while the YWCA provides property management and supportive services. The YWCA performs
outreach to prisons and correctional facilities to identify eligible individuals. In contrast to typical
transitional housing programs that have strict 24-month occupancy limits, Passage Point participants
may remain in place until they have completed the family reunification process, are stabilized in
employment, and can demonstrate their ability to succeed in a less service-intensive environment.
Passage Point participants who complete the program and regain custody of their children may apply to
KCHA’s Public Housing program and receive priority placement on the wait list.
P R O G R E S S A N D O U T C O M E S:

In 2019, 46 families lived and participated in services at Passage Point. By

the end of the year, seven of these families had graduated to permanent housing.
MTW Statutory
Objective
Reduce costs and
achieve greater costeffectiveness
Increase housing
choices

Increase housing
choices

Unit of
Measurement
CE #4: Amount of
funds leveraged
in dollars
HC #5: Number
of households
able to move to a
better unit15
HC #7: Number
of households
receiving services
aimed to
increase housing
choice

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

$0

$500,000

$701,945

Exceeded

0 households

40 households

46 households

Exceeded

0 households

40 households

46 households

Exceeded

13

Washington State Department of Corrections. Number of Prison Releases by County of Release.
https://www.doc.wa.gov/docs/publications/reports/200-RE001.pdf.
14 Glaze, L E and Maruschak, M M (2008). Parents in Prison and Their Minor Children.
http://www.bjs.gov/index.cfm?ty=pbdetail&iid=823
15 Better unit is defined as stable housing.
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Increase selfsufficiency

SS #1: Average
earned income of
households
affected by this
policy

$0

$3,584

$7,520

0
(2) Employed Parttime

15

11

0
(3) Enrolled in an
Educational
Program

15

19

15

6

0
(5) Unemployed

12

5

0
(6) Other: engaged
in services
0

0

11

0

8

0 households

5 households

7 households

Exceeded

(1) Employed Fulltime

Increase selfsufficiency

Increase selfsufficiency

SS #3:
Employment
status for heads
of household

SS #8: Number of
households
transitioned to
self-sufficiency16

0
(4) Enrolled in Job
Training Program

Partially Achieved

Exceeded

ACTIVITY 2013 -2: Flexible Rental Assistance
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2013
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2013
CHALLENGE:

Increase Housing Choice

The one-size-fits-all approach of traditional housing programs does not provide the

flexibility needed to quickly and effectively meet the needs of low-income individuals facing distinct
housing crises. In many of these cases, a short-term rental subsidy paired with responsive, individualized
case management can help a family out of a crisis situation and into safe and stable housing.
SO L U T I O N :

This activity, developed with local service providers, offers tailored flexible housing

assistance to families and individuals in crisis. KCHA provides flexible financial assistance, including timelimited rental subsidy, security deposits, rent arrears, and funds to cover move-in costs, while our
partners provide individualized support services. The Student and Family Stability Initiative (SFSI) pairs
short-term rental assistance with housing navigation and employment services for families experiencing
16

Self-sufficiency in this activity is defined as graduating to Public Housing or other independent housing.
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or on the verge of homelessness. School-based McKinney-Vento liaisons identify and connect these
families with community-based service providers while caseworkers have the flexibility to determine the
most effective approach to quickly stabilize participants in housing.
PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:

The competitive private rental market, rapidly escalating rents, and the

service provider’s capacity limitations accounted for the decrease in program outcomes in 2019.
MTW Statutory Objective
Increase housing choices

Increase housing choices

Unit of Measurement
HC #5: Number of
households able to
move to a better unit
HC #7: Number of
households receiving
services aimed to
increase housing
choice

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

0 households

50 households

49 households

Partially
Achieved

0 households

100 households

62 households

Partially
Achieved

ACTIVITY 2009-1: Project-based Section 8 Local Program Contract Term
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2009
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2009
CHALLENGE:

Increase Housing Choice

Prior to 2009, our nonprofit development partners faced difficulties securing private

financing for the development and acquisition of affordable housing projects. Measured against banking
and private equity standards, the Housing Assistance Payments (HAP) contract term set by HUD is too
short and hinders underwriting debt on affordable housing projects.
SO L U T I O N :

This activity extends the allowable term for Project-based Section 8 contracts up to 30 years

for the initial HAP term and a 30-year cumulative maximum contract renewal term not to exceed 60
years total. The longer term assists our partners in underwriting and leveraging private financing for
development and acquisition projects. At the same time, the longer-term commitment from KCHA
signals to lenders and underwriters that proposed projects have sufficient cash flow to take on the debt
necessary to develop or acquire affordable housing units.
PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:

KCHA continued to save 20 hours of staff time per contract.

28

MTW Statutory
Objective
Reduce costs and
achieve greater
cost-effectiveness
Reduce costs and
achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

Unit of Measurement

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

CE #1: Total cost of task in
dollars

$0 saved

$880 saved

$880 saved per
contract17

Achieved

CE #2: Total time to
complete task in staff
hours

0 hours saved
per contract

20 hours saved per
contract

20 hours saved per
contract

Achieved

ACTIVITY 2008 -1: Acquire New Public Housing
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2008
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2008
CHALLENGE:

Increase Housing Choice

In King County, 40% of households earning less than 80% of AMI pay more than 50% of

their income each month on rent and utilities. For the lowest income families in our region, those
earning less than 30% of AMI, a staggering 65% are paying more than half of their income on rent.18 In
the context of these challenges, KCHA’s Public Housing wait lists continue to grow. Given the gap
between available affordable housing and the number of low-income renters, KCHA must continue to
increase the inventory of units affordable to extremely low-income households.
SO L U T I O N :

KCHA’s Public Housing ACC is currently below the Faircloth limit in the number of allowable

units. These “banked” Public Housing subsidies allow us to add to the affordable housing supply in the
region by acquiring new units. This approach is challenging, however, because Public Housing units
cannot support debt. We continued our innovative use of MTW working capital, with a particular focus
on the creation or preservation of units in high-opportunity neighborhoods.19
We further simplify the acquisition and addition of units to our Public Housing inventory by partnering
with the local HUD field office to streamline the information needed to add these units to the PIH
Information Center system and obtain operating and capital subsidies. We also use a process for selfcertification of neighborhood suitability standards and Faircloth limits, necessitating the flexibility
granted in Attachment D, Section D of our MTW Agreement.20

17

This figure was calculated by multiplying the median hourly wage and benefits ($44) of the staff member who oversees this
activity by the number of hours saved. The number is a monetization of the hours saved through the implementation of this
program.
18 2018 one-year ACS estimates.
19 Neighborhood opportunity designations are from the Puget Sound Regional Council and Kirwan Institute’s Opportunity
Mapping index (https://www.psrc.org/opportunity-mapping).
20Some Public Housing units might be designated MTW Neighborhood Services units over this next year upon approval from the
HUD field office.
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PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:

KCHA converted Northwood Square, a 24-unit family property located in

Auburn, to Public Housing in July 2019.
MTW Statutory
Objective
Increase housing
choices

Increase housing
choices

Increase housing
choices

Unit of Measurement
HC # 1: Number of new
housing units made
available for households
at or below 80% AMI
HC #2: Number of housing
units at or below 80%
AMI that would not
otherwise be available
HC #5: Number of
households able to move
to a high-opportunity
neighborhood

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

0 units
(2004)

700 units

482 cumulative
units

In Progress

0 units

700 units

482 cumulative
units

In Progress

0% of new units

50% of new units

0% of new units

In Progress

ACTIVITY 2008 -10 and 2008-11: EASY and WIN Rent Policies
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2008
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2008
CHALLENGE:

Increase Cost-effectiveness and Self-sufficiency

The administration of rental subsidies under existing HUD rules is overly complex and

confusing to the households we serve. Significant staff time was being spent complying with federal
requirements that do not promote better outcomes for residents, safeguard program integrity, or save
taxpayer money. The rules regarding deductions, annual reviews and recertifications, and income
calculations were cumbersome and often hard to understand. Many of our households live on fixed
incomes that change only when there is a Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA), making annual reviews
superfluous. For working households, HUD’s rent rules include complicated earned-income disregards
that can manifest as disincentives to income progression and employment advancement.
SO L U T I O N :

KCHA has two rent reform policies. The first, EASY Rent, simplifies rent calculations and

recertifications for households with seniors and persons with disabilities that derive 90% of their income
from a fixed source (such as Social Security, Supplemental Security Income [SSI], or pension benefits),
and are enrolled in our Public Housing, HCV, or project-based Section 8 programs. Rents are calculated
at 28% of adjusted income with deductions for medical- and disability-related expenses in $2,500 bands,
with the cap on deductions at $10,000. EASY Rent streamlines KCHA operations and simplifies the
burden placed on residents by reducing recertification reviews to a three-year cycle, and rent
adjustments based on COLA increases in Social Security and SSI payments to an annual cycle.
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The second policy, WIN Rent, was implemented in FY 2010 to encourage increased economic selfsufficiency among households where individuals are able to work. WIN Rent is calculated on a series of
income bands and the tenant’s share of the rent is calculated at 28.3% of the lower end of each income
band. This tiered system — in contrast to existing rent protocols — does not punish increases in
earnings, as the tenant’s rent does not change until household income increases to the next band level.
Additionally, recertifications are conducted biennially instead of annually, allowing households to retain
all increases in earnings during that time period without an accompanying increase to the tenant’s share
of rent. The WIN Rent structure also eliminates flat rents, income disregards, and deductions (other than
childcare for eligible households), and excludes the employment income of household members under
age 21. Households with little or no income are given a six-month reprieve during which time they are
able to pay a lower rent or, in some cases, receive a credit payment. Following this period, a WIN Rent
household pays a minimum rent of $25 regardless of income calculation.
In addition to changes to the recertification cycle, we also have streamlined processing and reviews. For
example, we limit the number of tenant-requested reviews to reduce rent to two occurrences in a twoyear period in the WIN Rent program. We estimate that these policy and operational modifications have
reduced the relevant administrative workloads in the HCV and Public Housing programs by 20%.
P R O G R E S S A N D O U T C O M E S:

KCHA continues to realize significant savings in staff time and resources

through the simplified rent calculation protocol, saving more than 6,000 hours in 2019.
MTW Statutory Objective

Unit of
Measurement

Reduce costs and achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

CE #1: Total cost
of task in dollars

Reduce costs and achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

CE #2: Total time
to complete task
in staff hours

Increase self-sufficiency

Increase self-sufficiency

SS #1: Average
income of
households (EASY)
SS #1: Average
earned income of
households (WIN)

Baseline21

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

$0 saved

$116,787
saved22

$200,442 saved

Exceeded

3,000 HCV
staff hours
saved; 450 PH
staff hours
saved

4,832 HCV staff
hours saved;
1,242 PH staff
hours saved

Exceeded

HCV: $10,617
PH: $10,514

2% increase

HCV: $12,363
PH: $11,762

Exceeded

HCV: $7,983
PH: $14,120

3% increase

HCV: $22,703
PH: $24,422

Exceeded

0 hours saved

21

2010 earned income baseline from Rent Reform Impact Report, John Seasholtz.
This figure was calculated by multiplying the median hourly wage and benefits ($33) of the staff members who oversee this
activity by the number of hours saved. This number is a monetization of the hours saved through the implementation of this
program.
22
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Increase self-sufficiency

SS #8: Households
transition to selfsufficiency23

0 households

25 households

195 households

Exceeded

ACTIVITY 2008 -21: Public Housing and Housing Choice Voucher Utility Allowances
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2008
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2010
CHALLENGE:

Increase Cost-effectiveness

KCHA would spend an estimated $23,600 in additional staff time to administer utility

allowances under HUD’s one-size-fits-all national guidelines. HUD’s national approach fails to capture
average consumption levels in the Puget Sound area.
SO L U T I O N :

This activity simplifies the HUD rules on Public Housing and HCV Utility Allowances by

applying a universal methodology that reflects local consumption patterns and costs. Before this policy
change, allowances were calculated for each individual unit and household type with varied rules under
the HCV and Public Housing programs. Additionally, HUD required an immediate update of the
allowances with each cumulative 10% rate increase made by utility companies. Now, KCHA provides
allowance adjustments annually when the Consumer Price Index produces a change (decrease or
increase) of more than 10% rather than each time an adjustment is made to the utility equation. We
examined data from a Seattle City Light study completed in 2009, which allowed us to identify key
factors in household energy use and project average consumption levels for various types of units in the
Puget Sound region. We used this information to set a new utility schedule that considers various
factors: type of unit (single vs. multi-family); size of unit; high-rise vs. low-rise units; and the utility
provider. We also modified allowances for units where the resident pays water and/or sewer charges.
KCHA’s Hardship Policy, adopted in July 2010, allows KCHA to respond to unique household or property
circumstances and documented cases of financial hardship, including utility rate issues.
PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:

KCHA continued to set utility allowances to the streamlined regional utility

schedule, allowing us to save more than 300 hours of staff time this past year.

23

Self-sufficiency is defined as a positive move from subsidized housing.
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MTW Statutory Objective

Unit of
Measurement

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

Reduce costs and achieve
greater cost-effectiveness

CE #1: Total cost
of task in dollars

$0 saved

$22,116 saved24

$23,636 saved

Exceeded

Reduce costs and achieve
greater cost-effectiveness

CE #2: Total time
to complete task
in staff hours

0 hours saved

291 hours saved

311 hours saved

Exceeded

Reduce costs and achieve
greater cost-effectiveness

CE #2: Total time
to complete task
in staff hours

0 minutes saved per
HCV file and 0
minutes saved per PH
file

2.5 minutes
saved per HCV
file and 5
minutes saved
per PH file

2.5 minutes
saved per HCV
file and 5
minutes saved
per PH file

Achieved

ACTIVITY 2007 -6: Develop a Sponsor -based Housing Program
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2007
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2007
CHALLENGE:

Increase Housing Choice

According to the January 2019 point-in-time count, 11,199 individuals in King County were

experiencing homelessness.25 Of those, 2,213 people were experiencing chronic homelessness. Many
people who experience chronic homelessness require additional support, beyond rental subsidy, to
secure and maintain a safe and stable place to live.
SO L U T I O N :

In the sponsor-based housing program, KCHA provides housing funds directly to our

behavioral health care partners, including Sound, Navos Mental Health Solutions, and Valley Cities
Counseling and Consultation. These providers use the funds to secure private market rentals that are
then subleased to program participants. The programs operate under the “Housing First” model of
supportive housing, which couples low-barrier placement in permanent, scattered-site housing with
intensive, individualized services that help residents maintain long-term housing stability. Recipients of
this type of support are referred through the mental health system, street outreach teams, and King
County’s Coordinated Entry for All system. Once a resident is stabilized and ready for a more
independent living environment, KCHA offers a move-on strategy through a tenant-based non-elderly
disability voucher.

24

This figure was calculated by multiplying the median hourly wage and benefits ($76) of the staff member who oversees this
activity by the number of hours saved. The number is a monetization of the hours saved through the implementation of this
program.
25 Count Us In 2019: Seattle/King County Point-in-Time Count of Persons Experiencing Homelessness. http://allhomekc.org/wpcontent/uploads/2019/09/KING-9.5-v2.pdf.
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P R O G R E S S A N D O U T C O M E S:

In 2019, we continued to serve populations facing the greatest barriers to

housing stability through a Housing First model that coordinates across the housing, behavioral health,
and homeless systems. Our partners faced increasing challenges recruiting and retaining landlords,
creating a challenging environment for the provision of this program. Valley Cities is actively recruiting
for a landlord to enter into a project-based voucher contract to ensure supportive housing options are
available to young adults experiencing homelessness in King County.
MTW Statutory Objective

Increase housing choices

Increase housing choices

Increase self-sufficiency

Increase self-sufficiency

Unit of
Measurement
HC #1: Number of
new units made
available for
households at or
below 80% AMI
HC #5: Number of
households able
to move to a
better unit
SS #5: Number of
households
receiving services
aimed to increase
self-sufficiency
SS #8: Number of
households
transitioned to
self-sufficiency26

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

0 units

95 units

96 units

Exceeded

0 households

95 households

96 households

Exceeded

0 households

95 households

96 households

Exceeded

0 households

90 households

82 households

Partially Achieved

ACTIVITY 2007 -14: Enhanced Transfer Policy
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2007
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2007
CHALLENGE:

Increase Cost-effectiveness

HUD rules restrict a resident from moving from Public Housing to HCV, or from HCV to

Public Housing, which hampers our ability to meet the needs of our residents. For example, Projectbased Section 8 (PBS8) residents may need to move if their physical abilities change and they can no
longer access their second-story, walk-up apartment. A Public Housing property may have an accessible
unit available. Under traditional HUD regulations, this resident would not be able to move into this
available unit.
SO L U T I O N :

Under existing HUD guidelines, a resident cannot transfer between the HCV and Public

Housing programs regardless of whether a more appropriate unit for the resident is available in the

26

Self-sufficiency for this activity is defined as securing and maintaining housing.
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other program. This policy allows a resident to transfer among KCHA’s various subsidized programs and
expedites access to Uniform Federal Accessibility Standards (UFAS)-rated units for mobility-impaired
households. In addition to mobility needs, a household might grow in size and require a larger unit with
more bedrooms. The enhanced transfer policy allows a household to move to a larger unit when one
becomes available in either program. In 2009, KCHA took this one step further by actively encouraging
over-housed or under-housed residents to transfer when an appropriately sized unit becomes available.
The flexibility provided through this policy allows us to swiftly meet the needs of our residents by
housing them in a unit that suits their situation best, regardless of which federal subsidy they receive.
P R O G R E S S A N D O U T C O M E S:

In 2019, 16 households that traditionally would not have been eligible for a

change of unit were able to move to a more suitable unit.
MTW Statutory
Objective

Unit of Measurement

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

Increase housing
choices

HC # 5: Number of
households able to move
to a better unit and/or a
high-opportunity
neighborhood

0 households

10 households

16 households

Exceeded

ACTIVITY 2005 -4: Payment Standard Changes
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2005
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2005
CHALLENGE:

Increase Housing Choice

Currently, 32% of KCHA’s tenant-based voucher households live in high-opportunity

neighborhoods of King County, which means about 70% may be unable to reap the benefits that come
with residing in such an area. These benefits include improved educational opportunities, increased
access to public transportation, and greater economic opportunities.27 Not surprisingly, highopportunity neighborhoods also have more expensive rents. According to recent market data, a twobedroom rental unit at the 40th percentile in east King County — typically a high-opportunity area —
costs $685 more than the same unit in lower opportunity areas of south King County.28 To move to highopportunity areas, voucher holders need sufficient resources, which are not available under traditional

27

Neighborhood opportunity designations are from the Puget Sound Regional Council and Kirwan Institute’s Opportunity
Mapping index (https://www.psrc.org/opportunity-mapping).
28 CoStar Multi-Family Rental Data, 2019.
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payment standards. Conversely, broadly applied payment standards that encompass multiple housing
markets — low and high — result in HCV rents “leading the market” in lower-priced areas.
SO L U T I O N :

This initiative develops local criteria for the determination and assignment of payment

standards to better match local rental markets, with the goals of increasing affordability in highopportunity neighborhoods and ensuring the best use of limited financial resources. We develop our
payment standards through an analysis of local submarket conditions, trends, and projections. This
approach means that we can provide subsidy levels sufficient for families to afford the rents in highopportunity areas of the county and not have to pay market-leading rents in less expensive
neighborhoods. As a result, our residents are less likely to be squeezed out by tighter rental markets and
therefore have greater geographic choice. In 2005, KCHA began applying new payment standards at the
time of a resident’s next annual review. In 2007, we expanded this initiative and allowed approval of
payment standards of up to 120% of Fair Market Rent (FMR) without HUD approval. In early 2008, we
decoupled the payment standards from HUD’s FMR calculations entirely so that we could be responsive
to the range of rents in Puget Sound’s submarkets. Current payment standards for two-bedroom
apartments range from 76% to 113% of the regional HUD FMR.
In 2016, KCHA implemented a five-tiered payment standard system based on ZIP Codes. We arrived at a
five-tiered approach by analyzing recent tenant lease-up records, consulting local real estate data,
holding forums with residents and staff, reviewing small area FMR payment standard systems
implemented by other housing authorities, and assessing the financial implications of various
approaches. In designing the new system, we sought to have enough tiers to account for submarket
variations but not so many that the new system became burdensome and confusing for staff and
residents. At the end of 2017, we implemented an additional sixth payment standard tier to more
closely account for variations in a local housing market. In 2018, we implemented a biannual review of
market conditions to ensure our payment standards were keeping pace with the rapidly changing
submarkets in King County.
PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:

At the end of 2019, 32% of all tenant-based voucher households were

living in high-opportunity neighborhoods.
MTW Statutory
Objective
Reduce costs and
achieve greater costeffectiveness

Unit of Measurement

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

CE #1: Total cost of task in
dollars

$0

$0

$0

Achieved
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Reduce costs and
achieve greater costeffectiveness
Increase housing
choices

CE #2: Total time to
complete the task in staff
hours
HC #5: Number of
households able to move
to a high-opportunity
neighborhood30

0 hours

0 hours

0 hours29

Achieved

21% of HCV
households live in
high-opportunity
neighborhoods

30% of HCV
households live in
high-opportunity
neighborhoods

32% of HCV
households live in
high-opportunity
neighborhoods

Exceeded

ACTIVITY 2004 -2: Local Project -based Section 8 Program
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2004
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2004
CHALLENGE:

Increase Cost-effectiveness and Housing Choice

Current project-basing regulations are cumbersome and present multiple obstacles to

serving high-need households, partnering effectively and efficiently with nonprofit developers, and
promoting housing options in high-opportunity areas. Some private-market landlords refuse to rent to
tenants with imperfect credit or rental history, especially in tight rental markets such as ours.
Meanwhile, nonprofit housing acquisition and development projects that would serve extremely lowincome households require reliable sources of rental subsidies. The reliability of these sources is critical
for the financial underwriting of these projects and successful engagement with banks and tax-credit
equity investors.
SO L U T I O N :

The ability to streamline the Project-based Section 8 (PBS8) program is an important factor

in addressing the distribution of affordable housing in King County and coordinating effectively with
local initiatives. KCHA places PBS8 subsidies in high-opportunity areas of the county in order to increase
access to these desirable neighborhoods for low-income households.31 We also partner with nonprofit
community service providers to create housing targeted to special needs populations, opening new
housing opportunities for people experiencing chronic homelessness, behavioral health issues, or a
disability, as well as young adults and families exiting homelessness traditionally not served through our
mainstream Public Housing and HCV programs. Additionally, we coordinate with county government
and suburban jurisdictions to underwrite a pipeline of new affordable housing developed by local

29

This activity is net neutral in terms of hours or dollars saved. Workload remained the same, however staff changed the timing
of when they were applying payment standards.
30 All tenant-based voucher households.
31 Neighborhood opportunity designations are from the Puget Sound Regional Council and Kirwan Institute’s Opportunity
Mapping index (https://www.psrc.org/opportunity-mapping).
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nonprofit housing providers. MTW flexibility granted by this activity has helped us implement the
following policies.
C R E A T E H O U SI N G T A R G E T E D T O S P E C I A L - NE E D S P O P U L A T I O N S B Y :

 Assigning PBS8 subsidy to a limited number of demonstration projects not qualifying under
standard policy in order to serve important public purposes. (FY 2004)
 Modifying eligibility and selection policies as needed to align with entry criteria for nonprofitoperated housing programs. (FY 2004)
SU P P O R T A P I P E L I N E O F N E W A F F O R D A B L E H O U S I NG B Y :

 Prioritizing assignment of PBS8 assistance to units located in high-opportunity census tracts,
including those with poverty rates lower than 20%. (FY 2004)
 Waiving the 25% cap on the number of units that can be project-based on a single site. (FY 2004)
 Allocating PBS8 subsidy non-competitively to KCHA-controlled sites or other jurisdictions, and using
an existing local government procurement process for project-basing Section 8 assistance. (FY
2004)
 Allowing owners and agents to conduct their own construction and/or rehab inspections, and
having the management entity complete the initial inspection rather than KCHA, with inspection
sampling at annual review. (FY 2004)
 Modifying eligible unit and housing types to include shared housing, cooperative housing,
transitional housing, and high-rise buildings. (FY 2004)
 Allowing PBS8 rules to defer to Public Housing rules when used in conjunction with a mixed finance
approach to housing preservation or when assigned to a redeveloped former Public Housing
property. (FY 2008)
 Partnering with local municipalities to develop a local competitive process that pairs project-based
assistance with local zoning incentives. (FY 2016)
I M P R O V E P R O G R A M A D M I N I ST R A T I O N B Y :

 Allowing project sponsors to manage project wait lists as determined by KCHA. (FY 2004)
 Using KCHA’s standard HCV process for determining Rent Reasonableness for units in lieu of
requiring third-party appraisals. (FY 2004)
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 Allowing participants in “wrong-sized” units to remain in place and pay the higher rent, if needed.
(FY 2004)
 Assigning standard HCV payment standards to PBS8 units, allowing modification with approval of
KCHA where deemed appropriate. (FY 2004)
 Offering moves to Public Housing in lieu of an HCV exit voucher (FY 2004) or allowing offer of a
tenant-based voucher for a limited period as determined by KCHA in conjunction with internal
Public Housing disposition activity. (FY 2012)
 Allowing KCHA to modify the HAP contract. (FY 2004)
 Eliminating the procedure of temporarily removing units from the HAP contract in cases in which a
PBS8 resident is paying full HAP (2004).
 Using Public Housing preferences for PBS8 units in place of HCV preferences. (FY 2008)
 Allowing KCHA to inspect units at contract execution rather than contract proposal. (FY 2009)
 Modifying the definition of “existing housing” to include housing that could meet Housing Quality
Standards (HQS) within 180 days. (FY 2009)
 Allowing direct owner or provider referrals to a PBS8 vacancy when the unit has remained vacant
for more than 30 days. (FY 2010)
 Waiving the 20% cap on the amount of HCV budget authority that can be project-based, allowing
KCHA to determine the size of our PBS8 program. (FY 2010)
P R O G R E S S A N D O U T C O M E S:

KCHA continued to see efficiencies through streamlined program

administration and modified business processes, saving and redirecting an estimated 45 hours per
contract for each issued Request for Proposal (RFP).

MTW Statutory
Objective
Reduce costs and
achieve greater
cost-effectiveness
Reduce costs and
achieve greater
cost-effectiveness
Increase housing
choices

Unit of Measurement

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

CE #1: Total cost of task in
dollars

$0 saved per
contract

$1,980 saved per
contract32

$1,980 saved per
contract

Achieved

CE #2: Total time to
complete task in staff hours

0 hours saved
per contract for
RFP

45 hours saved
per contract for
RFP

45 hours saved
per contract for
RFP

Achieved

HC #3: Average applicant
time on wait list in months
(decrease)

0 months

29 months

43 months33

In Progress

32

This figure was calculated by multiplying the median hourly wage and benefits ($44) of the staff member who oversees this
activity by the number of hours saved. The number is a monetization of the hours saved through the implementation of this
program.
33
KCHA calculated this figure differently than in past years. We took the weighted average of the wait time for applicant
households currently on these lists. In the past, we calculated the wait time for those who entered housing in the fiscal year.
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Increase housing
choices

HC #5: Number of
households able to move to
a better unit and/or highopportunity neighborhood

0 households

45% of projectbased units in
high-opportunity
neighborhoods

48% of projectbased units in
high-opportunity
neighborhoods

Exceeded

ACTIVITY 2004 -3: Develop Site -based Waiting Lists
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2004
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2004
CHALLENGE:

Increase Cost-effectiveness and Housing Choice

Under traditional HUD wait list guidelines, public housing residents have limited choice

about where they live. They have to accept the first unit that comes available, which might not meet the
family’s needs or preferences, such as proximity to a child’s school or access to local service providers.
SO L U T I O N :

Under this initiative, we have implemented a streamlined wait list system for our Public

Housing program that provides applicants additional options for choosing the location where they want
to live. In addition to offering site-based wait lists, we also maintain regional wait lists and have
established a list to accommodate the needs of graduates from the region’s network of transitional
housing facilities for families experiencing homelessness. In general, applicants are selected for
occupancy using a rotation between the site-based, regional, and transitional housing applicant pools,
based on an equal ratio. Units are not held vacant if a particular wait list is lacking an eligible applicant.
Instead, a qualified applicant is pulled from the next wait list in the rotation.

PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:

This streamlined process continued to save an estimated 171 hours of staff

time annually.

MTW Statutory
Objective
Reduce costs and
achieve greater
cost-effectiveness
Reduce costs and
achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

Unit of Measurement

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

CE #1: Total cost of task in
dollars

$0 saved

$4,176 saved34

$4,959 saved

Exceeded

CE#2: Total time to
complete task in staff hours

0 hours saved

144 hours saved

171 hours saved

Exceeded

34

This figure was calculated by multiplying the median hourly wage and benefits ($29) of the staff member who oversees this
activity by the number of hours saved. The number is a monetization of the hours saved through the implementation of this
program.
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Increase housing
choices

HC #3: Average applicant
time on wait list in months
(decrease)

Increase housing
choices

HC #5: Number of
households able to move to
a better unit and/or highopportunity neighborhood

75 months

75 months

75 months35

Achieved

0% of applicants

100% of Public
Housing and
project-based
applicants housed
from site-based or
regional wait lists

100% of Public
Housing and
project-based
applicants housed
from site-based or
regional wait lists

Achieved

ACTIVITY 2004 -5: Modified Housing Quality Standards (HQS) Inspection Protocols
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2004
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2004
CHALLENGE:

Increase Cost-effectiveness

HUD’s HQS inspection protocols often require multiple trips to the same neighborhood, the

use of third-party inspectors, and blanket treatment of diverse housing types, adding more than
$100,000 to annual administrative costs. Follow-up inspections for minor “fail” items impose additional
burdens on landlords, who in turn may resist renting to families with HCVs.
SO L U T I O N :

Through a series of HCV program modifications, we have streamlined the HQS inspection

process to simplify program administration, improve stakeholder satisfaction, and reduce administrative
costs. Specific policy changes include: allowing the release of HAP payments when a unit fails an HQS
inspection due to minor deficiencies (applies to both annual and initial move-in inspections);
geographically clustering inspections to reduce repeat trips to the same neighborhood or building by
accepting annual inspections completed eight to 20 months after initial inspection, allowing us to align
inspection of multiple units in the same geographic location; and self-inspecting KCHA-owned units
rather than requiring inspection by a third party. KCHA also piloted a risk-based inspection model that
places well-maintained, multi-family apartment complexes on a biennial inspection schedule.
After closely monitoring the outcomes from the risk-based inspection pilot, KCHA decided to expand the
program and move all units in multi-family apartment complexes to a biennial inspection schedule.
P R O G R E S S A N D O U T C O M E S:

At the end of 2019, KCHA implemented an initial inspection pilot that

allows landlords of new construction properties to self-certify that their units meets basic HQS
requirements.

35

2019 was a new baselining year as we adjusted how we calculate this metric.
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MTW Statutory Objective

Unit of
Measurement

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

Reduce costs and achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

CE #1: Total cost of
task in dollars

$0

$58,000 saved36

$114,279 saved

Exceeded

Reduce costs and achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

CE #2: Total time to
complete task in staff
hours

0 hours
saved

1,810 hours saved

3,463 hours saved

Exceeded

ACTIVITY 2004 -7: Streamlining Public Housing and Housing Choice Voucher Forms
and Data Processing
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2004
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2004
CHALLENGE:

Increase Cost-effectiveness

Duplicative recertifications, complex income calculations, and strict timing rules cause

unnecessary intrusions into the lives of the people we serve and expend limited resources for little
purpose.
SO L U T I O N :

After analyzing our business processes, forms, and verification requirements, we have

eliminated or replaced those with little or no value. Through the use of lean engineering techniques,
KCHA continues to review office workflow and identify ways that tasks can be accomplished more
efficiently and intrude less into the lives of program participants, while still assuring program integrity
and quality control. Under this initiative, we have made a number of changes to our business practices
and processes for verifying and calculating tenant income and rent.
C H A N G E S T O B U SI N E S S P R O C E S SE S:

 Modify HCV policy to require notice to move prior to the 20th of the month in order to have
paperwork processed during the month. (FY 2004)
 Allow applicant households to self-certify membership in the family at the time of admission. (FY
2004)
 Modify HQS inspection requirements for units converted to project-based subsidy from another
KCHA subsidy, and allow the most recent inspection completed within the prior 12 months to
substitute for the initial HQS inspection required before entering the HAP contract. (FY 2012)

36

This figure was calculated by multiplying the median inspector hourly wage and benefits ($33) by the number of hours saved.
These positions are not eliminated so this is a hypothetical estimate of the amount that could be saved in staff hours by
implementing this activity. Inspectors will instead undertake more auditing and monitoring inspections, assist the fraud
investigator, provide landlord trainings, and speed up the timeline for new move-in inspections. It is a monetization of the
hours saved through the implementation of this program.
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 Modify standard PBS8 requirements to allow the most recent recertification (within last 12 months)
to substitute for the full recertification when a tenant’s unit is converted to a PBS8 subsidy. (FY
2012)
 Allow Public Housing applicant households to qualify for a preference when household income is
below 30% of AMI. (FY 2004)
 Streamline procedures for processing interim rent changes resulting from wholesale reductions in
state entitlement programs. (FY 2011)
 Modify the HQS inspection process to allow streamlined processing of inspection data. (FY 2010)
 Establish a local release form that replaces the HUD form 9986 and is renewed every 40 months.
(FY 2014)
C H A N G E S T O V E R I F I C A T I O N A N D I N C O M E C AL C U L AT I O N P R O C E S SE S:

 Exclude payments made to a landlord by the Washington State Department of Social and Health
Services (DSHS) on behalf of a tenant from the income and rent calculation under the HCV program.
(FY 2004)
 Allow HCV residents to self-certify income of $50 or less received as a pass-through DSHS childcare
subsidy. (FY 2004)
 Extend to 180 days the term over which verifications are considered valid. (FY 2008)
 Modify the definition of “income” to exclude income from assets with a value less than $50,000,
and income from Resident Service Stipends less than $500 per month. (FY 2008)
 Apply any decrease in Payment Standard at the time of the next annual review or update, rather
than using HUD’s two-year phase-in approach. (FY 2004)
 Allow HCV residents who are at $0 HAP to self-certify income at the time of review. (FY 2004)

PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:

These streamlined processes saved the agency more than 2,100 hours in

staff time this year.

MTW Statutory Objective

Unit of Measurement

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

Reduce costs and achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

CE #1: Total cost of
task in dollars

$0

$58,000 saved37

$61,132 saved

Exceeded

Reduce costs and achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

CE #2: Total time to
complete the task in
staff hours

0 hours saved

2,000 hours
saved

2,108 hours
saved

Exceeded

37

This figure was calculated by multiplying the median Property Management Specialist hourly wage and benefits ($29) by the
number of hours saved. It is a monetization of the hours saved through the implementation of this program.
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ACTIVITY 2004 -9: Rent Reasonableness Modifications
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2004
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2004
CHALLENGE:

Increase Cost-effectiveness

Under current HUD regulations, a housing authority must perform an annual Rent

Reasonableness review for each voucher holder. If a property owner is not requesting a rent increase,
however, the rent does not fall out of federal guidelines and does not necessitate a review.
SO L U T I O N :

KCHA now saves more than 1,000 hours of staff time annually by performing Rent

Reasonableness determinations only when a landlord requests an increase in rent. Under standard HUD
regulations, a Rent Reasonableness review is required annually in conjunction with each recertification
completed under the program. After reviewing this policy, we found that if an owner had not requested
a rent increase, it was unlikely the current rent fell outside of established guidelines. In response to this
analysis, KCHA eliminated an annual review of rent levels. By bypassing this burdensome process, we
intrude in the lives of residents less and can redirect our resources to more pressing needs. Additionally,
KCHA performs Rent Reasonableness inspections at our own properties, rather than contracting with a
third party, allowing us to save additional resources.
PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:

With the elimination of this non-essential regulation, KCHA has been able

to adopt a policy that is less disruptive to residents while saving an estimated 1,000 hours in staff time
each year.

MTW Statutory
Objective
Reduce costs and
achieve greater costeffectiveness
Reduce costs and
achieve greater costeffectiveness

Unit of Measurement

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

CE #1: Total cost of
task in dollars

$0 saved

$33,000 saved38

$34,782 saved

Exceeded

CE #2: Total time to
complete task in staff
hours

0 staff hours
saved

1,000 staff hours
saved

1,054 staff hours
saved

Exceeded

38

This figure was calculated by multiplying the median Inspector hourly wage and benefits ($33) by the number of hours saved.
These positions are not eliminated so this is a hypothetical estimate of the amount that could be saved in staff hours by
implementing this activity. Inspectors will instead undertake more auditing and monitoring inspections, assist the fraud
investigator, provide landlord trainings, and perform new move-in inspections. It is a monetization of the hours saved through
the implementation of this program.
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ACTIVITY 2004 -12: Energy Performance Contracting
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2004
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2004
CHALLENGE:

Increase Cost Effectiveness

KCHA could recapture more than $3 million in energy savings per year if provided the

upfront investment necessary to make efficiency upgrades to our aging housing stock.
SO L U T I O N :

KCHA employs energy conservation measures and improvements through the use of Energy

Performance Contracting (EPC) — a financing tool that allows Public Housing Authorities to make
needed energy upgrades without having to self-fund the upfront necessary capital expenses. The energy
services partner (in this case, Johnson Controls) identifies these improvements through an investmentgrade energy audit that is then used to underwrite loans to pay for the measures. Project expenses,
including debt service, are then paid for out of the energy savings while KCHA and our residents receive
the long-term savings and benefits. Upgrades may include: installation of energy-efficient light fixtures,
solar panels, and low-flow faucets, toilets, and showerheads; upgraded appliances and plumbing; and
improved irrigation and HVAC systems. In 2016, we extended the existing EPC for an additional eight
years and implemented a new 20-year EPC for incremental Public Housing properties to make needed
improvements.
P R O G R E S S A N D O U T C O M E S:

In 2019, we finished upgrading aging elevators in our federally subsidized

properties for seniors and people with disabilities, investing more than $4.3 million in the replacement
of the hydraulic jacks, cabs, and electrical equipment at Boulevard Manor and Munro Manor. Overall,
we saw energy savings of more than $3.4 million as a result of our EPC upgrade work.

MTW Statutory Objective

Unit of Measurement

Baseline

Reduce costs and achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

CE #1: Total cost of
task in dollars

$0 saved

Benchmark
$800,000 saved

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

$3,400,000
saved

Exceeded
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ACTIVITY 2004 -16: Housing Choice Voucher Occupancy Requirements
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2004
I M P L E M E N T E D : 2004
CHALLENGE:

Increase Cost-effectiveness

More than 20% of tenant-based voucher households move two or more times while

receiving subsidy. Moves can be beneficial if they lead to gains in neighborhood or housing quality for
the household, but moves can also be burdensome to residents because they incur the costs of finding a
new unit through application fees and other moving expenses. KCHA also incurs additional costs in staff
time through processing moves and working with families to locate a new unit.
SO L U T I O N :

Households may continue to live in their current unit when their family size exceeds the

standard occupancy requirements by just one member. Under standard guidelines, a seven-person
household living in a three-bedroom unit would be considered overcrowded and therefore be required
to move to a larger unit. Under this modified policy, the family may remain voluntarily in its current unit,
avoiding the costs and disruption of moving. This initiative reduces the number of processed annual
moves, increases housing choice among these families, and reduces our administrative and HAP
expenses.
PROGRESS AND OUTCOME S:

By eliminating this rule, KCHA saves an estimated 867 hours in staff time

each year while helping families avoid the disruption and costs of a move.

MTW Statutory Objective

Unit of Measurement

Baseline

Benchmark

Outcome

Benchmark
Achieved?

Reduce costs and achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

CE #1: Total cost of
task in dollars

$0

$8,613 saved39

$28,611 saved

Exceeded

0 hours saved
per file

87 hours saved

867 hours
saved40

Exceeded

0 households

150 households

289 households

Exceeded

Reduce costs and achieve greater
cost-effectiveness

Increase housing choices

CE #2: Total time to
complete task in staff
hours
HC #4: Number of
households at or
below 80% AMI that
would lose assistance
or need to move

39

This dollar figure was calculated by multiplying the median Property Management Specialist hourly wage and benefits ($33)
by the number of hours saved.
40 According to current program data, 289 households currently exceed the occupancy standard. At three hours saved per file,
we estimate that KCHA continues to save 867 hours annually.
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B. NOT YET IMPLEMENTED ACTIVITIES
Activities listed in this section are approved but have not yet been implemented.
ACTIVITY 2015 -1: Flat Subsidy for Local, Non -traditional Housing Programs
A P P R O V A L : 2015
This activity provides a flat, per-unit subsidy in lieu of a monthly HAP and allows the service provider to
dictate the terms of the tenancy (such as length of stay and the tenant portion of rent). The funding
would be block-granted based on the number of units authorized under contract and occupied in each
program. This flexibility would allow KCHA to better support a “Housing First” approach that places highrisk populations experiencing homelessness in supportive housing programs tailored to nimbly meet an
individual’s needs. This activity will be reconsidered for implementation when KCHA has more capacity
to develop the program.
ACTIVITY 2010 -1: Supportive Housing for Hi gh -need Homeless Fa milies
A P P R O V A L : 2010
This activity is a demonstration program for up to 20 households in a project-based Family Unification
Program (FUP)-like environment. The demonstration program currently is deferred, as our program
partners opted for a tenant-based model. It might return in a future program year.
ACTIVITY 2010 -9: Limit Number of Moves fo r an HCV Participant
A P P R O V A L : 2010
This policy aims to increase family and student classroom stability and reduce program administrative
costs by limiting the number of times an HCV participant can move per year or over a set time. This
activity is currently deferred for consideration to a future year, if the need arises.
ACTIVITY 2010-11: Incentive Payments to HCV Participants to Lea ve the Program
A P P R O V A L : 2010
KCHA may offer incentive payments to families receiving less than $100 per month in HAP to voluntarily
withdraw from the program. This activity is not currently needed in our program model but may be
considered in a future fiscal year.
ACTIVITY 2008 -3: FSS Program Modifications
M T W ST A T U T O R Y O B J E C T I V E :
A P P R O V A L : 2008

Increase Self-sufficiency
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KCHA is exploring possible modifications to the Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) program that could increase
incentives for resident participation and income growth. These outcomes could pave the way for
residents to realize a higher degree of economic independence. The program currently includes
elements that unintentionally act as disincentives for higher income earners, the very residents who
could benefit most from additional support to exit subsidized housing programs. To address these
issues, KCHA is exploring modifying the escrow calculation in order to avoid punishing higher earning
households unintentionally.
This activity is part of a larger strategic planning process with local service providers that seeks to
increase positive economic outcomes for residents.
ACTIVITY 2008 -5: Allow Limited Double Subsidy between Programs (Project -based
Section 8/Public Housing/Housing Choice Vouchers)
A P P R O V A L : 2008
This policy change facilitates program transfers in limited circumstances, increases landlord
participation, and reduces the impact on the Public Housing program when tenants transfer. Following
the initial review, this activity was tabled for future consideration.
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C. ACTIVITIES ON HOLD
There are no activities on hold.
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D. CLOSED-OUT ACTIVITIES
Activities listed in this section are closed out, meaning they never have been implemented, that we do
not plan to implement them in the future, or that they are completed or obsolete.
ACTIVITY 2016 -1: Budget-based Rent Model
A P P R O V A L : 2016
C L O SE O U T Y E A R : 2018
This activity allows KCHA to adopt a budget-based approach to calculating the contract rent at our
Project-based Section 8 developments. Traditionally, HUD requires Public Housing Authorities to set rent
in accordance with Rent Reasonableness statutes. These statutes require that a property’s costs reflect
the average costs of a comparable building in the same geographic region at a particular point in time.
However, a property’s needs and purpose can change over time. This set of rules does not take into
consideration variations in costs, which might include added operational expenses, necessary upgrades,
and increased debt service to pay for renovations. This budget-based rent model allows KCHA to create
an appropriate annual budget for each property from which a reasonable, cost-conscious rent level
would derive.
This policy is no longer under consideration.
ACTIVITY 2013 -3: Short-term Rental Assi stance Program
A P P R O V A L : 2013
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2015

In partnership with the Highline School District, KCHA implemented the Student and Family Stability
Initiative (SFSI), a Rapid Re-housing demonstration program. Using this evidence-based approach, our
program paired short-term rental assistance with housing stability and employment connection services
for families experiencing or on the verge of homelessness. This activity is ongoing but has been
combined with Activity 2013-2: Flexible Rental Assistance, as the program models are similar and enlist
the same MTW flexibilities.
ACTIVITY 2012 -2: Community Choice Program
A P P R O V A L : 2012
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2016

This initiative was designed to encourage and enable HCV households with young children to relocate to
areas of the county with higher achieving school districts and other community benefits. In addition to

50

formidable barriers to accessing these neighborhoods, many households are not aware of the link
between location and educational and employment opportunities. Through collaboration with local
nonprofits and landlords, the Community Choice Program offered one-on-one counseling to households
in deciding where to live, helped households secure housing in their community of choice, and provided
ongoing support once a family moved to a new neighborhood. Lessons learned from this pilot are
informing Creating Moves to Opportunity (CMTO), KCHA’s new research partnership that seeks to
expand geographic choice.
ACTIVITY 2012 -4: Supplemental Support for the Highline Community Healthy Homes
Project
A P P R O V A L : 2012
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2012

This project provided supplemental financial support to low-income families not otherwise qualified for
the Healthy Homes project but requiring assistance to avoid loss of affordable housing. This activity is
completed. An evaluation of the program by Breysse et al was included in KCHA’s 2013 Annual MTW
Report.
ACTIVITY 2011-1: Transfer of Public Housing Units to Project -based Subsidy
A P P R O V A L : 2011
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2012

By transferring Public Housing units to Project-based subsidy, KCHA preserved the long-term viability of
509 units of Public Housing. By disposing these units to a KCHA-controlled entity, we were able to
leverage funds to accelerate capital repairs and increase tenant mobility through the provision of
tenant-based voucher options to existing Public Housing residents. This activity is completed.
ACTIVITY 2011-2: Redesign the Sound Families Program
A P P R O V A L : 2011
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2014

KCHA developed an alternative model to the Sound Families program that combines HCV funds with
Washington State Department of Social and Health Services funds. The goal was to continue the support
of at-risk households experiencing homelessness in a FUP-like model after the completion of the Sound
Families demonstration. This activity is completed and the services have been incorporated into our
existing conditional housing program.
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ACTIVITY 2010 -2: Resident Satisfaction Survey
A P P R O V A L : 2010
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2010

KCHA developed our own resident survey in lieu of the requirement to comply with the Resident
Assessment Subsystem portion of HUD’s Public Housing Assessment System (PHAS). The Resident
Assessment Subsystem is no longer included in PHAS so this activity is obsolete. KCHA nevertheless
continues to survey residents on a regular basis.
ACTIVITY 2010 -10: Implement a Maximum Asset Threshold for Program Eligibility
A P P R O V A L : 2010
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2016

This activity limits the value of assets that can be held by a family in order to obtain (or retain) program
eligibility. This policy is no longer under consideration.
ACTIVITY 2009 -2: Definition of Live -in Attendant
A P P R O V A L : 2009
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2014

In 2009, KCHA considered a policy change that would redefine who is considered a "Live-in Attendant."
This policy is no longer under consideration.
ACTIVITY 2008 -4: Combined Program Management
A P P R O V A L : 2008
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2009

This activity streamlined program administration through a series of policy changes that ease operations
of units converted from Public Housing to Project-based Section 8 subsidy or those located in sites
supported by mixed funding streams. This policy change is completed.
ACTIVITY 2008 -6: Performance Standards
A P P R O V A L : 2008
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2014

In 2008, KCHA investigated the idea of developing performance standards and benchmarks to evaluate
the MTW program. We worked with other MTW agencies in the development of the performance
standards now being field-tested across the country. This activity is closed out as KCHA continues to
collaborate with other MTW agencies on industry metrics and standards.
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ACTIVITY 2008 -17: Income Eligibility and Maximum Income Limits
A P P R O V A L : 2008
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2016

This policy would cap the income that residents may have and also still be eligible for KCHA programs.
KCHA is no longer considering this activity.
ACTIVITY 2007 -4: Housing Choice Voucher Applicant Eligibility
A P P R O V A L : 2007
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2007

This activity increased program efficiency by removing eligibility for those currently on a federal subsidy
program. This activity is completed.
ACTIVITY 2007 -8: Remove Cap on Voucher Utilization
A P P R O V A L : 2007
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2014

This initiative allowed us to award HCV assistance to more households than was permissible under the
HUD-established baseline. Our savings from a multi-tiered payment standard system, operational
efficiencies, and other policy changes have been critical in helping us respond to the growing housing
needs of the region’s extremely low-income households. This activity is no longer active as agencies are
now permitted to lease above their ACC limit.
ACTIVITY 2007 -9: Develop a Local Asset Management Funding Model
A P P R O V A L : 2007
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2007

This activity streamlined current HUD requirements to track budget expenses and income down to the
Asset Management Project level. This activity is completed.
ACTIVITY 2007 -18: Resident Opportunity Plan (ROP)
A P P R O V A L : 2007
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2015

An expanded and locally designed version of FSS, ROP’s mission was to advance families toward selfsufficiency through the provision of case management, supportive services, and program incentives,
with the goal of positive transition from Public Housing or HCV into private market rental housing or
home ownership. KCHA implemented this five-year pilot in collaboration with community partners,
including Bellevue College and the YWCA. These partners provided education and employment-focused
53

case management, such as individualized career planning, a focus on wage progression, and assetbuilding assistance. In lieu of a standard FSS escrow account, each household received a monthly
deposit into a savings account, which continued throughout program participation. Deposits to the
household savings account were made available to residents upon graduation from Public Housing or
HCV subsidy. After reviewing the mixed outcomes from the multi-year evaluation, KCHA decided to
close out the program and re-evaluate the best way to assist families in achieving economic
independence.
ACTIVITY 2006 -1: Block Grant Non -mainstream Vouchers
A P P R O V A L : 2006
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2006

This policy change expanded KCHA's MTW Block Grant by including all non-Mainstream program
vouchers. This activity is completed.
ACTIVITY 2005 -18: Modified Rent Cap for Housing Choice Voucher Participants
A P P R O V A L : 2005
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2005

This modification allowed a tenant’s portion of rent to be capped at up to 40% of gross income upon
initial lease-up rather than 40% of adjusted income. Note: KCHA may implement a rent cap modification
in the future to increase mobility.
ACTIVITY 2004 -8: Resident Opportunities and Se lf-Sufficiency (RO SS) Grant
Homeownership
A P P R O V A L : 2004
C L O SE O U T Y E A R :

2006

This grant funded financial assistance through MTW reserves with rules modified to fit local
circumstances, modified eligibility to include Public Housing residents with HCV, required minimum
income and minimum savings prior to entry, and expanded eligibility to include more than first-time
homebuyers. This activity is completed.
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SECTION V
SOURCES AND USES OF MTW FUNDS
A. SOURCES AND USES OF MTW FUNDS
i. Actual Sources and Uses of MTW Funds
In accordance with the requirements of this report, KCHA has submitted our unaudited information in
the prescribed FDS file format through the Financial Assessment System – PHA. The audited FDS will be
submitted in September 2020.
ii. Activities that Used Only MTW Single -fund Flexibility
KCHA is committed to making the most efficient, effective, and creative use of our single-fund flexibility
while adhering to the statutory requirements of the MTW program. Our ability to blend funding sources
gives us the freedom to implement new approaches to program delivery in response to the varied
housing needs of low-income people in the Puget Sound region. With MTW flexibility, we have assisted
more of our county’s households — and among those, more of the most marginalized and lowest
income households — than would have been possible under HUD’s traditional funding and program
constraints.
KCHA’s MTW single-fund activities, described below, demonstrate the value and effectiveness of singlefund flexibility in practice:


KCHA’S HOMELESS HOUSING INITIATIVES.

These initiatives addressed the varied and diverse

needs of the most vulnerable populations experiencing homelessness — those living with
chronic behavioral health issues, individuals with prior criminal justice involvement, young
adults and foster youth experiencing homelessness, and students and their families living on the
streets or in unstable housing. The traditional housing subsidy programs have failed to reach
many of these households and lack the supportive services necessary to successfully serve these
individuals and families. In 2019, KCHA invested nearly $43 million in housing assistance into
these targeted programs.


H O U SI N G S T A B I L I T Y F U N D .

This fund provided emergency financial assistance to qualified

residents to cover housing costs, including rental assistance, security deposits, and utility
support. Under the program design, a designated agency partner disburses funding to qualified
program participants and screens for eligibility according to the program’s guidelines. In 2019,
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we awarded emergency assistance to 74 families through this process. As a result of this
assistance, all of these families were able to maintain their housing, avoiding the far greater
safety net costs that could occur if they became homeless.


EDUCATION INITIATIVE S.

KCHA continued to actively partner with local education stakeholders

to improve outcomes for the 15,140 children who lived in our federally assisted housing in 2019.
Educational outcomes, including improved attendance, grade-level performance, and
graduation, are an integral part of our core mission. By investing in the next generation, we
intend to combat intergenerational cycles of poverty that can persist among the families we
serve. In 2019, we began program planning and the co-design process for the Neighborhood
Early Learning Connectors pilot. This program employs eight resident interns to connect KCHA
families to local programming in order to support healthy child development.


I N C R E A SE A C C E S S T O H E A L T H C A R E T H R O U G H P A R T NE R S H I P S A ND C O L L A B O R AT I V E
PLANNING.

KCHA partnered with the local healthcare delivery system to support residents in

accessing the services they need to maintain housing stability and a high quality of life. In 2019,
KCHA continued to develop our health and housing strategy by improving service coordination
for residents with complex health needs, increasing resident access to health services, and
identifying opportunities for impacting the social determinants of health. Overall, this effort
enabled KCHA residents to access new health services made available through Medicaid waivers
and expansion, funding opportunities from local sources, and philanthropic supports.


A C Q U I SI T I O N A N D P R E S E R V A T I O N O F A F FO R D AB L E H O U SI NG .

We continued to use MTW

resources to preserve affordable housing that is at risk of for-profit redevelopment, and to
create additional affordable housing opportunities in partnership with state and local
jurisdictions. When possible, we have been acquiring additional housing adjacent to existing
KCHA properties in emerging and current high-opportunity neighborhoods where banked public
housing subsidies can be utilized. In 2019, KCHA purchased Emerson Apartments, Hampton
Greens, Juanita View, Kendall Ridge, Kirkland Heights, and Riverstone, adding 1,356 units to our
inventory of affordable housing.


L O N G - T E R M V I A B I L I T Y O F O U R G R O W I NG P O R T FO L I O .

KCHA used our single-fund flexibility to

reduce outstanding financial liabilities and protect the long-term viability of our inventory.
Single-fund flexibility allows us to make loans in conjunction with Low Income Housing Tax
Credit (LIHTC) financing to recapitalize properties in our federally subsidized inventory. MTW
resources that financed a portion of the redevelopment of the Greenbridge HOPE VI site
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remained outstanding. This financing will be repaid through proceeds from land sales as the
build-out of this 100-acre, 900 unit site continues. MTW funds also supported energy
conservation measures as part of our Energy Performance Contracting project, with energy
savings over the life of the contracts repaying the loan. MTW working capital also provided an
essential backstop for outside debt, addressing risk concerns of lenders, enhancing our credit
worthiness, and enabling our continued access to private capital markets. S&P Global reaffirmed
KCHA’s AA issuers rating at the end of 2019.


R E M O V A L O F T H E C A P O N V O U C H E R U T I L I Z AT I O N.

This initiative enables us to utilize savings

achieved through MTW initiatives to over-lease and provide HCV assistance to more households
than normally permissible under our HUD-established baseline. Our cost containment from a
multi-tiered, ZIP Code-based payment standard system, operational efficiencies, and other
policy changes have been critical in helping us respond to the growing housing needs of the
region’s extremely low-income households. Despite ongoing uncertainties around federal
funding levels, we continue to use MTW program flexibility to support housing voucher issuance
above HUD baseline levels.
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B. LOCAL ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN
Has the PHA allocated costs within statute during the plan year?

No

Has the PHA implemented a local asset management plan (LAMP)? Yes
Has the PHA provided a LAMP in the appendix?

Yes

In FY 2008, as detailed in the MTW Annual Plan for that year and adopted by our Board of
Commissioners under Resolution No. 5116, KCHA developed and implemented our own local funding
model for Public Housing and HCV using our MTW block grant authority. Under our current agreement,
KCHA’s Public Housing Operating, Capital, and HCV funds are considered fungible and may be used
interchangeably. In contrast to 990.280 regulations, which require transfers between projects only after
all project expenses are met, KCHA’s model allows budget-based funding at the start of the fiscal year
from a central ledger, not other projects. We maintain a budgeting and accounting system that gives
each property sufficient funds to support annual operations, including allowable fees. Actual revenues
include those provided by HUD and allocated by KCHA based on annual property-based budgets. As
envisioned, all block grants are deposited into a single general ledger fund.
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SECTION VI
ADMINISTRATIVE
A. HUD REVIEWS, AUDITS, OR PHYSICAL INSPECTION ISSUES
The results of HUD’s monitoring visits, physical inspections, and other oversight activities have not
identified any deficiencies. The average REAC score for KCHA’s Public Housing inventory in 2019 was
96.25.

B. RESULTS OF LATEST KCHA-DIRECTED EVALUATIONS
In 2019, KCHA continued to expand and enhance our internal program design and evaluation capacity
while leveraging external research partnerships. We continued implementation of the Creating Moves
to Opportunity mobility study in collaboration with research partners from Harvard, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, Johns Hopkins, and other universities. Results from the first phase of this project
can be found in Appendix D. We also began a research project with Johns Hopkins University to explore
the effect of receiving housing assistance on health outcomes; continued collaborations with the
University of Washington to understand the characteristics and experiences of residents moving with
Housing Choice Vouchers; and conducted internal assessments of several of our programs. Analysis and
reporting for these efforts are underway and will be made public when available.

C. MTW STATUTORY REQUIREMENT CERTIFICATION
Certification is attached as Appendix A.

D. MTW ENERGY PERFORMANCE CONTRACT (EPC) FLEXIBILITY DATA
EPC data is attached as Appendix F.

59

APPENDIX A
CERTIFICATION OF STATUTORY COMPLIANCE

Certification of Statutory Compliance
On behalf of the King County Housing Authority (KCHA), I certify that the Agency has met the three
statutory requirements of the Restated and Amended Moving to Work Agreement entered into
between the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and KCHA on March 13, 2009, and
extended on September 19, 2016. Specifically, KCHA has adhered to the following requirements of the
MTW demonstration during FY 2019:
o
o
o

At least 75 percent of the families assisted by KCHA are very low-income families, as defined in
section 3(b)(2) of the 1937 Act;
KCHA has continued to assist substantially the same total number of eligible low-income
families as would have been served absent participation in the MTW demonstration; and
KCHA has continued to serve a comparable mix of families (by family size) as would have been
served without MTW participation.

________________________
STEPHEN J. NORMAN
Executive Director

8/17/20
________________________
DATE

APPENDIX B
KCHA’S LOCAL ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN
As detailed in KCHA’s FY 2008 MTW Annual Plan and adopted by the Board of Commissioners under
Resolution No. 5116, KCHA has implemented a Local Asset Management Plan that considers the
following:

o

KCHA will develop its own local funding model for Public Housing and Section 8 using its block
grant authority. Under its current agreement, KCHA can treat these funds and CFP dollars as
fungible. In contrast to 990.280 regulations, which require transfers between projects after all
project expenses are met, KCHA’s model allows budget-based funding at the start of the fiscal
year from a central ledger, not other projects. KCHA will maintain a budgeting and accounting
system that gives each property sufficient funds to support annual operations, including
allowable fees. Actual revenues will include those provided by HUD and allocated by KCHA
based on annual property-based budgets. As envisioned, all block grants will be deposited into a
single general ledger fund. This will have multiple benefits.


KCHA gets to decide subsidy amounts for each public housing project. It’s estimated that
HUD’s new funding model has up to a 40% error rate for individual sites. This means some
properties get too much, some too little. Although funds can be transferred between sites,
it’s simpler to determine the proper subsidy amount at the start of the fiscal year rather
than when shortfalls develop. Resident services costs will be accounted for in a centralized
fund that is a sub-fund of the single general ledger, not assigned to individual programs or
properties.



KCHA will establish a restricted public housing operating reserve equivalent to two months’
expenses. KCHA will estimate subsidies and allow sites to use them in their budgets. If the
estimate exceeds the actual subsidy, the difference will come from the operating reserve.
Properties may be asked to replenish this central reserve in the following year by reducing
expenses, or KCHA may choose to make the funding permanent by reducing the
unrestricted block grant reserve.



Using this approach will improve budgeting. Within a reasonable limit, properties will know
what they have to spend each year, allowing them autonomy to spend excess on “wish list”
items and carefully watch their budgets. The private sector doesn’t wait until well into its
fiscal year to know how much revenue is available to support its sites.

o

Reporting site-based results is an important component of property management and KCHA will
continue accounting for each site separately; however, KCHA, as owner of the properties will
determine how much revenue will be included as each project’s subsidy. All subsidies will be
properly accounted for under the MTW rubric.

o

Allowable fees to the central office cost center (COCC) will be reflected on the property reports,
as required. The MTW ledger won’t pay fees directly to the COCC. As allowable under the asset
management model, however, any subsidy needed to pay legacy costs, such as pension or
terminal leave payments and excess energy savings from the Authority’s ESCO, may be
transferred from the MTW ledger or the projects to the COCC.

o

Actual Section 8 amounts needed for housing assistance payments and administrative costs will
be allotted to the Housing Choice Voucher program, including sufficient funds to pay asset
management fees. Block grant reserves and their interest earnings will not be commingled with
Section 8 operations, enhancing budget transparency. Section 8 program managers will become
more responsible for their budgets in the same manner as public housing site managers.

o

Block grant ledger expenses, other than transfers out to sites and Section 8, will be those that
support MTW initiatives, such as the South County Pilot or resident self-sufficiency programs.
Isolating these funds and activities will help KCHA’s Board of Commissioners and its
management keeps track of available funding for incremental initiatives and enhances KCHA’s
ability to compare current to pre-MTW historical results with other housing authorities that do
not have this designation.

o

In lieu of multiple submissions of Operating Subsidy for individual Asset Management Projects,
KCHA may submit a single subsidy request using a weighted average project expense level
(WAPEL) with aggregated utility and add-on amounts.

APPENDIX C
ACTUAL EXISTING PROJECT-BASED VOUCHERS

Project-based Voucher Contracts
Number of
Project-based
Vouchers

Status as of End of
2019

Population Served

RAD?

Parkview Group Home

1

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Inland Empire Group Home

1

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Inland Empire Group Home

1

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Inland Empire Group Home

1

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Inland Empire Group Home

1

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Parkview Group Home

1

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Inland Empire Group Home

1

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Parkview Group Home

1

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Parkview Group Home

1

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Inland Empire Group Home

1

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Inland Empire Group Home

1

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Inland Empire Group Home

1

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Petter Court

4

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Kensington Square

6

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Villa Esperanza

23

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Villa Capri

5

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Plum Court

10

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Enumclaw Fourplex

5

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Friends of Youth Shared Housing

2

Leased

Homeless Young Adults

No

The Willows

15

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Chalet

5

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Francis Village

10

Leased

Homeless Young Families

No

Independence Bridge

24

Leased

Homeless Young Adults

No

Chalet

4

Leased

Homeless Families

No

August Wilson Place

8

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

Lauren Heights

5

Leased

Homeless Families

No

City Park Townhomes

11

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Burien Heights

15

Leased

Homeless Young Adults

No

Evergreen Court Apartments

15

Leased

Low Income Seniors

No

Property Name
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Project-based Voucher Contracts
Village at Overlake Station

8

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Summerfield Apartments

13

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Phoenix Rising

24

Leased

Homeless Young Adults

No

Sophia's Home - Timberwood

2

Leased

Homeless Individuals

No

Sophia's Home - Woodside East

4

Leased

Homeless Individuals

No

Woodland North

10

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

Passage Point

46

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Family Village

10

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Discovery Heights

10

Leased

Homeless Individuals

No

Unity Village of White Center

6

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Andrew's Glen

10

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Eernisse

13

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Avondale Park

43

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Woodside East

23

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Landmark Apartments

28

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Timberwood

20

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Newporter Apartments

22

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Village at Overlake Station

12

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Harrison House

48

Leased

Low Income Seniors

No

Valley Park East & West

12

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Valley Park East & West

16

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Valley Park East & West

2

Leased

Disabled Individuals

No

Heritage Park

15

Leased

Homeless Families

No

August Wilson Place

8

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Appian Way

6

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Seola Crossing I & II

63

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Rose Crest

10

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Rose Crest

8

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Copper Lantern

4

Leased

Homeless Individuals

No

Copper Lantern

7

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Summerwood

25

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Creston Point

5

Leased

Homeless Families

No
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Project-based Voucher Contracts
Joseph House

10

Leased

Low Income Seniors

No

Johnson Hill

8

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Velocity Apartments

8

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Compass Housing Renton

58

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

Family Village

26

Leased

Low Income Families

No

William J. Wood Veterans House

44

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

Timberwood Apartments

18

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

Francis Village

10

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

Bellepark East

12

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Laurelwood Gardens

8

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Woodland North

5

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Carriage House

13

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

Villages at South Station

20

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

Cove East Apartments

16

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

Ronald Commons

8

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

Velocity Apartments

8

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

Providence John Gabriel House

8

Leased

Low Income Seniors

No

Kirkland Avenue Townhomes

2

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

Athene

8

Leased

Low Income Seniors

No

Francis Village

3

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Houser Terrace

25

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

NIA Apartments

42

Leased

Low Income Seniors

No

Spiritwood Manor

128

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Birch Creek

262

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Salmon Creek

9

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Newport

23

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Eastbridge

31

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Hidden Village

78

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Heritage Park

36

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Alpine Ridge

27

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Bellevue House # 1

1

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Eastridge House

40

Leased

Low Income Seniors/Disabled

No
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Project-based Voucher Contracts
Evergreen Court

30

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Green Leaf

27

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Avondale Manor

20

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Bellevue House # 2

1

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Bellevue House # 3

1

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Bellevue House # 4

1

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Bellevue House # 5

1

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Bellevue House # 6

1

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Bellevue House # 7

1

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Bellevue House # 8

1

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Campus Court I

12

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Campus Court II (House)

1

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Cedarwood

25

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Federal Way House #1

1

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Federal Way House #2

1

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Federal Way House #3

1

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Forest Grove

25

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Glenview Heights

10

Leased

Low Income Seniors/Disabled

No

Juanita Court

30

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Juanita Trace I & II

39

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Kings Court

30

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Kirkwood Terrace

28

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Pickering Court

30

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Riverton Terrace I

30

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Shoreham

18

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Victorian Woods

15

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Vista Heights

30

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Wellswood

30

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Young's Lake

28

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Sophia's Home - Bellepark East

1

Leased

Homeless Individuals

No

Green River Homes

59

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Bellevue Manor

66

Leased

Low Income Seniors/Disabled

No
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Project-based Voucher Contracts
Vashon Terrace

16

Leased

Low Income Seniors/Disabled

No

Northwood Square

24

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Patricia Harris Manor

41

Leased

Low Income Seniors/Disabled

No

Gilman Square

25

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Woodcreek Lane

20

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Southwood Square

104

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Foster Commons

4

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Linden Highlands

2

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Arcadia

5

Renton Commons

12

Leased

Homeless Families

No

Renton Commons

14

Leased

Homeless Veterans

No

30Bellevue

23

Leased

Mainstream/NED

No

30Bellevue

8

Leased

Low Income Families

No

Kent PSH

36

Issued through AHAP Homeless Veterans

No

Kent PSH

44

Issued through AHAP Homeless and Disabled

No

Issued through AHAP Homeless Young Adults

No
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APPENDIX D
EVALUATIONS

Creating Moves to Opportunity:
Experimental Evidence on Barriers to Neighborhood Choice*
Peter Bergman, Columbia University
Raj Chetty, Harvard University and NBER
Stefanie DeLuca, Johns Hopkins University
Nathaniel Hendren, Harvard University and NBER
Lawrence F. Katz, Harvard University and NBER
Christopher Palmer, MIT and NBER

March 2020
Abstract
Low-income families in the United States tend to live in neighborhoods that offer limited opportunities for upward income mobility. One potential explanation for this pattern is that families
prefer such neighborhoods for other reasons, such as affordability or proximity to family and
jobs. An alternative explanation is that they do not move to high-opportunity areas because
of barriers that prevent them from making such moves. We test between these two explanations using a randomized controlled trial with housing voucher recipients in Seattle and King
County. We provided services to reduce barriers to moving to high-upward-mobility neighborhoods: customized search assistance, landlord engagement, and short-term financial assistance.
Unlike many previous housing mobility programs, families using vouchers were not required to
move to a high-opportunity neighborhood to receive a voucher. The intervention increased the
fraction of families who moved to high-upward-mobility areas from 15% in the control group
to 53% in the treatment group. Families induced to move to higher opportunity areas by the
treatment do not make sacrifices on other aspects of neighborhood quality, tend to stay in their
new neighborhoods when their leases come up for renewal, and report higher levels of neighborhood satisfaction after moving. These findings imply that most low-income families do not
have a strong preference to stay in low-opportunity areas; instead, barriers in the housing search
process are a central driver of residential segregation by income. Interviews with families reveal that the capacity to address each family’s needs in a specific manner – from emotional
support to brokering with landlords to customized financial assistance – was critical to the program’s success. Using quasi-experimental analyses and comparisons to other studies, we show
that more standardized policies – increasing voucher payment standards in high-opportunity
areas or informational interventions – have much smaller impacts. We conclude that redesigning affordable housing policies to provide customized assistance in housing search could reduce
residential segregation and increase upward mobility substantially.
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Introduction

Recent research has established that children’s outcomes in adulthood vary substantially across
neighborhoods and that moving to higher opportunity neighborhoods earlier in childhood improves
children’s outcomes significantly (Chetty, Hendren, and Katz 2016; Chetty and Hendren 2018a;
Chyn 2018; Laliberté 2018). Yet the vast majority of low-income families in the United States,
including those receiving Housing Choice Vouchers from the government, live in low-opportunity
neighborhoods (Metzger 2014; Mazzara and Knudsen 2019). This pattern prevails even though
many families live near areas with similar or lower rental costs that historically have produced
much better economic outcomes for children (Chetty et al. 2018). Why don’t more low-income
families take advantage of these options and move to opportunity? More broadly, what explains
the segregation of low-income families into high-poverty, low-opportunity neighborhoods in many
cities?
One potential explanation is that low-income families prefer to stay in low-opportunity areas
because these neighborhoods have other valuable amenities, such as shorter commutes, proximity
to family and community, or greater racial and ethnic diversity. An alternative explanation is
that low-income families do not move to high-opportunity areas because of barriers, such as a lack
of information, frictions in the search process (e.g., a lack of credit or liquidity), or a reluctance
among landlords to rent to them. Distinguishing between these two explanations is important
for understanding the drivers of residential segregation as well as for designing affordable housing
policies to address any barriers that limit moves to opportunity.1
We test between these explanations using a randomized controlled trial, implemented in collaboration with the Seattle and King County housing authorities, that sought to reduce the barriers
families may face in moving to higher opportunity areas. The trial involved 430 families who applied
for and were issued Housing Choice Vouchers, which provide $1,540 per month in rental assistance
on average to eligible low-income families. The sample consisted of families with a child below age
15 issued vouchers between April 2018 and April 2019 in the Seattle and King County area, who
had a median household income of $19,000.
We began by defining “high-opportunity” neighborhoods as Census tracts that have historical
rates of upward income mobility in approximately the top third of tracts in the Seattle and King
County area, drawing on data from a preliminary version of the Opportunity Atlas. On aver1. An extensive literature in sociology and economics has studied the determinants of residential choice and segregation over the past fifty years. We discuss how our study contributes to this literature at the end of the introduction.
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age, children who grow up in low-income (25th percentile) families in the areas we designated as
“high opportunity” earn about 13.9% ($6,800 per year) more as adults than those who grow up in
low-opportunity areas in families with comparable incomes. Historically, around 12% of voucher
recipients in Seattle and King County leased units in the areas we define as high opportunity.
Families who applied for housing vouchers were randomly assigned (with 50% probability) to a
control group or treatment group. The value of the vouchers and the restrictions governing their
use followed pre-existing housing authority regulations and did not differ between the treatment
and control groups. Families in the control group received standard briefings on how to use their
vouchers. Families in the treatment group were offered a supplementary program designed to help
them lease units in high-opportunity areas called Creating Moves to Opportunity (CMTO). The
CMTO program consisted of three components: customized search assistance, landlord engagement, and short-term financial assistance. The total cost of the program was about $2,660 per
family.2 Search assistance was provided by a non-profit group and included information about
high-opportunity areas, assistance in preparing rental documents, guidance in addressing issues in
a family’s credit and rental history, and help in identifying available units and connecting with
landlords in high-opportunity areas. On average, CMTO staff spent about six hours working with
each family. The staff also engaged directly with landlords in opportunity areas to encourage them
to lease units to CMTO families and expedite the lease-up process. Landlords who leased to CMTO
families were additionally offered an insurance fund for damages to the unit above and beyond the
security deposit. Finally, financial assistance included funds administered by the program staff
for security deposits and application fees, averaging $1,000 per family. Importantly, all families in
the treatment group had the option to use their housing voucher in any neighborhood within the
housing authorities’ jurisdictions (although CMTO services were only provided in high-opportunity
areas).3
The CMTO treatment increased the share of families who leased units in high-opportunity
neighborhoods by 37.9 percentage points (s.e. = 4.2 pp, p < 0.001), from 15.1% in the control
2. This $2,660 figure is the up-front cost of the program services; it excludes downstream costs incurred in the
form of higher housing voucher payments that were incurred by housing authorities because treatment group families
moved to more expensive neighborhoods. See Section III.C for details.
3. This element of neighborhood choice is the critical distinction between CMTO and the Moving to Opportunity
(MTO) experiment implemented in the 1990s, which required that families in the experimental group move to lowpoverty Census tracts to receive a voucher. Studies of the MTO experiment have shown that families who moved to
higher-opportunity areas as required by the experimental treatment had improved mental health and well-being and
better economic outcomes for their children (Kling, Liebman, and Katz 2007; Chetty, Hendren, and Katz 2016; Ludwig
et al. 2012). The focus of the CMTO experiment is on why families receiving vouchers without such requirements
typically do not live in such areas.
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group to 53.0% in the treatment group. We find similarly large treatment effects on moves to highopportunity areas across several subgroups, including racial minorities, immigrant families, and
the lowest-income households in the sample. CMTO changed where families moved, not whether
they moved at all with a Housing Choice Voucher: in both the treatment and control groups,
approximately 87% of families leased a unit somewhere using their housing vouchers. The fact that
families are able to use their vouchers to find housing at similar rates even without CMTO services
shows that the program did not induce families to move to high-opportunity areas simply to use
their vouchers; rather, it expanded families’ neighborhood choice sets.
Families in the treatment group moved to many different Census tracts across the Seattle and
King County area: the 118 families in the treatment group who moved to a high-opportunity area
live in 46 different tracts, mitigating the concern that the program might simply reconcentrate
low-income families in new neighborhoods (Clark 2008). Families who moved to high-opportunity
areas chose neighborhoods whose characteristics are representative of high-opportunity areas overall, which tend to have lower poverty rates, higher shares of two-parent families, slightly lower
shares of non-white residents, and lower population density. Families who moved to opportunity
did not gravitate to lower-opportunity areas within the set of neighborhoods designated as “high opportunity”; in fact, several families moved to the highest-upward-mobility neighborhoods in Seattle
and King County.
Families induced to move to high-opportunity areas by the CMTO treatment tend to stay in
higher-opportunity areas when their leases come up for renewal (one year after their initial move).
Among families who leased up at least one year earlier, 60.0% of families in the treatment group live
in high-opportunity areas, compared with 19.1% in the control group. These rates are almost the
same as those observed at initial lease up, showing that the treatment effect on neighborhood choice
is highly persistent over one year. Furthermore, in a post-move survey of a randomly selected subset
of families, families in the treatment group express higher rates of neighborhood satisfaction and a
greater likelihood of wanting to stay in their new neighborhoods. For instance, 64.2% of families
in the treatment group report being “very satisfied” with their new neighborhood, compared with
45.5% in the control group. These findings suggest that families in the treatment group are likely
to remain in high-opportunity areas in the long run.
Families who moved to high-opportunity areas do not appear to have made sacrifices on other
observable neighborhood amenities, such as distance to their prior location or proximity to jobs,
nor in the quality of the unit they rent, as measured by its size, age, or other characteristics.
3

This may be because Seattle and King County had a tiered payment standard for vouchers that
offered higher payments for more expensive neighborhoods (a policy introduced independently of
the CMTO experiment), allowing families to access more expensive units in high-opportunity areas.
Indeed, the average monthly rent was $188 higher for families assigned to the CMTO treatment
group than the control.
Our experimental results imply that most low-income families do not have a strong preference
to stay in low-opportunity areas; rather, barriers to moving to high-opportunity areas play a central
role in explaining neighborhood choice and residential sorting patterns. Explaining our findings with
a frictionless model in which neighborhood choices are determined purely by preferences would
require that a large group of families happen to be close to indifferent between low- and highopportunity areas. In particular, our treatment effect estimates conditional on leasing up imply
that 43% of families must have a willingness to pay (WTP) to live in a low-opportunity area between
$0 and $2,660 (the per-family cost of the CMTO program).4 This is implausible both because we
find uniformly large treatment effects across subgroups and because the marginal families induced
to move to high-opportunity areas by the intervention report much higher levels of neighborhood
satisfaction after moving.5 A more plausible explanation of the data is that many low-income
families have strong preferences to move to high-opportunity areas, but are prevented from doing
so by barriers in the search process. Such barriers could potentially be captured in a reducedform manner by incorporating sufficiently large housing search costs into the model (e.g., Wheaton
1990; Kennan and Walker 2011), but unpacking what these search costs are is critical for developing
policies that could reduce these costs and help families find housing in their preferred neighborhoods.
To understand the barriers families face and the mechanisms through which CMTO addressed
them, we conducted 161 in-depth (on average, two hour) interviews with a stratified random sample
of families in the treatment and control groups during and after their move. Many families reported
that they had limited time and resources to search for housing, as they were facing challenges such
as domestic violence, mental health conditions, or holding multiple jobs while caring for children as
single parents. Families identified five key mechanisms through which the CMTO program helped
them move to opportunity: providing emotional support, increasing motivation to move to a highopportunity neighborhood, streamlining the search process by helping to prepare rental applications
4. Adding the 18% who move to opportunity in the control group implies that a majority of the population is
willing to pay at most $2,660 to live in a low-opportunity area.
5. Similar reasoning suggests that the scarcity of voucher holders in high-opportunity areas is also unlikely to be
due to strong preferences for non-voucher holders among landlords. In particular, any such preference must be small
enough to be overcome by the CMTO treatment for a large fraction of landlords.
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and “rental resumes,” providing direct brokerage services and representation with landlords, and
providing crucial and timely assistance for auxiliary payments that could prevent a lease from
being signed. The qualitative interviews show that the CMTO program’s ability to respond to each
family’s specific needs and circumstances was critical to the program’s impact. Service utilization
was highly heterogeneous across families, with some families relying heavily on search assistance,
while others used more financial assistance or took advantage of direct landlord referrals.
Consistent with the importance of customized services, we find that CMTO increased access
to high-opportunity neighborhoods substantially more than other more standardized policies with
similar goals. One prominent approach, termed Small Area Fair Market Rents, is to provide
financial incentives to help families move to higher-opportunity neighborhoods by offering higher
voucher payment standards in higher-rent ZIP codes within a metro area (HUD 2016). The King
County Housing Authority implemented such a policy in March, 2016. Using a quasi-experimental
difference-in-differences design comparing voucher recipients in Seattle vs. King County, we find
that King County’s change in payment standards had little or no impact on the rate of moves to
high-opportunity areas, with an upper bound on the 95% confidence interval of a 7.7 pp increase
– an order of magnitude lower than the effects of CMTO. We also study a policy introduced by
the Seattle Housing Authority that increased payment standards specifically in high-opportunity
neighborhoods (as designated for the CMTO experiment). Again, we find it had a much smaller
impact on the rates of moves to high-opportunity areas. Indeed, only 20% of voucher recipients
with children moved to high-opportunity areas even after these changes in payment standards were
implemented. These findings show that financial incentives are insufficient to induce a high rate
of moves to opportunity by themselves (although they may be necessary to facilitate such moves
through CMTO-style programs, especially in expensive housing markets).6
Another alternative to customized housing search assistance is to provide information in a
lower-cost, more standardized manner. Schwartz, Mihaly, and Gala (2017) report results from a
randomized trial showing that short-run financial incentives and light-touch counseling had little
impact on the rate of moves to higher opportunity areas in Chicago. Bergman, Chan, and Kapor
(2019) randomized the provision of information to families about the quality of schools associated
with rental units on a website commonly used by voucher holders. The information intervention
resulted in moves to units with slightly better neighborhood schools, but had a much smaller impact
6. Of course, there are many potential goals of affordable housing beyond increasing upward mobility for children,
such as providing safe and stable shelter or shorter commutes. Small Area Fair Market Rents could be valuable in
achieving these other objectives; our results do not speak to such considerations.
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on neighborhood quality than CMTO. Moreover, CMTO greatly increased (by 48 percentage points)
the fraction of families who stayed in high-opportunity areas even among those who were living in
high-opportunity neighborhoods when they applied for vouchers – families who were presumably
informed about those areas. Furthermore, 72% of families felt “good” or “very good” about moving to
an opportunity neighborhood even at the point of the baseline survey, before the CMTO intervention
began. These results all suggest that information alone does not drive CMTO’s impacts and is
unlikely to greatly increase moves to opportunity areas by itself.
From a policy perspective, our results imply that redesigning affordable housing programs to
facilitate more moves to opportunity could have substantial impacts on residential segregation and
intergenerational income mobility. Using data from Chetty et al. (2018), we estimate that the moves
from low- to high-opportunity Census tracts induced by CMTO will increase average undiscounted
lifetime household incomes by $214,000 (8.4%) for children who move at birth and stay in their new
neighborhoods throughout childhood. More broadly, given that low-income families do not have
strong preferences for low-opportunity neighborhoods, our results provide support for increasing
the availability of affordable housing in higher-opportunity areas through other policies such as the
Low Income Housing Tax Credit, project-based units, or changes in zoning regulations.
Although our findings are encouraging for mobility programs that facilitate residential choice,
two important caveats should be kept in mind. First, general equilibrium effects could dampen the
causal impacts of neighborhoods when families move in or out of them. In practice, the families in
CMTO came from a wide variety of neighborhoods and, as noted above, moved to a wide variety of
different areas. This dispersion suggests that CMTO (or even scaled-up versions of the program)
will not change the characteristics of any neighborhood sufficiently to dampen the benefits of moving
to higher opportunity areas. Moreover, most of the families who moved to a high-opportunity area
in the CMTO program would have moved to some other neighborhood even absent these services,
implying that CMTO does not have any incremental effect on destabilizing the neighborhoods
where families were initially living.7
7. If the supply of housing units in each neighborhood is fixed, as is likely the case in the short run, the families
induced to move to opportunity by CMTO must displace other families from high-opportunity areas, thereby reducing
the aggregate gains from the program. Since the average voucher holder has a lower income than the average
family living a high-opportunity area, expanding CMTO would increase the share of low-income families relative to
high-income families in high-opportunity neighborhoods. Such reallocations could increase aggregate income since
neighborhoods appear to matter less for the outcomes of children in higher-income families (Chetty et al. 2018) and,
irrespective of their impacts on total income, may be desirable from a distributional perspective. In the long run, the
supply of housing may expand in response to increases in demand in high-opportunity areas induced by the CMTO
program. These general equilibrium effects could be quantified following the methods developed in Galiani, Murphy,
and Pantano (2015), Davis, Gregory, and Hartley (2018), and Davis et al. (2017).
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Second, it remains to be seen whether the findings reported here for the Seattle and King
County area generalize to other housing markets. On the one hand, Seattle and King County are
tight housing markets in which high-opportunity areas have little affordable housing, suggesting
treatment effects could be even larger elsewhere. On the other hand, Seattle may be a market that
is conducive to opportunity moves, as it bans source-of-payment discrimination and has other characteristics that may make it easier for lower-income families to find housing in higher-opportunity
areas. We hope that other public housing authorities will be able to test similar programs elsewhere,
perhaps in the context of the Housing Choice Voucher Mobility Demonstration.
This paper builds on an extensive literature in sociology and economics that has analyzed the
role of preferences versus structural barriers as causes of segregation (e.g., Schelling 1971; Kain
and Quigley 1975; D. Massey and N. Denton 1987; Sampson 2012; Sharkey 2013; Lareau and
Goyette 2014; Krysan and Crowder 2017). Much of this work has focused on racial segregation,
highlighting the importance of forces such as discrimination (Yinger 1995; Turner et al. 2013) and a
lack of information (Krysan and Bader 2009) in producing segregation despite African Americans’
preferences for living in more integrated neighborhoods (e.g. Charles 2005; Emerson, Chai, and
Yancey 2001). A smaller body of work has examined the drivers of socioeconomic segregation (e.g.,
Reardon and Bischoff 2011), which is our primary focus here. Our contributions to this literature
are (1) establishing experimentally that barriers have substantial causal effects on neighborhood
choice among low-income families; (2) characterizing the barriers at play, showing in particular that
they extend beyond racial discrimination, a lack of information, or a lack of financial liquidity and
instead involve deeper psychological and sociological constraints; and (3) demonstrating that these
barriers can be reduced through feasible modifications of existing government programs.
The paper is organized as follows. Section II summarizes a set of facts on the geography
and price of opportunity in Seattle and King County that motivate our intervention. Section III
provides institutional background on the housing voucher program and describes our intervention
and experimental design. Section IV describes the data we use. Section V reports the experimental
results and interprets their implications using a stylized model of neighborhood choice. Section VI
presents qualitative evidence on mechanisms. In Section VII, we compare the effects of CMTO to
other policies, including changes in payment standards and informational interventions. Section
VIII concludes.
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II

The Geography and Price of Opportunity in Seattle

In this section, we summarize four facts on the geography and price of opportunity that motivate
our intervention.8
First, children’s rates of upward income mobility vary substantially across nearby tracts. Figure
1a plots upward income mobility by Census tract in King County (which includes the city of Seattle
and surrounding suburbs) using data from the Opportunity Atlas (Chetty et al. 2018). The map
shows the average household income percentile rank at age 35 for children who grew up in lowincome (25th percentile) families in the 1978-1983 birth cohorts.9 There is substantial variation
in upward mobility across tracts: the (population-weighted) standard deviation of children’s mean
income ranks in adulthood across tracts within King County is 4.7 percentiles (approximately
$5,175, or 10.3% of mean annual income for children with parents at the 25th percentile).
Second, much of the variation in upward mobility across neighborhoods is driven by the causal
effects of childhood exposure rather than sorting. Recent studies have established that moving to
high-upward-mobility (“high-opportunity”) neighborhoods improves children’s outcomes in adulthood in proportion to the amount of time they spend growing up there. These studies, summarized
in Appendix Figure 1, use research designs ranging from random assignment of vouchers (Chetty,
Hendren, and Katz 2016) and quasi-experimental estimates based on variation in the age of children at the time of the move (Chetty et al. 2018; Laliberté 2018) to demolitions of public housing
projects (Chyn 2018). They find that approximately two-thirds of the observational variation in
upward mobility across tracts is due to causal effects of place.
Third, low-income families are concentrated in lower-opportunity neighborhoods. Even among
families that receive rental assistance from the government in the form of housing vouchers, 76.2%
of families in Seattle and King County live in tracts with below-median levels of upward mobility.
Figure 1a illustrates this fact by showing the 25 most common locations where families with housing
vouchers moved between 2015 and 2017 (as a percentage of the total population in each tract).
Families are clustered in lower-opportunity tracts (red colors) even though there are often much
higher-opportunity tracts nearby.
Fourth, the segregation of low-income families into low-opportunity areas is not simply explained
by differences in the price of housing between low- and high-opportunity neighborhoods. Figure
8. We establish these facts using data from Seattle and King County here, but the same four facts hold systematically in other metro areas across the country.
9. Children are assigned to tracts in proportion to the number of years they spent growing up in that tract until
age 23; see Chetty et al. (2018) for further details.
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1b plots the upward mobility measure shown in Figure 1a against median rent for a two-bedroom
apartment in each tract, using data from the 2012-2015 American Community Survey (ACS) to
measure rents. Neighborhoods with higher upward mobility are slightly more expensive: the (lowincome count-weighted) correlation between rents and upward mobility is 0.24 within King County.
However, there is considerable variation in upward mobility even conditional on rent. Figure 1b
highlights the most common tracts where voucher holders lived prior to our experimental intervention and shows that many families could potentially move to “opportunity bargain” neighborhoods
that would improve their children’s outcomes without having higher rents.10
These four facts motivate our central questions: Why don’t more low-income families, especially
those receiving housing vouchers, move to opportunity? Do families prefer lower-opportunity areas
because they have other advantages (e.g., a shorter commute to work or proximity to family)? Or
do they prefer higher-opportunity neighborhoods, but face barriers that limit access to such areas?
If families face such barriers, how can we intervene to help families live where they would like to
live?

III

Intervention and Experimental Design

In this section, we describe our intervention and experimental design. We begin by providing
some institutional background on the Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program. We then discuss
our definition of high-opportunity neighborhoods, the services offered in the Creating Moves to
Opportunity program, and the design of the randomized controlled trial.

III.A

Background on the Housing Choice Voucher Program

The HCV program provides rental assistance to 2.2 million families in the United States each year,
with a total program cost of approximately $20 billion annually (see Collinson, Ellen, and Ludwig
(2015) for a comprehensive description of the program). The program is overseen at the federal
level by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), but is administered by
local Public Housing Authorities (PHAs). In this study, we work with two PHAs: the Seattle
Housing Authority (SHA), which issues vouchers that can be used in the city of Seattle, and the
King County Housing Authority (KCHA), which issues vouchers that can be used in the rest of

10. Moreover, the housing authorities offer tiered payments standards such that families receive more rental assistance if they find housing in a more expensive area, further reducing the effective cost of housing in high-opportunity
neighborhoods.
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King County, excluding the cities of Seattle and Renton.11 Both KCHA and SHA are among a
small number of PHAs who participate in HUD’s Moving to Work program, which gives them
greater flexibility to implement policy pilots than other PHAs.
The HCV program is targeted at low-income families. To be eligible for a voucher from SHA
and KCHA, families must have household income below 80% of Area Median Income (AMI).12 In
line with national patterns, more families meet this criteria than the number of vouchers available.
The PHAs address this problem by using a lottery to assign families positions on a waiting list.
Families who are homeless or who have incomes below 30% of AMI are given priority on the waitlist.
In practice, virtually all families who actually receive vouchers fall well below the 30% AMI cutoff,
which corresponds to $29,900 for a family of 3. In Seattle and King County, the typical family who
received a voucher during our experiment had been on the waitlist for about 1.5 years.
Families eligible for the HCV program are required to contribute 30 to 40% of their annual
household income toward rent and utilities. They then receive a housing subsidy that covers the
difference between a unit’s listed rent and the family’s contribution, up to a maximum amount
known as the Voucher Payment Standard. In SHA and KCHA, the maximum monthly voucher
payments for a two-bedroom unit were $2278 and $2110, respectively.13
Once families are issued a voucher, they typically have 4 to 8 months to use the voucher to lease
a unit; if the voucher is not used by that point, it is issued to another family. To use a voucher,
families must find an interested landlord whose unit passes a quality inspection conducted by the
PHA using HUD-defined housing quality standards. After leasing, families remain eligible for the
voucher they received indefinitely as long their income remains below eligibility thresholds.

III.B

Defining Opportunity Areas

The first step in our intervention is to designate which areas are “high-opportunity” neighborhoods.
Using a preliminary version of the Opportunity Atlas data on upward mobility shown in Figure
1a, we define high-opportunity neighborhoods as Census tracts that have upward mobility in approximately the top third of the distribution across tracts within Seattle and King County.14 We
11. Vouchers from both SHA and KCHA may be ported out to use in other areas if they meet certain requirements;
this occurs relatively infrequently in practice.
12. Families must also meet certain additional requirements, such as having children or meeting certain age requirements. The full set of requirements are available here for SHA and here for KCHA.
13. In recent years, both SHA and KCHA have adopted tiered payment standards that offer higher payments in
more expensive areas to enable families to move to more expensive neighborhoods.
14. We describe the procedure used to construct the preliminary measures of upward mobility in Appendix A.
Appendix Figure 2 compares the preliminary estimates to the final Opportunity Atlas estimates shown in Figure 1a
(which were released in October 2018) and shows that they are quite similar in practice, with a correlation of 0.74
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then adjust these definitions to (1) create contiguous areas and (2) account for potential neighborhood change.15 We create contiguous areas by including Census tracts that fall below the “high
opportunity” threshold according to their upward mobility estimates but are surrounded by other
high-opportunity areas and excluding high-opportunity Census tracts that are surrounded only by
lower-opportunity neighborhoods (see Appendix A for details).
We address neighborhood change by evaluating whether the historical measures of upward
mobility in the Opportunity Atlas – which are constructed using data for children who grew up in
these areas in the 1980s and 1990s – are good predictors of opportunity for children growing up in
those areas today. Chetty et al. (2018) examine the serial correlation of upward mobility measures
across cohorts. They find that rates of upward mobility are generally quite stable over time and
that historical mobility is more predictive of future mobility than typical contemporaneous proxies
for opportunity, such as poverty rates. That said, there are certain parts of Seattle, especially near
the center of the city, which have gentrified dramatically in the past ten years and could potentially
have very different outcomes today. To evaluate the impacts of this change, we examine the test
scores of low-income (free-lunch-eligible) students living in these areas, a plausible leading indicator
of upward income mobility. The test-scores of low-income students did not change significantly in
these areas (although average test scores, pooling all income groups, increased as higher-income
families moved in). We conclude based on this analysis that the historical Opportunity Atlas
measures provide good predictors of opportunity for low-income families even in these changing
neighborhoods.16 Based on these and other qualitative analyses by the housing authorities, we
chose to proceed with the designations largely based on the Opportunity Atlas data.
Figure 2a shows the final set of Census tracts that were designated as “high opportunity” (in the
dark shading) after this process. These definitions of high-opportunity areas differ from previous
definitions used by SHA and KCHA as well as other practitioners and researchers. Most prior
studies define “high-opportunity” areas based on proxies such as the availability of jobs, transit
access, crime rates, poverty rates, etc. In contrast, we directly define high-opportunity areas as
places where low-income children have had good outcomes historically. We focus on children because
prior work has shown that neighborhoods have the largest impacts on children’s rather than adults’
across tracts in King County.
15. We also excluded three high-opportunity tracts that already had a large concentration of voucher holders, based
on the reasoning that the barriers families face in moving to these areas were already low.
16. Of course, there is no guarantee that this will be the case in other areas where neighborhoods have changed
substantially. The Opportunity Atlas data provide a good starting point for predicting upward mobility (which is
inherently unobservable) for the current generation of children, but should ideally be complemented with more recent
data and qualitative judgment on a case-by-case basis to settle on final definitions of opportunity neighborhoods.
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economic outcomes. We focus on their outcomes rather than proxies for those outcomes because
prior work has shown that observable characteristics such as poverty rates capture only about 50%
of the variation in upward mobility across areas.
Figure 2b shows why this distinction matters in practice. The left panel replicates the Opportunity Atlas data from Figure 1a, while the right panel shows the Kirwan Child Opportunity
Index (Acevedo-Garcia et al. 2014), a commonly used index constructed by combining education,
health, and economic indicators. The two measures have a (population-weighted) correlation of
0.3, leading to several important differences between them. For example, the Kirwan index ranks
Capitol Hill and parts of the Ballard neighborhood as high-opportunity areas (given their proximity
to jobs), yet these neighborhoods have historically had some of the lowest rates of upward mobility
in Seattle. Conversely, there are several areas, such as the eastern part of Kent in King County
and the Northeastern part of Seattle, which rate poorly according to the Kirwan index but offer
high rates of upward income mobility for low-income children. Such areas often excel on other
dimensions that are correlated with upward mobility, such as measures of social capital and family
stability, which are typically not incorporated into traditional measures.
Helping families move to high-opportunity areas as defined based on the Opportunity Atlas
rather than traditional Kirwan or poverty-rate-based indices is likely to produce larger impacts
on upward income mobility for two reasons. First, we estimate that the average high-opportunity
area identified as described above using the Opportunity Atlas has a causal effect on upward
income mobility that is nearly 40% larger than what one would have obtained if one identified
the same number of high-opportunity tracts based on the Kirwan index or poverty rates. Second,
neighborhoods that have high rates of upward mobility despite appearing worse on observable
dimensions tend to have lower rents (Chetty et al. 2018). As a result, our designation of highopportunity areas identifies more affordable neighborhoods than traditional Kirwan-type or povertyrate-based indices, expanding the set of high-opportunity areas that would be affordable to families
receiving vouchers.17

III.C

The Creating Moves to Opportunity Intervention

In collaboration with our research team, the Seattle and King County Housing Authorities developed a suite of services designed to facilitate moves to high-opportunity neighborhoods, building on
17. Only 36% of the families who moved to high-opportunity tracts in our treatment group moved to a tract that
would have been defined as “high opportunity” had we identified high-opportunity areas as those with the lowest
poverty rates, underscoring why the metric for opportunity matters.
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formative fieldwork conducted by our partners and lessons from prior mobility and housing search
assistance programs such as the Baltimore Regional Housing Program (DeLuca and Rosenblatt
2017), the Abode Program in San Mateo, and other programs (see Table 2 of Schwartz, Mihaly,
and Gala 2017). The service model includes three components summarized in Figure 3a: search
assistance, landlord engagement, and short-term financial assistance.
Search assistance services were provided by a non-profit group, which provided “family and
housing navigators” who contacted families via in-person meetings, phone calls, and text messages.
The services included: (1) information about high-opportunity areas and the benefits of moving to
such areas for families with young children; (2) help in making rental applications more competitive
by preparing rental documents and addressing issues in their credit and rental history; and (3) search
assistance to help families identify available units, connect with landlords in opportunity areas, and
complete the application process. Importantly, these services were tailored to address the specific
issues each family faced: for some families, search assistance focused extensively on application
preparation and issues such as credit history, while for others they spent much more time on the
search process itself. CMTO staff spent 6 hours directly assisting each family on average, spread
throughout the search process from an initial meeting shortly after the family is notified of eligibility
for a voucher to the point of lease-up (Figure 3b).
The CMTO staff also engaged directly with landlords in high-opportunity areas by explaining
the new program and encouraging them to lease units to CMTO families. Landlords were also
offered a damage mitigation (insurance) fund for any damages not covered by the tenant’s security
deposit incurred within the first 18 months after the start of the lease (up to a limit of $2,000).18
Through these interactions, the staff were able to identify listings from landlords who indicated
they would be willing to rent their units to voucher holders who met certain criteria. This landlord
engagement was an important source of listings for families: connections with landlords facilitated
by CMTO staff account for 47% of the moves to opportunity neighborhoods in the treatment
group. The staff then helped expedite the lease-up process for landlords through rapid property
inspections and streamlined paperwork, serving as a liaison between families, landlords, and housing
authorities.
Finally, CMTO families were provided with various forms of short-term financial assistance
(liquidity) to facilitate the rental process. This included funds for application screening fees, security

18. To date, no landlords have filed such a claim. Of course, if such expenses are incurred in the future, the effective
per voucher cost of CMTO estimated below could rise.
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deposits, and any other expenses that arose and were standing in the way of lease-up. Importantly,
these payments were customized by staff to address the specific impediments a family faced by the
CMTO staff. On average, families in the treatment group received $1,043 in such assistance.
Unlike other mobility programs, such as MTO and the Baltimore Housing Mobility Program,
which require families to use their vouchers (at least initially) in opportunity areas, families in
CMTO could use their housing voucher in any neighborhood within their housing authority’s
jurisdiction.
Program Costs. The net cost of the CMTO program was approximately $2,660 per family:
$1,043 of financial assistance, $1,500 of labor costs for the services, and $118 in additional PHA
expenses to administer the program (Table 3). This $2,660 figure is the direct cost of the intervention itself per issued voucher. Because Seattle and King county have tiered payment systems that
offer higher voucher payments in more expensive neighborhoods, we estimate that they also incur
additional voucher payment costs of $2,630 per year as a result of the treatment group families
choosing to move to more expensive neighborhoods (see Section V.D. below). We separate these
downstream costs from the cost of program services because they will likely vary substantially
across metro areas, depending upon rents and the degree to which payment standards vary across
neighborhoods. In future work, it would be useful to analyze how the program could be optimized
to support families in moving to less expensive high-opportunity areas (“opportunity bargains”) to
reduce downstream voucher payment costs.
As another method of scaling the costs of the program, note that the up-front cost of the
CMTO program per family who moved to a high-opportunity area is $5,010, which is comparable
to previous mobility programs that involve intensive counseling and support. We present a detailed
description of these cost calculations, a further breakdown of cost components, and comparisons to
the other mobility programs in Appendix B and Appendix Table 1.

III.D

Experimental Design

Our sample frame consists of families who were on the waiting list for a voucher from either KCHA
or SHA between April 2018 and February 2019. We further limit the sample to families with at least
one child below age 15, taking into account both prior evidence that the benefits of moving to highopportunity neighborhoods are largest for young children and our definition of high-opportunity
areas that focuses specifically on children’s outcomes.
The randomized trial was implemented by MDRC with J-PAL North America staff providing
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overall project management. The trial was registered in the AEA RCT Registry in March 2018,
began on April 3, 2018, and ended with final voucher issuances on April 26, 2019.19 Families were
first invited to an intake appointment, at which point they were offered the option to participate
in the CMTO experimental study by consenting and completing a baseline survey. 90% of families
who were identified as eligible on a preliminary basis consented to participate in the study.20 These
families were then randomized (with 50% probability, stratified by PHA) into either the CMTO
treatment or control groups. A total of 497 families consented to participate in the experiment, of
whom 430 met the voucher eligibility requirements and were part of the final experimental sample.
Control group families received the standard services provided by their housing authority, which
included a group briefing about how to use the voucher but no specific information about opportunity areas or any search assistance. Treatment group families received the CMTO program
described in Section III.C in addition to the briefing and standard support services.

IV

Data

This section describes the data we use for the experimental analysis and the quasi-experimental
analysis of changes in payment standards. We draw information from several sources: the administrative records of SHA and KCHA, a baseline survey, a service delivery process management system,
tract-level and housing-unit-level data from external sources, and post-move followup surveys and
interviews that form the basis for our qualitative analysis. After describing these data sources and
key variable definitions, we provide descriptive statistics and test for balance across the treatment
and control groups.

IV.A

Data Sources

Housing Authority Administrative Records. The core data we use comes from the PHAs’ internal
administrative records. We obtained anonymized data on all families issued vouchers from 20152019, including post-voucher-issuance outcomes and family characteristics. The key outcomes we
study include whether a household issued a voucher successfully leases a unit using the voucher, in
what Census tract this lease up occurred, and at what rent. Family characteristics obtained from
voucher application forms include gender, race, ethnicity, homeless and disability status, household
19. From February-May 2018, KCHA and SHA piloted the CMTO program. During this pilot phase, all families
with at least one child aged 15 or younger were invited to participate in this pilot and 41 families enrolled.
20. Enrollment rates were approximately 90% across all the subgroups we examine, except that households who do
not speak English as a primary language enrolled at a slightly lower 77% rate.
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size, income, and address at time of application. Data on lease-ups were obtained up through
February 6, 2020, by which point vouchers had either been taken up or had expired for all families
who participated in the experiment.
Baseline Survey. We conducted a baseline survey for all families who enrolled in the CMTO
experiment after providing informed consent. We collected information on characteristics including
the head of household’s primary language, birth country, years in the United States, tenure in
the Seattle area, education, current housing status, employment status, employment location and
commute length, moving and eviction history, receipt of social services, and child care utilization.
In addition, we asked about self-reported assessments of current neighborhood satisfaction, motivations to move, opinions of various neighborhoods, and overall happiness. The baseline survey also
included information on children, such as their ages, grade levels, school name, special education
participation, school satisfaction, and participation in extracurricular activities. The full baseline
survey instrument is available here.
Service Delivery. The service providers used a case management system built by MDRC to
record data on interactions with households and landlords in real time. For households, the database
includes information on the housing search process, contact with the search assistance staff, and
take-up of financial assistance. Data on the housing search process includes information on whether
the household made goals and completed several tasks: visiting neighborhoods, looking for housing,
contacting property owners, completing rental applications, and preparing to move. Data on contact
with housing search assistance staff include the date of each contact, the method of contact, who
initiated the contact, the location of the contact, the reason for the contact, whether the contact
included rental application coaching or visiting a prospective unit, and how long the meeting lasted.
Records of financial assistance include the amount and type of financial assistance requested and
received. Finally, we also collected information on credit, rental, and criminal histories, savings,
childcare availability, smoking status, pet ownership, and neighborhood preferences and priorities.
For landlords, the database contains information on landlord characteristics, outreach efforts,
and unit availability. We recorded information about each unit referred to a household by a housing
locator, including the outcome of any such referrals.
Housing Unit and Tract Characteristics. We obtain information about the characteristics of
the units that families rented from rent reasonableness reports (for KCHA), and Zillow, Redfin,
Apartments.com, and King County Property records (for SHA). These data on unit characteristics
were linked to CMTO households using a unique household identifier. We were able to obtain
16

information on unit characteristics for 81% of the units rented by families in our sample. These
data include information on unit size, year built, and appliance availability.
We obtain data on the characteristics of the Census tracts to characterize the origin and destination neighborhoods for each family from several sources. We predict the effect of the treatment
on children’s outcomes in adulthood using three sets of outcome variables from the Opportunity
Atlas (Chetty et al. 2018) for children with parents at the 25th percentile of the income distribution: mean household income rank, the incarceration rate, and (for women) the teen birth rate. We
measure other Census characteristics such as the poverty rate and racial demographics using the
2013-2017 American Community Survey. Tract-level transit and environmental health indices are
drawn from publicly available HUD Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) data. Test score
data by school district are obtained from the Stanford Education Data Archive (Fahle et al. 2017).
Follow-up Survey and Qualitative Interviews. We conducted in-person interviews between December 20, 2018 and February 25, 2020. We contacted a randomly selected subset of experimental
participants, stratifying by PHA (SHA, KCHA), treatment status (treatment, control), and lease
up status (leased up, still searching). We overweighted families in the treatment group and those
still searching for housing to maximize power to learn about mechanisms through which the treatment works during the search process (see Appendix C for details and further information on the
design of the qualitative study). At the end of each interview, we asked two questions about their
satisfaction with their current neighborhood.
We interviewed 161 families in total, out of 202 who were targeted for inclusion in the qualitative
study, for an 80% response rate (Appendix Table 2). Of these 161 families, 130 had leased up at the
point of interview and thus have post-move neighborhood satisfaction data. Among the families
interviewed post-move, 97 are in the treatment group and 33 are in the control group.

IV.B

Baseline Characteristics and Balance Tests

Table 1 presents summary statistics on the baseline characteristics of the 430 CMTO participants
and their origin neighborhoods for the pooled sample and separately for the control and treatment
groups.
Baseline Characteristics. Families participating in the CMTO experiment are quite economically disadvantaged (Panel A of Table 1). The median household income of CMTO participants
of around $19,000 falls just below the 15th percentile of the national household income distribution (based on data from the 2017 Current Population Survey) and less than one quarter of King
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County’s median household income in 2017 of over $86,700. Only 5% of the CMTO household heads
have a four-year college degree, and 13% were homeless or living in a group shelter at baseline. The
vast majority (80%) of the household heads are female and 12% were married at baseline. About
half of the CMTO participants (49%) are Black (non-Hispanic), 25% are White (non-Hispanic),
about 8% are Hispanic, and 7% are Asian. A little more than a third (35%) of the household heads
are immigrants and about a fifth of the participants required a translator for the baseline survey
and in-take services. 56% of participants were employed at baseline, and only 28% were working
full-time (35 or more hours a week).21
Panel B of Table 1 provides information on CMTO participants’ attitudes toward moves to
higher-opportunity neighborhoods.22 At baseline, CMTO participants expressed interest in moving to higher opportunity neighborhoods, but were worried about the feasibility of making such
moves. Around 80% of households indicated they were comfortable moving to a racially different
neighborhood. Over 70% of families indicated that they were willing to move to at least one of three
areas we named (Northwest Seattle, Northeast Seattle, and South of Ship Canal for SHA; North
King County, East King County, and East Hill Kent for KCHA) that have many high-opportunity
neighborhoods. However, only 29% of the CMTO families felt they would find it easy to pay moving
expenses to move to a different neighborhood. The primary motivation expressed by CMTO participants for moving to a new neighborhood was better schools (43%), safer neighborhood (22%),
and better or bigger home (16%).23 Few CMTO participants list employment-related motivations
for moving to a new neighborhood.
Panel C of Table 1 shows that CMTO families were living at baseline in relatively disadvantaged
neighborhoods within King County on several dimensions. The mean poverty rate of the Census
tracts in which CMTO families lived was 17% in 2016, as compared to 10.9% for King County. The
mean predicted income rank in adulthood of children growing up in a low-income (25th percentile)
family was 43.9 (about $35,000) in the baseline neighborhoods of CMTO families, which falls at
approximately the 31st percentile of tracts across King County.
Balance Tests. The final column of Table 1 reports p-values for tests of the difference in the
21. Although CMTO participants have low incomes relative to the median family, they are significantly better off
than participants in the Moving to Opportunity experiment (Sanbonmatsu et al. 2011). For example, only 28% of
MTO household heads were employed at baseline as compared to 56% of CMTO household heads. Only 3% of CMTO
families were living in extremely high-poverty tracts (40% or higher poverty rate) at baseline, as compared to 100%
of MTO families.
22. See Appendix Table 10 for the exact questions used to assess these attitudes and the way in which responses
were coded.
23. These motivations contrast with the MTO families, where concerns about gangs and violence was the primary
motivation to move for most families, while better schools was the primary motivation for a much smaller group.
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mean of each variable between the treatment and control groups.24 The baseline characteristics are
generally balanced between the treatment and control groups, as would be expected given random
assignment. There is a slightly higher share of individuals with less than a high school degree in
the control group and some imbalance in perceptions of neighborhoods and willingness to move to
different types of areas. However, an F-test for balance across all the baseline variables shown in
Table 1 yields a statistically insignificant p-value of 0.22. We conclude that the pattern of observed
differences between the treatment and control groups is consistent with the degree of sampling
variation that one would expect given random assignment of treatment status but verify that the
main results are robust to the inclusion of controls for baseline characteristics.
The qualitative sample (the subset of households for whom we have post-move neighborhood
satisfaction data) remains representative of the full CMTO quantitative sample (Appendix Table
3). There is no evidence of selective attrition from the qualitative sample: rates of response to the
followup survey do not vary with treatment status and families who responded to the survey are
balanced on observable baseline characteristics (Appendix Tables 2 and 4).

V

Experimental Results

This section presents the main experimental results. We divide our analysis into five parts. First,
we analyze how the CMTO treatment affected the rate of moves to high-opportunity areas, the
primary outcome specified in our pre-analysis plan. Second, we predict the effects of the treatment
on rates of upward income mobility using historical data from the Opportunity Atlas. Third, we
examine heterogeneity in treatment effects across subgroups. Fourth, we analyze impacts on other
dimensions of neighborhood and unit quality to assess whether families moving to opportunity made
sacrifices on other margins. Fifth, we report results on rates of persistence in new neighborhoods
and neighborhood satisfaction based on post-move surveys. In the final subsection, we discuss
how the experimental findings shed light on the relative importance of preferences vs. barriers in
neighborhood choice using a stylized model.

24. Since randomization was stratified by PHA (Seattle vs. King County), we compute these p-values by regressing
the outcome on indicators for treatment status and PHA and report the p-value on the treatment indicator. In
practice, since randomization rates were essentially identical in the two PHAs, the resulting difference is very similar
to the raw difference in means between the treatment and control group.
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V.A

Impacts on Neighborhood Choice

We estimate the treatment effect of CMTO on an outcome yi (e.g., an indicator for moving to a
high-opportunity area) using an OLS regression specification of the form:

yi = α + βT reati + δKCHAi + γXi + i

(1)

where Treat is an indicator variable for being randomly assigned to the treatment group, KCHA is
an indicator for receiving a voucher from the King County Housing Authority (as opposed to the
Seattle Housing Authority), and X is a vector of baseline covariates.
In our baseline specifications, we include the KCHA indicator (since randomization occurred
within each housing authority) but no additional covariates X. In supplemental specifications, we
evaluate the sensitivity of our estimates to the inclusion of the baseline covariates listed in Table
1. Including these additional covariates has little impact on the estimates, as expected given that
the covariates are balanced across the treatment and control groups.
Figure 4a shows the effect of the CMTO program on the fraction of families who rent units
in high-opportunity areas using their housing vouchers. To facilitate visualization, we plot the
control group mean (pooling all control group families across the two housing authorities) and
the control group mean plus the estimated treatment effect β from equation (1). The CMTO
intervention increased the share of families moving to high-upward-mobility (opportunity) areas
by 37.9 percentage points (s.e. = 4.2, p < 0.001) from 15.1% in the control group to 53.0% in
the treatment group.25 The 15.1% rate of moves to high-opportunity areas in the control group is
similar to historical rates (Figure 4a), suggesting that the high rate of opportunity moves in the
treatment group did not crowd out moves to opportunity areas that control group families would
have made.26
In Figure 4b, we analyze whether the CMTO program affected overall lease-up rates, a secondary
outcome in our pre-analysis plan. This figure replicates Figure 4a, changing the outcome to an
indicator for leasing up anywhere (not just in a high-opportunity area). The lease-up rates are
very similar and statistically indistinguishable across the treatment group (87.4%) and control
25. These estimates are based on 427 families; we exclude 3 households whose voucher was transferred to other
PHAs shortly after voucher issuance (and whose information we lost thereafter) here and throughout the analysis
below.
26. In particular, if there are a small number of units available in high-opportunity neighborhoods, the increased
success of CMTO treatment group families in leasing those units could come at the expense of other voucher holders
who would have gotten the units. This does not appear to occur in practice, presumably because the marginal family
competing for housing in a high-opportunity neighborhood is typically not a voucher holder.
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group (85.9%). The fact that lease-up rates were quite high even in the control group shows that
CMTO’s impacts are not simply driven by providing services that enable families to use their
vouchers (e.g., landlord referrals) and steering them to certain areas as a condition for receiving
these services. Rather, CMTO changed where families chose to live by reducing barriers to leasing
a unit in high-opportunity areas in particular.
Conditional on leasing up, 60.7% of families leased units in high-opportunity areas in the treatment group, compared with 17.6% in the control group (Figure 4c). Hence, if all families were to
receive CMTO services and treatment effects remained stable, we would expect 60.7% (rather than
the current 17.6%) of families using vouchers to live in high-opportunity areas in steady-state.
Figure 5 maps the neighborhoods to which treatment and control families moved (among those
who leased a unit using their voucher). While control group families are concentrated in loweropportunity neighborhoods in the southern and western parts of the metro area, treatment group
families are widely dispersed across high-opportunity neighborhoods.27 The 118 treatment group
families in our sample who moved to an opportunity area spread out across 46 distinct Census
tracts. The fact that the CMTO treatment induces families to move to a diffuse set of highopportunity areas reduces the risk that the predicted gains from moving to a higher-opportunity
neighborhood will be diminished by changes in neighborhood composition. To see this, suppose the
CMTO program were scaled up to include all families with children who currently receive Housing
Choice Vouchers in Seattle and King County. If families were to move to Census tracts at the
same rates as in our treatment group, the CMTO program would increase the number of voucher
holding households as a fraction of total households by about 7.2 percentage points in the median
high-opportunity tract to which CMTO families move.

V.B

Predicted Impacts on Upward Mobility

How do the changes in neighborhood choices induced by CMTO affect children’s future outcomes?
Answering this question directly will require following children over time. However, we can predict
the impacts of the moves induced by the CMTO program on children’s future outcomes using
the historical measures of upward mobility from the Opportunity Atlas (under our maintained
assumption that rates of upward mobility will not change over time).
As specified in our pre-analysis plan, we measure upward mobility as the predicted adult household income rank for children with parents at the 25th percentile, drawn directly from the publicly
27. At the point of voucher application, most treatment and control families are concentrated in South and West
Seattle (Appendix Figure 3).
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available Opportunity Atlas data.28 The treatment effect on this measure of upward mobility is an
increase of 1.6 percentile ranks (s.e. = 0.4, p < 0.001), from 44.5 (roughly an income of $36,000
at age 34) in the control group to 46.1 ($37,800) in the treatment group (Figure 4d).29 Families
in the treatment group also moved to neighborhoods with lower predicted teen birth rates and
incarceration rates (Appendix Figure 4).
Recent studies (Andrews, Kitagawa, and McCloskey 2019; Mogstad et al. 2020) have shown that
the 1.6 rank gain could potentially be an upward-biased estimate of the true impact on upward
mobility because of sampling error in the Opportunity Atlas estimates. In particular, the tracts
that have the highest estimated rates of upward mobility in the Opportunity Atlas may not in fact
have the highest true levels of upward mobility because of noise in the estimates. Moreover, tracts
that got a positive noise draw are more likely to be defined as “high opportunity.” We address
these concerns in three ways. First, we construct optimal forecasts of upward mobility by applying
the linear shrinkage procedure with covariates outlined in Appendix A to the Opportunity Atlas
estimates. Under the assumption that upward mobility across tracts is normally distributed (conditional on the covariates), the forecasts yield an unbiased estimate of the gain from the intervention
(Andrews, Kitagawa, and McCloskey 2019). The treatment effect on the forecasts of upward mobility is 1.6 percentiles, the same as what we obtain with the raw estimates.30 Second, we show that
tracts classified as high-opportunity based on data for the 1978-83 birth cohorts have significantly
higher levels of upward mobility (with p < 0.001) using data for the 1984-89 birth cohorts. Third,
the Opportunity Atlas estimates are highly predictive of the actual earnings outcomes of children
randomly induced to move to different neighborhoods in the Moving to Opportunity experiment
(Chetty et al. 2018, Figure X). Together, these results confirm that the tracts to which families in
the treatment group moved are not merely classified as “high opportunity” due to noise and do in
fact have higher latent levels of upward mobility, as one would expect given that the reliability of
the Opportunity Atlas tract-level estimates is 0.91 (Chetty et al. 2018).
We translate the treatment effect estimate of 1.6 percentiles on household income ranks into
28. We use the final, publicly available version of the Opportunity Atlas when constructing these predictions rather
than the preliminary measures that were used to define “high opportunity” areas to maximize precision. However,
results are similar if we use the preliminary measures because they are highly correlated with the final measures
(Appendix Figure 2).
29. For families who did not lease up using their vouchers, we use upward mobility in their origin Census tract as
the outcome. A survey of these households suggests that most stay in their origin tract and those that do move on
average move to areas with lower upward mobility.
30. The forecasts happen not to change the estimates significantly because some of the tracts to which families in
the treatment group moved have lower estimates in the raw Opportunity Atlas data than one would predict based
on covariates; as a result, even though shrinkage reduces the predicted gains from moving to most high-opportunity
tracts, it ends up not affecting the overall mean significantly.
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an estimated causal impact on income for a given child whose family is induced to move to an
opportunity area by CMTO by making two adjustments. First, not all of the observational variation
in upward mobility across areas is driven by the causal effects of place; some of it reflects selection
that would not be captured by a child who moves. Chetty et al. (2018) estimate that 62% of
the variation in upward mobility is due to causal effects, i.e. moving at birth to an area with
1 percentile higher predicted outcomes would increase a given child’s rank in adulthood by 0.62
percentiles.31 Second, the treatment effect in Figure 4d understates the gains a given child would
obtain by moving from a low to high-opportunity area because only 37.9% of families were induced
to move to high-opportunity neighborhoods by the CMTO treatment.
Adjusting for these two factors, we estimate that the causal effect of the moves induced by the
0.62
CMTO treatment for a child who moves at birth is 1.6 ×
≈ 2.6 percentiles. This corresponds
37.9
to an increase in annual household income of approximately $3,000 when children are in their
mid-thirties, which is approximately 8.4% of the mean income of children growing up in families
at the 25th percentile of the national income distribution in low-opportunity areas in Seattle and
King County. Assuming that individuals obtain a 8.4% income gain throughout their lives and an
annual income growth rate of 1% per year, we project an undiscounted total lifetime income gain
of $214,000. This is equivalent to $85,000 in present value at birth with a 2% discount rate.32
As another benchmark, note that children growing up in 75th percentile families in Seattle
end up 13.6 percentiles higher in the income distribution as adults than those growing up in 25th
percentile families in Seattle. Moving to a high-opportunity area reduces this 13.6 percentile gap in
2.6
= 19.1% . That is, moving from the average low-opportunity to high-opportunity
outcomes by
13.6
area within Seattle reduces the gap in income between children from low- and high-income families
by about 20%.
If the children who move to high-opportunity areas as a result of the CMTO treatment go on
to earn more as predicted, the incremental income tax revenue from the higher earnings would
offset the up-front service cost of the program (excluding the downstream costs of higher voucher
payments).33 We estimate that the treatment effect of the program on the present value of income
31. Chetty et al. (2018) obtain a very similar estimate when focusing on the subset of families induced to move to
low-poverty areas by receiving a housing voucher in the Moving to Opportunity experiment, supporting the application
of this 62% figure in our study population.
32. See Appendix Table 5 for step-by-step details on these calculations. The corresponding estimates for individual
earnings (excluding spousal income) are a 2.1 percentile gain, translating to approximately $1,800 (7%) per year in
a lifetime earnings gain of $133,000.
33. We emphasize that the service cost of the program does not incorporate the costs of higher voucher payments
that are generated by families in the treatment group moving to more expensive neighborhoods and the fact that
voucher payments are indexed to local rents in SHA and KCHA (see Section VII below). While these higher voucher
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tax revenue for children who move at birth is $6,000 (discounted at 2%), which is larger than the
average program service cost of $2,660.
In Figure 6, we analyze the distribution of treatment effects on upward mobility by plotting the
probability density function of upward mobility for families in the treatment group vs. the control
group. Consistent with the results in Figure 4d, the distributions for the treatment group are shifted
significantly to the right relative to that for the control group. Families who moved to opportunity
did not simply gravitate to lower-opportunity areas within the set of neighborhoods designated as
“high opportunity.” In particular, some treatment group families moved to the highest-upwardmobility neighborhoods in the county – areas where no one would have moved absent the services
(as shown by the near-zero density in the control group in the upper right tail).34

V.C

Subgroup Heterogeneity

The effectiveness of programs that seek to reduce barriers to moving could potentially vary significantly across subgroups that face different types of barriers (e.g., racial/ethnic minorities who
may face discrimination). In Figure 7, we evaluate whether this is a concern by analyzing the
heterogeneity in the CMTO treatment effect on the rate of moves to high-opportunity areas across
subgroups.
Panel A of Figure 7 replicates Figure 4a separately for non-Hispanic Black head-of-households,
non-Hispanic whites, and all other racial and ethnic groups. The CMTO treatment generated
large increases in moves to higher opportunity areas of at least 30 percentage points across all of
these groups.35 The significant gains among black families show that the CMTO treatment has
substantial effects even in the presence of any racial discrimination that may exist in the housing
market (Kain and Quigley 1975). Conversely, the large treatment effects among white families
show that the low rate of opportunity moves among voucher holders is not due solely to racial
discrimination.
Panel B of Figure 7 splits the sample into families with household incomes below vs. above
payment costs are an additional expense borne by the government, they may vary across jurisdictions and could
potentially be reduced by limiting the extent to which payment standards are increased in more expensive areas – an
important direction for future research on optimizing the cost effectiveness of CMTO-type interventions.
34. In light of this result, an interesting question for future work is whether one might be able to further amplify
the impacts of the CMTO intervention on upward mobility by setting the threshold used to define “high-opportunity”
areas at a higher level, thereby encouraging more families to move to the highest-opportunity neighborhoods.
35. These changes in neighborhood choice are likely to improve long-term outcomes for all of these subgroups as
well: for instance, Chetty et al. (2018) show that black children who move to areas with higher levels of upward
mobility on average have higher earnings in adulthood, even if the neighborhoods to which they move have relatively
few black families.
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$19,000 per year (the median in the CMTO experimental sample). We find substantial treatment
effects in both of these groups, demonstrating that the program yields benefits even for the most
disadvantaged households.
In Table 2, we estimate analogous treatment effects for several other subgroups of the population
by cutting the data on various baseline characteristics. In every one of the 37 subgroups considered
in the table, we find a highly statistically significant treatment effect on the rate of opportunity
moves of at least 30 percentage points. These groups include immigrants vs. U.S. natives, those
with or without English as their primary language, and families with more or less optimistic views
at baseline of moving to an opportunity area. There are no significant changes in overall lease-up
rates in any of the subgroups (Appendix Table 6), consistent with the patterns in Figure 4b for the
full sample.
In sum, the CMTO intervention generates highly robust increases in moves to opportunity
across subgroups of the population.

V.D

Trade-offs on Other Dimensions of Unit Quality

Do the families induced to move to higher-opportunity areas by the CMTO program make sacrifices
on other dimensions of neighborhood or housing quality? To answer this question, we estimate
treatment effects on a variety of unit- and neighborhood-level characteristics.
Figure 8a shows that the distance moved (and thereby distance back to one’s prior neighborhood) is similar for treatment and control families who leased up. Figure 8b shows that the
treatment also did not induce families to move to smaller housing units; if anything, families in the
treatment group lease slightly larger units than those in the control group (though the difference is
not statistically significant). Housing units rented by treatment group families are also quite similar
to those of the control group in terms of age, household appliances, and access to air conditioning
(Appendix Table 7, Panel B).
Treatment group families move to neighborhoods whose characteristics are generally associated
with higher neighborhood quality – lower poverty rates, more college graduates, more two-parent
families, and higher scores on standard Kirwan indices of opportunity (Appendix Table 7, Panel
A). This is because treatment group families who moved to high-opportunity areas ended up in
neighborhoods that are fairly representative of high-opportunity areas in terms of observable characteristics (Appendix Table 8). Because high-opportunity areas tend to have lower poverty rates,
more two-parent families, etc. (Chetty et al. 2018), the treatment produces gains on these dimen-
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sions.
In short, the moves to opportunity induced by the CMTO treatment did not require families
to make sacrifices in terms of observable neighborhood amenities or housing quality. One reason
this might be the case is that Seattle and King County offer higher payments for more expensive
neighborhoods, allowing families to access more expensive units in high-opportunity areas. Indeed,
Panel C of Figure 8 shows that treatment group families move to units with monthly rents that are
$188 higher on average than families in the control group. Given the structure of payment standards,
this marginal cost is entirely borne by the housing authority rather than the families themselves:
the treatment had no significant impact on families’ out-of-pocket rent payments (Appendix Table
7). Understanding the trade-offs that would be induced by CMTO-type programs in a setting
without tiered payment structures is an interesting direction for further work.

V.E

Persistence and Neighborhood Satisfaction

Are the families who moved to high-opportunity areas as a result of the CMTO treatment satisfied
with their new neighborhoods and likely to stay there after moving? A key concern in any mobility
program is that moves to higher-opportunity areas may be short-lived, especially since many families
have not experienced these areas before and could revise their preferences after living there. In this
section, we examine these issues by analyzing whether families choose to stay in high-opportunity
areas after moving and using survey data to assess neighborhood satisfaction.
We begin by evaluating whether families who moved to high-opportunity neighborhoods stay
there when their lease comes up for renewal. We have data on where families live up to February 6,
2020. Since most leases last for one year, we focus on families who leased up a unit before January
7, 2019, which gives them at least 1 year and 1 month to make second moves within our sample
window. Since families who lease up very quickly after receiving a voucher are a selected subsample,
we further restrict the sample to families who received vouchers before September 1, 2018. Among
the families who received their vouchers before September 1, 2018 and eventually leased up, around
90% leased a unit before January 7, 2019, limiting the scope for selection bias.36
Figure 9a plots the fraction of families within this sample who initially leased a unit in a
36. We can fully eliminate selection bias by comparing the fraction of families who live in high-opportunity areas
without limiting the sample to those who leased up before January 7, 2019, as in Figure 9. In Appendix Figure 5, we
see that CMTO increased the fraction of families living in high-opportunity areas by about 40 percentage points both
in February 2019 and February 2020, demonstrating that the intervention leads to sustained increases in exposure to
high-opportunity neighborhoods. The drawback of this estimate is that it does not isolate the rate of persistence in
new neighborhoods among families who moved because the change between February 2019 and 2020 is partly driven
by a small fraction (10%) of new lease-ups that occurred between those two points.
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high-opportunity area alongside the fraction who live in a high-opportunity area as of February 6,
2020. The treatment effect of CMTO is highly persistent: families in the treatment group are 41
percentage points more likely to be living in a high-opportunity area after at least one year and
one month on lease, as compared with 45 pp when they first leased-up.37 This is because more
than 80% of families in both the control and treatment group renew their lease in the unit they
first leased (Figure 9b). These findings suggest that at least in the short-run – after one year of
experience in their new neighborhoods – families induced to move to opportunity by the CMTO
intervention do not exhibit a strong desire to move to the lower-opportunity neighborhoods they
would otherwise have chosen, consistent with Darrah and DeLuca (2014). One factor that may have
contributed to these high rates of persistence is that the families who moved to high-opportunity
areas in CMTO chose such neighborhoods without being required to do so to use their vouchers
(and hence are a selected subsample who exhibit a preference for such areas). In contrast, the
families in the Moving to Opportunity experimental group were required to move to low-poverty
areas to use their vouchers.
To assess persistence over longer horizons and gauge the preferences of infra-marginal households (i.e., those who are not close to the margin of moving again), we supplement the short-term
persistence measures with survey data on neighborhood satisfaction. As part of the qualitative data
collection, we surveyed 130 randomly chosen families who had leased up units using their vouchers
about their satisfaction with their new neighborhoods. On average, these surveys were conducted
6 months after families had moved. As discussed in Section IV.B, families who responded to these
surveys are representative of the full sample on observable characteristics and there is no evidence
of selective attrition by treatment status. We therefore believe that inferences drawn from this
smaller subgroup of respondents are likely to yield unbiased estimates of treatment effects in our
broader experimental sample.
Families in the treatment group express much greater satisfaction with their new neighborhoods
than control group families. At the end of their qualitative interviews, families were asked, “Which
of the following statements best describes how satisfied you are with your current neighborhood?,”
with five potential answers ranging from “very satisfied” to “very dissatisfied.” Figure 10a shows
that the treatment increased the share of families who reported being “very satisfied” with their new
neighborhoods by 18.7 percentage points (s.e. = 10.1, p = 0.066), from 45.5% in the control group

37. Households in the sample (i.e., who were issued a voucher before September 1, 2018 and leased-up before January
7, 2019), had been in their new units for 1 year and 4 months on average by Feb 6, 2020.
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to 64.2% in the treatment group (see Appendix Figure 6 for the full distribution of responses).
Families were also asked, “Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about
staying in your current neighborhood?,” with five potential answers ranging from “very sure I want
to stay” to “very sure I want to move to a different neighborhood.” Treatment group families are
17.4 percentage points (s.e. = 9.8, p = 0.076) more likely to say they are “very sure” about wanting
to stay in their new neighborhood (Figure 10b). In light of prior evidence that these subjective
assessments of satisfaction and persistence are highly predictive of subsequent move rates (Clark
and Ledwith 2006; Basolo and Yerena 2017), these findings suggest that treatment group families
will be more likely to stay in their new neighborhoods than typical housing voucher recipients in
the long run.
To further explore the mechanism underlying these improvements in neighborhood satisfaction,
in Figure 11 we disaggregate the measures of satisfaction (Panel A) and likelihood of staying (Panel
B) by whether families moved to high-opportunity areas or not. In both the treatment and control
groups, families who moved to high-opportunity areas report much higher levels of satisfaction
and likelihoods of staying.38 These differences emerge only post-move: families in all four groups
report similarly low levels of satisfaction (Panel C) and low probabilities of staying (Panel D) in
their neighborhoods at the point of the baseline survey prior to randomization. Although the
comparisons in Figure 11 are based on endogenous choices rather than experimental variation, they
suggest that the key determinant of satisfaction is the neighborhoods in which families live rather
than a direct effect of the CMTO services themselves. In particular, the treatment effect on the the
fraction of families who report being very satisfied (18.7 %) is similar to what one would predict
based on the difference in satisfaction between families who moved to high vs. low opportunity
areas within the control group multiplied by the treatment effect on the fraction who move to
high-opportunity areas (59.7 ×43.1 = 25.7).39
In sum, the sharp increases in neighborhood satisfaction and high levels of persistence in the
new neighborhoods allay the concern that the CMTO treatment may have steered families into
38. The gains in satisfaction associated with moving to a high-opportunity area are slightly larger in the control
group than the treatment group, perhaps reflecting the fact that the few families who moved to high-opportunity
areas in the control group strongly preferred them to begin with, whereas the CMTO treatment induced families with
slightly weaker preferences to move as well.
39. These findings also help address the concern that survey responses may be driven by social desirability bias,
whereby families in the treatment group might feel obliged to say positive things about the program and their
neighborhoods to the interviewers. To mitigate any such biases, interviewers (a) stressed that they were independent
from the PHAs and would not share their responses with the PHAs and (b) sought to develop rapport with families
at the beginning of the interviews – starting with an open invitation to “Tell us the story of your life” – before asking
CMTO-specific questions.
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new neighborhoods that end up being a poor fit after they arrive. Instead, these findings suggest
that there are significant barriers to mobility that prevent low-income families with vouchers from
moving to higher-opportunity areas that they actually prefer ex-post.

V.F

Implications for Models of Neighborhood Choice

In this section, we formalize what we can learn from the experimental results about the role of
preferences vs. barriers in standard models of neighborhood choice.
We begin by considering a frictionless model of the housing market in which all households live
in the neighborhoods that maximize their utility. In this setting, our treatment effect estimates
yield tight bounds on families’ preferences for low vs. high-opportunity areas. We illustrate the
intuition for these bounds in Figure 12 and present algebraic derivations using a canonical model
of neighborhood choice with heterogeneous preferences in Appendix D. On the x-axis of Figure 12,
we plot a family’s net willingness to pay (WTP) for a non-opportunity neighborhood. Formally,
the WTP is the indirect utility of moving to a non-opportunity neighborhood minus the indirect
utility of moving to an opportunity neighborhood, taking into account rental costs as well as the
baseline subsidies provided by the HCV program. Larger values on the x-axis correspond to stronger
preferences for non-opportunity neighborhoods (e.g., because of other amenities or proximity to
family).
What is the distribution of WTP to move to a non-opportunity area in the population of CMTO
participants? Given that 17.6% of the control group that leased up moved to an opportunity
neighborhood (Figure 4c), a frictionless model inferring preferences from choices would imply that
only 17.6% of families leasing up with vouchers prefer living in opportunity neighborhoods. This
value is depicted by the open circle on the figure, where the y-axis shows the fraction of families
with WTP below a given level x (i.e., the CDF of the WTP distribution).
To further characterize the distribution of WTP, note that in a purely frictionless model, the
services provided by CMTO could be purchased in the market at marginal cost, and hence would
be valued at most at $2,660 – the marginal cost of the CMTO program (see discussion in Appendix
D). Hence, the fact that 60.7% of families who lease up in the treatment group move to highopportunity areas would imply that 60.7% of households prefer living in opportunity neighborhoods
when provided the equivalent of a $2,660 subsidy to move to such areas. Put differently, 60.7% of
families have a WTP for low-opportunity areas below $2,660 – i.e., most families do not have a
strong distaste for high-opportunity areas. This value is depicted by the solid circle in Figure 12.
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Connecting these two points, as shown by the solid portion of CDF plotted in Figure 12, a
frictionless model would imply that 43.1 % of families who apply for housing vouchers have a WTP
for low-opportunity areas between $0 and $2,660. That is, the only way to rationalize our findings
in a model where families live in their preferred neighborhoods is that a large group of families
happen to be close to indifferent between high- and low-opportunity areas and thus are swayed by
the relatively low-cost CMTO intervention.
This explanation, however, runs counter to two other experimental results documented above.
First, we find nearly uniform treatment effects across various subgroups of the population (Table 2).
It is unlikely that all of these subgroups would happen to have a distribution of WTP that places a
large mass of families close to indifference across neighborhoods. Second, families who are induced
to move to opportunity areas experience large increases in neighborhood satisfaction (Figure 10a),
contradicting the view that these families are close to indifference across neighborhoods.
Our experimental findings thus challenge traditional economic models of residential sorting and
spatial equilibrium in which households are indifferent between locations given costs and amenities
(e.g., Rosen 1979; Roback 1982). A more plausible explanation for these findings is that some
families actually have a high WTP to move to opportunity but are prevented from doing so by
barriers they cannot easily address themselves through market services. More broadly, our findings
suggest that models in which preferences are the primary driver of neighborhood choice may not
provide an accurate account of what drives residential segregation, especially among low-income
families, consistent with evidence from other settings such as the Gautreaux Project in Chicago
(Charles 2003; DeLuca and Rosenbaum 2003; Desmond and Shollenberger 2015; DeLuca, Wood,
and Rosenblatt 2019).
Although we focus on tenant preferences in our model, the same logic would hold in a generalized
model that permits heterogeneity in landlord preferences over tenants. In particular, any landlord
preference to rent to non-voucher holders in high-opportunity areas must be small enough to be
overcome by the CMTO treatment for 43% of families. Hence, strong preferences among landlords
over tenants’ backgrounds are also unlikely to explain the segregation of low-income families into
lower-opportunity areas, consistent with Garboden et al. (2018).
One reduced-form way to model barriers to neighborhood choice is as monetary search costs
that families pay to find housing, as is common in the modern urban economics literature (e.g.,
Wheaton 1990; Bayer, Ferreira, and McMillan 2007; Kennan and Walker 2011; Galiani, Murphy,
and Pantano 2015). The sharp increases in neighborhood satisfaction from moving to opportunity
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suggest that the search costs needed to rationalize our full set of experimental results must be
quite large, persistent, neighborhood-specific, and independent of distance moved.40 It is critical
to unpack what these search costs are and develop models that specify their structure explicitly
in order to understand how to reduce these costs and help families find housing in their preferred
neighborhoods. To this end, the rest of the paper focuses on characterizing the barriers families
face and the mechanisms through which CMTO reduced those barriers.

VI

Qualitative Evidence on Mechanisms

In this section, we explore the mechanisms underlying the treatment effects documented above
by presenting qualitative evidence from interviews with 161 families conducted between December
12th, 2018 and February 26th, 2020. These 161 families were randomly sampled from the study
population, stratified by PHA, treatment status, and voucher status (leased-up or still searching).
We oversampled families in the treatment group to maximize our power to learn about treatment
mechanisms. We successfully completed interviews with approximately 80% of the sample we
randomly selected for inclusion in the qualitative study (Appendix Table 2). As discussed in Section
IV.B, families who participated in these interviews are representative of the full study population on
observable characteristics and response rates were nearly identical across the treatment and control
groups. We then systematically coded the nearly 8,000 pages of transcripts from these interviews to
measure the prevalence of various themes and identify recurring patterns. Details on the methods
used to collect and code the data are given in Appendix C.
We interviewed participants using an in-depth narrative approach, building on prior qualitative research of mobility programs (Darrah and DeLuca 2014; DeLuca, Clampet-Lundquist, and
Edin 2016). We asked families about their lives broadly, such as their residential history, family
dynamics, and children’s schooling. We also elicited information about the barriers that families
faced in moving to high-opportunity areas and the components of CMTO that were most useful in
addressing those barriers.41 This qualitative design is fruitful because it allows us to both identify
the prevalence of mechanisms we had postulated ex-ante and uncover new mechanisms that we
had not anticipated. This is especially helpful because supplementary analyses (reported in Section
40. One prominent example of such a cost is racial discrimination by landlords, which has been incorporated into
models of housing search since at least Kain and Quigley (1975). While racial discrimination may be an important
barrier, it is worth noting that we find equally large treatment effects of the CMTO intervention for white families,
suggesting that it is not the sole barrier at play. In addition, our finding that the treatment did not affect distance
moved (Figure 8a) challenges standard parameterizations of search costs, which simply scale with distance moved.
41. We also conducted interviews with control group members to understand why the absence of CMTO supports
makes opportunity moves so difficult.
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VII below) suggest that some of the primary mechanisms we expected would matter ex-ante –
namely financial assistance and provision of information about high-opportunity areas – do not in
fact appear to explain CMTO’s impacts by themselves. Our qualitative results suggest that such
financial and informational resources are only effective when delivered through supportive meetings
with CMTO staff and deployed strategically by the staff at critical points of the search process.
We structure our qualitative analysis in three parts. We begin with a descriptive characterization
of the families in the sample that sheds light on the challenges they face in searching for housing.
We then describe five key mechanisms that emerge in treatment group families’ descriptions of
how CMTO helped them overcome these challenges. Finally, we show how the combination of
these mechanisms and the ability to customize the treatment to each family’s particular needs was
central to the program’s success, drawing on both the interviews and quantitative evidence from
our case management system on service utilization.

VI.A

Who are the Families Applying for Housing Vouchers?

Our conversations with families revealed several deeper dimensions of economic disadvantage and
barriers to housing search beyond the measures in the baseline survey data summarized in Table
1. A substantial share of the families (45%) report struggling with a major health problem, including children with significant physical, mental or emotional needs. 29% had experienced domestic
violence.42 Many parents in the qualitative study describe their own childhoods as having been
traumatic and attribute current struggles with depression, anxiety, phobias, and anger to histories
of family “chaos,” as one mother described it.
Caregiving responsibilities and own health issues make maintaining consistent employment difficult for a large share of the household heads. Perhaps as a result of these factors, the families have
histories of housing insecurity and instability. Nearly one-fifth (19%) of the families we interviewed
had been evicted, and nearly half (49%) had been homeless in the past. The majority of household
heads (78%) had been previously “doubled-up,” living in the homes of family members or friends.
When we asked families to tell us about their residential histories, their accounts often included
descriptions of repeated denials when applying for rental housing, largely arising from credit problems. For example, one of the participants we met, Sandra, the mother of a thirteen-year old boy
with significant health problems, had not received her voucher yet at the point of our conversation.
Sandra told us she felt despondent about ever find housing in Seattle because of her poor credit
42. These rates are likely lower-bound estimates, since they were voluntarily shared with interviewers. Had we asked
directly about domestic violence or struggles with mental health, these numbers would likely be higher.
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history. She was frustrated and said, “I wish they’d do a criminal background check instead of a
credit [check]—I have no crimes.”43
Although they were desperate to secure housing, many families began the CMTO program
anxious about their prospects for finding it in the tight Seattle area housing market. The CMTO
parents were generally interested in moves to high-opportunity areas and believed such moves would
benefit both their children and themselves. However, they were pessimistic about the prospect of
landlords in such areas being willing to rent to them.
Overall, the interviews paint a picture of families that have extremely limited time and resources
to devote to housing search. These findings are consistent with significant “scarcity” in mental
bandwidth in the terminology of Mullainathan and Shafir (2013), amplifying the scope for small
frictions and barriers to affect families’ behavior.

VI.B

Five Mechanisms Underlying the CMTO Treatment Effects

Overall, treatment group families who moved to high-opportunity areas reported very positive
experiences with the CMTO program. 72% reported largely positive experiences, 25% reported
mixed or moderately positive experiences, and only 1% (one case) was largely negative in their
description of the CMTO process.
We identified the specific mechanisms through which CMTO helped families move to highopportunity areas by first reading entire interview transcripts and observing which mechanisms
emerged as most salient from families’ accounts of their experiences with CMTO. We then coded
all transcripts for these mechanisms and then recorded the frequency with which families mentioned
various themes. Families discussed five broad mechanisms: (1) emotional support from the program
staff that increased families’ confidence about their ability to find housing; (2) increased excitement
about moving to high-opportunity neighborhoods; (3) a streamlined search process that reduced
demands on families’ time and cognitive bandwidth; (4) brokering between the program staff and
landlords; and (5) strategically targeted short-term financial assistance.44 The rest of this section
illustrates these five mechanisms by presenting examples from specific interviews.

43. This and other quotes included below were selected because they are representative of the modal experience
reported by treatment group families who leased up in opportunity areas with the program. To protect families’
identities, all names used below are pseudonyms chosen by respondents.
44. Some of these mechanisms were anticipated in previous work identifying program components that led to successful lease-ups in opportunity areas for the families in the Baltimore Housing Mobility Program (DeLuca and
Rosenblatt 2017).
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Mechanism 1: Emotional Support
To learn about families’ experiences with CMTO, we asked an open-ended question in our interviews
– “tell me about CMTO” – before probing about any of the program specific details. Many families
responded by describing how emotionally supported they felt by the program staff, how confident
the program had made them feel, and how relieved they were when they began to realize what kind
of support they were going to receive. 61% of families who leased up in opportunity areas reported
that they felt support from CMTO staff.
Families frequently used words like “blessing,” “relief,” and “miracle” to describe the CMTO
program. One mother even referred to a CMTO search assistance staff member as an “angel.”
Katie, a 23-year-old mother living in North Seattle, told us that CMTO helped her “get a voice,”
and feel more confident dealing with property managers and negotiating her needs. She said, “I
kind of got to start speaking up and not being so scared... you can’t lose your Section 8 for speaking
out.” Dee, a mother of five, explained that without CMTO she would not have had “the courage to
even apply for this house” she was living in when we met her, given her credit history.
Jackie, a former therapist with a nine-year-old son, told us in powerful terms how she felt when
she realized what the CMTO program would provide:
“a light bulb went on. . . it was this whole flood of relief. . . it was just the supportive
nature of having lots of conversations with [CMTO staff] about, that they could call
the landlords, that they - just about all the different programs. And, you know, helping
pay the deposit was immense. That saved me, because I don’t know how I would have
done that. Yeah, just, you know, personally, mentally, emotionally, and financially, in
every way, they were supportive. . . they just sort of swooped in.”
Many families noted that the CMTO staff members’ consistent communication and support
were critical to keeping them motivated throughout the search process. Mona, a mother of two
who moved to the Bellevue area, said “[the search assistance staff member] was on top of everything
on me. If it wasn’t for her, I honestly think I would have lost my Section 8 because nobody was
willing to give us an opportunity.” Tina, who moved to North Seattle with her sons, excitedly told
us, “wow this program, like they’re with you at all times, they help you they’re there to guide you.”
These accounts differed from what we heard from control group members, like Arya, who wished
she had more support when looking for housing for herself and her nine-year-old daughter. Arya
described having a difficult time during a recent visit to an apartment leasing office, “could I get
somebody to meet me there that might just sit there with me to, you know, provide that – I
don’t know, like, to explain the paperwork to me more or to be a second ear also. Because yeah,
sometimes, I just – I have communication issues like understanding the person and I feel rushed
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because I can’t get – I don’t have the time to just get it out. So, I wanted somebody to come with
me and [the PHA] emailed me back that they don’t provide that service.”
Mechanism 2: Increased Motivation to Move to Opportunity
In addition to the support they felt from the CMTO staff, many families also reported that they
became more motivated to participate in the program because of the possibility of moving to a highopportunity area. They recalled learning about the benefits for their children’s long-term success
during the initial study intake process and throughout their meetings with CMTO search assistance
staff. Many reported feeling “excited” by the prospect of living somewhere that, as Hiba, a mother
of three, told us, “there is research they’ve shown. . . [there] are more opportunities, there are more
graduations from school. . . That is what we are looking for.” Melinda, a mother with a two-year
old son, was clear that she was “tired of living around chaos,” and became quite emotional when
she heard that the program was about more than just providing housing assistance. She explained,
“She [the CMTO staff member] made me cry when she kind of explained to me what the program
does, like it’s not just we pay your rent . . . it’s for to make sure that not only you are in a good area
but your kid can grow up in a good area and be successful it’s like it made me so happy to think
that my son is going to be in a area that can just help him be a good part of society.” Overall, 78%
of the treatment group families who moved to high-opportunity areas referenced their knowledge
of research showing that moves to these areas would benefit their children. Nearly one-third (31%)
of these families reported that their motivation to move was specifically driven by a desire to live
in a higher-opportunity area.
Several families reported that the CMTO staff pitched the program more as a question of what
families want for themselves, and what their vision for the future is, rather than a set of rules or
requirements. This framing made some families feel like they were treated with care and respect,
and that they were part of the process—neither forced into it nor isolated from it, in contrast to
some of their experiences with other social service agencies. During our ethnographic observations of
CMTO meetings, we watched as families were provided with a considerable amount of information
and maps detailing all of the resources and amenities available in high-opportunity neighborhoods.
Then the conversation between parents and the search assistance staff became an interactive and
customized discussion of how those resources could fit into their bigger plan for themselves and
their children. Dee told us, “[the CMTO staff member] broke down the neighborhoods in ways
that I never would have looked at.” Given how unpredictable housing situations had been for many
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CMTO families, this was the first time some of them had the bandwidth and guidance to think
these things through (see DeLuca, Wood, and Rosenblatt (2019) on reactive moves). Ashley, who
was homeless before she and her daughter moved with CMTO, explained:
“It was good because it gave you a breakdown of what you needed to do, questions you
need to ask, things you need to think about like school district, grocery stores, public
transportation. . . after that, I’m like, “Well, these are things that are really important
to me.” And you didn’t think about – you don’t think about how something so simple is
so important. . . So, now, when I came into this [move], I knew what I wanted. I wanted
something close for all these things and something for my daughter.”
While many families spoke of a greater motivation to move to high-opportunity areas – perhaps
starting to realize that this was a feasible, attainable goal – remarkably few (<3%) framed their
CMTO experience in terms of simply receiving more information about the existence of such areas.
Indeed, many families pointed out that they were already well aware that some neighborhoods
offered much better opportunities for their kids. Sami, a mother of four school-aged children, told
us, “I always like think to move like Bellevue or I always heard like that I have friends here for they
-- they just move for their kids to school, I always heard like [Bellevue] school is better than Seattle
area, . . . so I always wish to move here if I can afford it, so that’s when I get the voucher and when
CMTO told me that you have to do that [to get the additional assistance], that was my wish I
was like, yeah.” Overall, we find little evidence in the qualitative interviews that the provision of
information – a mechanism that has received increasing attention in economics in recent years – is
itself a central driver of changes in the neighborhoods where CMTO families ended up moving.
Mechanism 3: Streamlining the Search Process
Parents who participated in CMTO were juggling a number of things alongside their housing
searches—including child care, multiple jobs, the fallout from domestic violence, and anxiety about
becoming homeless. The many moving parts of the search process—from online searches to the
landlord calls, apartment visits, security deposit paperwork, background checks, applications, inspections, and voucher payment paperwork—were often overwhelming for parents. It also took
precious time away from their children. As Lisa, who moved with her children to the Lake City
area of Seattle, said, “it was like me staring at my phone [to do online housing searches] like while
he’s playing around and the less I have. . . to do that takes away from like me focusing on him or
the other things that I need to do is the better.”
The CMTO staff locators were able to reduce this stress and streamline the search process by
giving families clear guidance on what to do. 73% of families who moved to opportunity areas
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mention that their housing search and lease-up processes were made simpler, quicker and less
overwhelming by the assistance they received from CMTO staff. Some families also referred to a
“plan” that they worked on with the CMTO search assistance staff. Others mentioned doing their
“homework” to search for places, practice their landlord phone call script, and write down their
attempts to find housing in their “search log.”
The program also reduced the tax of fruitless and demoralizing housing searches by directly
providing listings of rental units that were owned by landlords and property management companies
with whom the CMTO staff had built relationships. The CMTO staff built trust with property
owners and managers and increased the information these housing providers have about families,
thus reducing the influence of “Section 8” stereotypes. Melinda explained how the list of referrals
she received from her housing locator made it easier to find the place she moved into:
“She gave me a list of apartments that CMTO worked with and I just based my search
off of that list, so, cuz I was nervous about my credit and I just didn’t wanna go through
a whole bunch of denials if, you know, they’re familiar with this program, then it’ll be
easier for me to get in. . . I don’t think I would’ve tried out here honestly without them
giving me like the areas that they feel like are more opportunities.”
Mechanism 4: Landlord Brokering
The CMTO staff played a key role in facilitating relationships between prospective tenants and
landlords, both in preparing the tenants before they met landlords and in participating in conversations with landlords themselves. 61% of the families interviewed reported that CMTO staff
helped negotiate directly with landlords on their behalf during some part of the process.
One key element of housing search preparation was the creation of a “rental resume,” a document that families could use to present themselves to landlords. The essays helped families explain
the circumstances surrounding barriers to housing, like poor credit histories, evictions or unemployment. Some families felt empowered by creating their rental resumes to help move beyond past
barriers and achieve their hoped-for future through opportunity moves. The resumes also allowed
the housing search assistance staff to better describe families in their conversations with prospective
landlords.
Nicole, who moved with her 5-year-old son, described in detail how the rental resume seemed to
make a big difference to the leasing company she ended up working with, despite her spotty credit
history:
“Some landlords, you know, your credit could get denied like here like mine did and
they could like you based on that [rental resume] and then, [ask] you [for] a higher
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deposit and that’s what happened here. . . .because I had that credit resume explaining
the four derogatory marks on my credit, how they got there, how long they’ve been
there, what I’m doing to dispute them, how I’m getting them off if I’m on a payment
plan like. . . And because of that, staff was just like, “Well, I mean, you seem smart, you
seem like you’re prepared, these things on your credit don’t seem like a big deal...” And
sure enough, she was like, “Just give her a chance, just higher deposit.” So, that, it
helped.”
Many families also mentioned how valuable it was to have the housing search assistance staff
directly speak with landlords on the CMTO participants’ behalf. The staff lent families additional
credibility during difficult conversations or when landlords seem on the edge of not accepting families. Lakeisha, a house cleaner who moved with her 9-year-old daughter, noted that having the
CMTO housing search assistance staff represent her when talking with landlords “felt like it’s a
reference.” Dee’s CMTO staff person helped her move into a unit with a landlord who had never
rented to a voucher holder before. She recounted the sales pitch the CMTO staff used to explain
how the program worked and ended up benefiting both the landlord and the family:
“She did the inspection, she did a lot of talking to the landlord and getting them to
understand the program helping him figure out how to get started with the program or
Section 8 and all, that was her. She worked with us and worked with the landlord. . . and
did very good with helping a first time ever landlord, this is his first time even hearing
about Section 8. . . .an opportunity for him to help us in a sideline kind of way, he doesn’t
really have to do anything except for say yes and we’re glad that we can help with this
people move into this neighborhood to better resources and stuff for their kids, that was
his contribution to my kids’ future.”
Mechanism 5: Short-Term Financial Assistance.
Finally, many families remarked that the customized financial assistance they received from CMTO
mattered for removing upfront roadblocks. 81% of the families we interviewed mentioned receiving
financial assistance as part of the CMTO program. As Booth, a mother of two, said pointedly,
“Well, if I had money for a security deposit, I’d [already] be paying rent somewhere.” Lou explained
how CMTO financial assistance made it easier for him and his wife by covering a number of upfront
expenses, “CMTO, they help with the deposit, and you know, moving costs, if you have to bring
stuff out of storage and things like that, and Section 8 pays for your first and last month rent. . . .
You can move in without any hassle, so it really makes, makes it a lot easier to just focus on finding
a place.”
Importantly, the interviews suggest that it is not just providing uniform lump-sum short-term
financial assistance – as one would do in a more standardized program – that makes the program
effective. Rather, it is the fact that the CMTO staff deploy funds strategically at the points at
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which it is easiest to lose hope and lose landlords. Such timely financial assistance included paying
rental application fees, paying “holding” fees so families don’t lose their units while applications are
being processed, clearing up old utility bills or paying for new ones, and providing more generous
security deposits for families with a past eviction or poor credit record. For example, Stive, a father
of two, explained:
“She [the CMTO search assistance staff member] paid security deposit, I gave her the
access to my personal page in the [website] of the home, of this apartment complex.
And yes, it was really helpful it was quick, because I was so afraid [of losing the place]
when I find it out that I have to make a decision about [taking the apartment], and
in the same time I have to pay security deposits and a couple fees [when] I don’t have
resources.”

VI.C

Customization of Services to Families’ Needs

The CMTO staff facilitated lease-ups in opportunity areas by combining several of the five approaches discussed above, depending upon each family’s specific needs. For example, the emotional
and psychological support keeps families connected to the program and optimistic about the end
result of the process, which is necessary to motivate their individual housing search efforts, and
to get them to the point where the CMTO staff can do the work of connecting with landlords in
opportunity areas and completing the lease-up process. The customization of CMTO services –
with nonprofit staff being able to flexibly respond to each family’s specific situation and needs –
appears to be crucial to its success. For instance, Jennifer, a mother of four, noted that the CMTO
staff “understood the situation that I was in” and helped her accordingly.
Although many families mentioned several of the five mechanisms described above in their
interviews, the intensity with which they used each component of the CMTO program varied
greatly. This is borne out by data on service utilization from our case management system, which
tracked the duration and nature of each of the contacts between CMTO staff and families. We
report statistics on rates of service utilization in Appendix Table 9a. CMTO treatment group
families who moved to a high-opportunity area received 7.05 hours of staff time on average, but
there was substantial heterogeneity in the utilization of these services, with an interquartile range of
about 4 hours to 9 hours. Similarly mean financial assistance for treatment group families leasing
up in opportunity areas was $1,983 dollars, with an interquartile range of $958 to $3009. 47%
of these families found the unit they moved into through a direct referral to a landlord found by
CMTO staff, but 53% identified the units they moved into on their own. Different families also
used different subsets of these services: for instance, the correlation between the number of hours
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of staff time used and the amount of financial assistance used is 0.19 (Appendix Table 9d).
When we talked to families in the control group, we virtually never heard them discuss receiving this kind of customized assistance, although several mentioned that they wished they had it.
Christina, the mother of a six-year-old daughter, described how much she struggled to find housing
herself:
“I went through [local housing provider agency] to see if they could help me find an
apartment. Nobody really helps you find an apartment. They just tell you that they
like can help you get into it or they tell you that they can help you find one but they
don’t end up doing that cuz they have a lot of people that they’re working with. . . I
found this place [on my own]. I have sent emails back and forth begging to get in
here. . . my application was sitting downstairs approved for like two days while I’m still
in cars and outside with my daughter trying to figure it out. I could’ve been in here at
an empty apartment at least with warmth. So, I ended up getting accepted for here.
[Local non-profit housing provider] ended up paying for the move in fees and stuff like
that which was a blessing but I feel like maybe if they could be more personal with
their clients that they’re accepting and taking on that I feel like that would help with
the homeless situation a lot.”
In sum, the CMTO program appears to have had large impacts through a combination of
mechanisms that addressed each family’s specific challenges, while also negotiating with landlords
who might not otherwise rent to a family with a voucher. In light of the findings on scarcity of
bandwidth in Section VI.A, one way to summarize the program’s mechanism is that it provides
emotional and other support that enables families to optimize over neighborhood choice as posited
in traditional economic models, thereby allowing them to realize their inherent preference for higher
opportunity areas (Harvey et al. 2019; DeLuca and Jang 2020). We believe that the fact that the
intervention cannot be easily codified into a standardized set of protocols applied to all families
underlies its efficacy. The customization of services may also have been beneficial in reducing
program costs, as families who did not need certain components of the services (e.g., help with
landlords or security deposit assistance) took up less resources from those parts of the program.
The general lesson may be that having a highly motivated case worker support each family in
overcoming the barriers they face can help them make much more effective use of housing assistance
programs (and perhaps other public programs more generally).

VII

Alternative Policies to Increase Moves to Opportunity

In this section, we compare the impacts of the CMTO program to other, more standardized policies
that aim to help families move to higher opportunity areas: financial incentives and information
provision. We estimate the effects of financial incentives by analyzing the impacts of reforms
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implemented in Seattle and King County that increased voucher payment standards in certain
high-rent and high-opportunity neighborhoods. We examine the effects of information provision
in relation to the treatment effects of CMTO by comparing our experimental results to estimates
from other studies that evaluated the effects of information provision using randomized trials.

VII.A

Effects of Financial Incentives

One prominent approach to help families move to higher-opportunity neighborhoods is to offer
higher voucher payments in higher-rent or higher-opportunity neighborhoods within a metro area.
This is perhaps the most natural approach to reduce monetary search costs in standard economic
models of neighborhood choice. It is also a policy, termed Small Area Fair Market Rents, that has
gained popularity among housing authorities in recent years.
We estimate the effects of such financial incentives on families’ neighborhood choices by analyzing two payment standard reforms. The first, implemented by KCHA in March 2016, increased
payment standards in selected neighborhoods that had higher rents and scored higher in Kirwan
indices of opportunity. The second, implemented by SHA in April 2018, effectively increased payment standards in exactly the same areas that we designated as “high opportunity” in CMTO.
We analyze the impacts of these reforms using difference-in-difference designs, as in Collinson and
Ganong (2018).
KCHA Increase in Payment Standards in High-Rent Areas. King County moved from a two-tier
to a five-tier payment standard system in March 2016. The reform increased voucher payments
in areas with higher rents. Appendix Figure 7 shows the resulting changes in payment standards
across King County, which ranged from reductions of $220 per month in a few neighborhoods up
to increases of $595 in the most expensive areas.
We use the PHAs’ historical administrative data to analyze how the neighborhood location
choices of families in KCHA changed around the reform relative to families in SHA. SHA did not
enact any changes in its policies at the same time and hence serves as a natural counterfactual.
Figure 13a plots the fraction of families who move to high-opportunity areas (as defined based
on our CMTO designation in Section III) by the month in which families were issued their vouchers.
To reduce noise, we group months into pairs of two in this and subsequent figures. The fraction
of families who leased up in high-opportunity areas fluctuates around 20% both before and after
the reform, which is marked by the dashed vertical line. In particular, there is no evidence of an
increase in the rate of moves to high-opportunity neighborhoods in KCHA (the “treatment” group
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for the purposes of this quasi-experiment) relative to SHA (the “control” group).
Under the identification assumption that trends in KCHA and SHA would have remained similar
absent the reform, we can estimate the causal effect of the KCHA payment standard reform on
the rate of moves to high-opportunity areas using a standard difference-in-difference regression
specification. We compare the rate of moves to high-opportunity areas in KCHA and SHA in the
eight months before vs. after the policy change by running OLS regressions of the form:

yi = α + β1 KCHAi + β2 P osti + β3 KCHAi × P osti + εi ,

(2)

where yi is an indicator for moving to a high-opportunity neighborhood, KCHAi is an indicator
for receiving a voucher from KCHA (rather than SHA), and P osti is an indicator for being issued
a voucher in or after March 2016. We estimate that the causal effect of the reform on the rate of
moves to high-opportunity areas is a statistically insignificant β3 =-3.6% (s.e. = 5.8), as shown in
Column 1 of Table 4. Controlling for family size and other covariates does not affect this estimate
significantly (Column 2).45 Hence, the KCHA reform increased the rate of opportunity moves by
at most 7.7pp at the top of the 95% confidence interval – substantially smaller than the CMTO
treatment effect of 37.9%, shown by the dashed line in Figure 13a as a reference. Indeed, only
17.5% of KCHA families with children moved to high-opportunity areas in the eight months after
the payment standard increase, far below the 53.0% rate achieved through the CMTO program in
King County.
Our analysis of the KCHA reform shows that raising payment standards in more expensive
neighborhoods – as is typically done in SAFMR policies – does not necessarily induce families to
move to higher-opportunity areas.46 One interpretation of this result is that financial incentives
have smaller impacts on neighborhood choice than the customized services offered through CMTO.
An alternative interpretation is that incentivizing families to move to more expensive neighborhoods
45. Analogous DD specifications using median rents as the dependent variable suggest that the SAFMR reform
induced families to move to more expensive areas (Columns 3 and 4 of Table 4), consistent with Collinson and
Ganong (2018), although the estimates are somewhat imprecise and hence not statistically significant.
46. In contrast with this finding, Collinson and Ganong (2018) find that SAFMRs induced moves to higher-quality
neighborhoods in Dallas, where quality is defined as an index of tract-level poverty rate, test scores, unemployment
rate, the share of children with single mothers, and the violent crime rate. By contrast, we find that SAFMRs in King
County had no impact on either an index of neighborhood quality similar to that used by Collinson and Ganong or
the Opportunity Atlas measures of upward mobility. One explanation for the different results is that the correlation
between rents and upward mobility is 0.56 in Dallas, significantly higher than the 0.18 correlation in King County.
The tighter link between rents and opportunity in Dallas might increase the impacts of SAFMRs on opportunity
moves there. That said, Collinson and Ganong kindly replicated their analysis using the Opportunity Atlas measure
of upward mobility and found an impact on the mean predicted rank of children with parents at the 25th percentile
of 0.86 percentiles. Although this is a significant gain, it is still considerably smaller than the impact of CMTO,
supporting the view that financial incentives have much smaller effects than customized mobility services.
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does not induce moves to opportunity because rents are not very highly correlated with upward
mobility in King County (Figure 1b). To distinguish between these explanations, we now turn to
a second quasi-experiment.
SHA Increase in Payment Standards in High-Opportunity Areas. In March 2018, SHA introduced a Family Access Supplement (FAS) that effectively increased payment standards in areas
that were designated as “high opportunity” in the CMTO study. If a family moved to an opportunity area and the unit rent exceeded the voucher payment standard by an amount that would cause
the household to pay more than 40% of their income, the FAS paid for the unit’s rent minus 40%
of the family’s income (subject to a maximum, which was $400 for 2 bedroom units). For families
who moved to an opportunity area, this additional rental support amounted to $144 per month on
average.
The FAS was initiated at the same time as a pilot phase of the CMTO intervention prior to the
CMTO experiment. It continued throughout the pilot and the experiment, effectively providing
families in the control group higher payments to move to high-opportunity areas than they would
have received had they gotten their vouchers before March 2018. The FAS was restricted to families
with at least one child under 18. We therefore estimate the impact of the FAS by comparing families
with children to families without children in SHA.47
Figure 13b plots the fraction of families moving to high-opportunity areas before and after the
introduction of the FAS (shown by the dashed line) for households with vs. without children.
During the CMTO pilot phase (shown in the shaded region), all families with children received
CMTO services. The fraction of families moving to high-opportunity areas trended similarly prior
to the CMTO pilot and the FAS payment standard reform. During the pilot, the rate of moves to
opportunity for those with children spiked up to 80%, while the rate of such moves for the those
without children (who were untreated) remained steady. After the pilot, the rate of opportunity
moves (based on data for the CMTO control group) fell precipitously for families with children.
Under the identification assumption that the rate of opportunity moves for families with vs.
without children would have remained similar after March 2018 in the absence of the FAS, we can
infer that the SHA reform caused a small increase in the rate of moves to high-opportunity areas. Using a standard difference-in-differences specification comparing the rate of high-opportunity
moves among families with vs. without children in SHA in the six months before March 2018 vs.

47. We do not use KCHA as a counterfactual here because KCHA itself was implementing its CMTO pilot at the
same time that SHA introduced the FAS.
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the six months after May 2018 (after the CMTO pilot ended, using only families in the CMTO
control), we estimate that the FAS increased the rate of opportunity moves by 13.8 pp (s.e. = 5.1),
as shown in Column 5 of Table 4. This is roughly one-third the size of the CMTO treatment effect.
The FAS has a recurring monthly cost of $144 on average for families who move to highopportunity areas, which amounts to $12,100 over 7 years (the average period for which families
use their vouchers). This is substantially larger than the cost of CMTO mobility services, which
are about $5,010 per family that moved to a high-opportunity area. We therefore conclude that
financial incentives have significantly smaller impacts per dollar of expenditure than customized
mobility services even when targeted directly to high-opportunity areas.
Although these findings show that standardized financial incentives by themselves have limited impacts on the fraction of families who move to opportunity, there could potentially be an
interaction effect whereby the mobility services in CMTO were more effective because the housing
authorities were offering enhanced payment standards that enabled families to move to more expensive, higher-opportunity neighborhoods. While we do not have direct experimental evidence on
what the treatment effects of CMTO would be in the absence of such tiered payment standards, we
find that 34% of the treatment group families who moved to high-opportunity areas leased up units
that they would have been able to afford even in the absence of the enhanced payment standards
described above (i.e., in the absence of the FAS supplement in SHA and under the pre-March-2016
two-tier system in KCHA). This finding suggests that CMTO mobility services would have substantial impacts even in the absence of differential payment standards across neighborhoods, though
further work is necessary to quantify how effective the program would be in such settings.48

VII.B

Effects of Information Provision

Another alternative to customized housing search assistance is to provide information in a more
standardized manner. Bergman, Chan, and Kapor (2019) randomized the provision of information
to families about the quality of schools associated with rental units on GoSection8.com, a housing
search platform widely used by voucher holders. They find small positive impacts of this low-cost
intervention on the fraction of families who move to areas with better schools, with treatment
effects considerably smaller than those induced by CMTO. Families who received the information
treatment moved to neighborhoods with schools scoring 0.1 standard deviations (SD) better on
48. This 34% figure should be interpreted as a lower bound on the fraction of families one would be observe moving
to a high-opportunity area with the CMTO treatment in the absence of the higher payment standards since many
families would presumably still move to high-opportunity areas, but choose less expensive units than the ones they
chose given current policies.
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state tests on average. By contrast, the CMTO intervention induced treatment group families to
move to neighborhoods with schools scoring 0.5 SDs higher on state tests. Moreover, using data
from the Opportunity Atlas, Bergman et al. estimate that the effect of the additional information
on predicted household income rank is 16% as large as the CMTO impact on upward mobility
shown in Figure 4d.
Schwartz, Mihaly, and Gala (2017) report results from a randomized trial in Chicago in which
families receiving housing vouchers were given $500 of financial assistance and light-touch mobility
counseling services to move to a high-opportunity area (defined based on a composite index of
poverty rates, job access, and other characteristics). The counseling services offered in the Chicago
trial were largely informational and “client-led” as opposed to the more intensive counselor-led
services offered in CMTO. They find that these treatments had no impact on the rate of highopportunity moves: less than 12% of families moved to high-opportunity neighborhoods even with
these incentives and supports.
Supplementary evidence from our own data further supports the view that standardized information provision is unlikely to be adequate to induce moves to opportunity. The CMTO treatment
increased the fraction of families living in high-opportunity Census tracts substantially (48 pp)
even among families who lived in high-opportunity areas at baseline (Table 2). Since these families
presumably were familiar with these neighborhoods to begin with, this finding weighs against the
view that a lack of information is the central reason families do not move to opportunity. Furthermore, 72% of families report that they feel “good” or “very good” about moving to an opportunity
neighborhood in the baseline survey, before the CMTO intervention began, again suggesting that
they do not lack information about such areas.
Together, the results in this section suggest that the mechanisms through which the CMTO
intervention works are not simply the provision of financial incentives or information about highopportunity areas. These findings are consistent with the qualitative evidence discussed above, and
suggest that customized support in the search process and help in engaging landlords are likely to
be pivotal elements in the program’s success.

VIII

Conclusion

Low-income families tend to live in neighborhoods that offer limited prospects for upward income
mobility, amplifying the persistence of poverty across generations. This paper has shown that
this pattern of segregation is not driven by deep-rooted preferences among tenants or landlords.
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Rather, low-income families live in such areas primarily because of barriers that prevent them from
moving to higher-opportunity neighborhoods – barriers that can be overcome through short-term
assistance in the housing search process. These findings challenge canonical economic models of
neighborhood choice in which residential sorting patterns are determined primarily by families’
preferences and call for greater modeling of the underlying structure of search costs. The findings
also advance canonical sociological models of neighborhood choice and residential mobility, in which
barriers such as discrimination have received greater emphasis (D. S. Massey and N. A. Denton
1993; Yinger 1995; South and Crowder 1997), because they reveal that some of the barriers families
face can be overcome through a modest amount of assistance in the housing search process.49
More broadly, our findings suggest that the growing economic segregation of American cities
(Reardon and Bischoff 2011) is not an inevitable consequence of preferences (either among tenants
or landlords), but rather a trend that can be addressed through modest changes in public policies.
In particular, redesigning rental assistance programs to provide customized search assistance in
addition to existing financial support could reduce segregation and thereby increase upward mobility
significantly. Such programs could have little net cost to taxpayers, as the costs of the up-front
services could be offset by the increased tax revenue paid by children who earn more when they
grow up.
Going forward, it would be useful to replicate the CMTO program implemented in Seattle and
King County in other cities to understand whether the program can be scaled nationally with the
same level of effectiveness. In parallel, recognizing that not all families can move to opportunity,
we also hope to identify place-based investments that can improve outcomes for residents of loweropportunity areas.

49. These conclusions are in line with Krysan and Crowder’s (2017) discussion of policies to break the cycle of
segregation.
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Online Appendix
A

Algorithm for Constructing Opportunity Maps

We defined opportunity areas through a collaborative effort between the researchers and the staff of
the Seattle and King County housing authorities. Here, we summarize the process through which
we arrived at the final maps shown in Figure 2a.
Constructing Predictions of Upward Mobility by Census Tract. We begin from a preliminary
version of the measures of upward mobility later published in the Opportunity Atlas (at the time the
experiment began, the final Opportunity Atlas estimates had not yet been released). In particular,
using data provided in Chetty et al. (2013), we define upward mobility as the average household
income rank in 2015 at age 30-35 for children who grew up in the 1980-1985 birth cohorts. To
construct these measures, we focus on children who did not move across Census tracts before age
23 during our sample window and assign these children to the childhood Census tracts in which
they grew up. For each tract in Seattle and King County, we then regress children’s income ranks
on their parents’ income ranks. Finally, we construct the predicted value from the OLS regression
at the 25th percentile, which we denote by yt in tract t; yt represents a raw estimate of upward
mobility for children who grow up in tract t.
We then construct a forecast model that incorporates several additional pieces of information
to reduce sampling error in the raw estimates of upward mobility.50 To begin, we regress yt on a
vector of tract characteristics, Xt :
yt = βXt + t
where Xt consists of the following variables: poverty rates in 2010; average family income at age
22 for children in the 1986-93 cohorts who grew up in families with incomes at the 25th percentile
(i.e., upward mobility measured at an earlier age for slightly later non-overlapping cohorts); average
college “quality” (the average earnings of the children who attended the college attended by the
child in question) for children in the 1986-91 cohorts who grew up in families with incomes at the
25th percentile; mean 4th grade average math and reading test scores for children who received free
or reduced-price lunches averaged from 2015 to 2016; and an indicator for whether or not the tract
is within the city of Seattle. We weight the regression by the precision (inverse of variance) of the
raw upward mobility estimates, yt .
Next, we form the predicted values ytx = β̂Xt for each tract and the residuals xt = yt − ytx . We
estimate the signal to noise ratio of the residuals using the estimated standard error of yt (treating
the covariates as known). We use the ratio of estimated signal to total variance, κ̂t , in each tract
to form a forecast of upward mobility:
ŷt = β̂Xt + κ̂t xt
These forecasts are the best linear predictors (mean-squared-error-minimizing) of upward mobility
given data on Xt and yt when constraining the coefficient vector β to be constant across tracts,
as discussed in Section V of Chetty and Hendren (2018b). Intuitively, they shrink yt toward the
50.
This noise-reduction procedure was especially important with the preliminary Opportunity Atlas estimates because
we had smaller samples at the time; in the final Opportunity Atlas data, the reliability of the raw tract-level estimates
of upward mobility is 0.91 (Chetty et al. 2018, Table IIa), making the forecasting procedure below less important
going forward.
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predicted value based on the covariates, with the optimal shrinkage rate depending upon the degree
of noise in the estimate of yt .
Defining High-Opportunity Areas. Using our predictions of upward mobility, we define opportunity neighborhoods as the set of tracts whose forecasted upward mobility ŷt falls in approximately
the top 20% of tracts in the city of Seattle (for the Seattle Housing Authority) and the top 40%
of tracts in King County excluding Seattle (for the King County Housing Authority). We use
different thresholds across the jurisdictions because there are more neighborhoods that have high
levels of predicted upward mobility outside the city of Seattle than within the city boundaries. We
then consider making adjustments this initial definition to account for three issues: (1) changes in
neighborhoods over time, (2) geographic discontinuities, and (3) the existence of tracts that already
have large concentrations of voucher holders.
To evaluate neighborhood change, we obtain publicly available school-level test-score data for
children in each tract for recent cohorts from the state of Washington. We evaluate trends in
both average test scores and test scores for children on free and reduced price lunch. Although
some rapidly gentrifying neighborhoods (particularly in central Seattle) experienced rapid growth
in mean test scores overall, the average test scores conditional on free and reduced price lunch status
changed much less. We therefore conclude that although neighborhood compositions are changing
over time, there is little clear evidence that neighborhood effects on upward mobility of low-income
children have changed systematically even in rapidly gentrifying areas. We therefore proceed with
our original forecasts, ŷt , without making any adjustments to account for neighborhood change.
The algorithmic definition of high-opportunity neighborhoods occasionally produces “holes”
where a given tract is classified as low-opportunity while those surrounding it are classified as
high-opportunity (or vice versa). We work with the housing authorities to fill these holes and create geographic continuity using qualitative assessments of how people perceived “neighborhoods”
on the ground and how sharply upward mobility varied across the areas in question. Lastly, we
exclude a few tracts that already had a large concentration of voucher holders, based on the idea
that additional services were not necessary to facilitate moves to such areas.

B

Program Costs

This appendix describes how we estimate the cost of the CMTO program and compares the cost
of CMTO to the costs of other housing mobility programs. There are several important contextual
factors that may affect how transferable the cost estimates below are to other housing markets
and settings. In particular, both the Housing Assistance Payments (HAP) and financial assistance
(e.g., security deposits) are in part driven by high housing costs in the Seattle metropolitan area.
In contrast to some other mobility programs, we provided no post-move services to families in
CMTO. Finally, CMTO services were implemented by a local non-profit who provided services at
a regional level across both housing authorities; the availability of similar non-profits in other areas
may differ.

B.A

Costs of the CMTO Program

In Panel A of Table 3, we estimate the average up-front cost of CMTO services per voucher issued at
$2,661. This cost figure sums three components, detailed in Panel B and discussed in further detail
below: financial assistance, the cost of program services, and costs associated with administering
CMTO incurred by the public housing authorities. When characterizing the services offered to the
CMTO treatment group, we find the per-issuance cost to be the most natural measure of the cost of
the program as it reflects the actual outlay of funds for each family and is not driven by outcomes
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that may be affected by the experiment itself (e.g., lease-up rates). However, when estimating total
expenditures for a projected number of lease-ups (and when comparing to other interventions that
report only this metric), practitioners may find it useful to consider the per leased-up voucher cost,
which divides average cost per issuance by the lease-up rate. For the CMTO treatment group, the
lease-up rate was 87%, resulting in a per-lease cost of CMTO of $3,045. A third cost metric that
may be useful is the average cost per move to a high-opportunity neighborhood. We calculate this
cost measure by inflating cost-per-lease-up by the fraction of leased-up households who moved to
a high-opportunity neighborhood.51 In CMTO, 61% of treatment-group families who leased up
moved to a high-opportunity area, resulting in a cost per opportunity move of $5,006.
To put these costs into context, we calculate the average lifetime housing assistance payment
(HAP) expenditure for an average control-group family ($1,422/month) over seven years (a typical
voucher duration for families with children at KCHA and SHA historically). The up-front CMTO
program cost of $2,661 is 2.2% of this seven-year HAP cost.
Panel B of Table 3 reports mean costs for each of the three components that are reflected in
the total cost estimates discussed above. In what follows, we explain how each of these estimates
are constructed.
Financial Assistance Costs. Using the case-management database described in Section 4, we
estimate an average financial assistance payment of $1,043 (across all treatment group households
issued vouchers). The standard deviation is $1,253 and the maximum payment is $4,630. These
expenses include security deposits (average $811/voucher issued), pro-rated rent ($72/voucher),
renter’s insurance ($40/voucher), screening fees ($46/voucher), administrative fees ($44/voucher),
holding fees ($23/voucher), and a miscellaneous category of expenses ($8/voucher). As some of the
financial assistance components are contingent on leasing up in an opportunity area, costs for the
average family leasing up in an opportunity area are significantly higher (approximately $1,899).
The housing authorities provide some security deposit assistance to all families issued vouchers,
even those in the control group. To account for control-group security deposit usage, we estimate
the fraction of the control group that uses security deposit assistance by PHA (73% for KCHA and
9% for SHA) along with the average security deposit expense by PHA. We estimate that the PHAs
spend an average of $274 on security-deposit assistance per voucher issued to control group families
– a cost that would have been paid even in the absence of the CMTO program. Therefore, when
calculating the incremental CMTO program costs, we subtract $274 from the mean gross financial
assistance of $1,043.
Program Service Costs. We estimate program services costs per issuance to be $1,500. We arrive
at this estimate by calculating the (fixed) annual cost to administer the program and dividing by
the number of vouchers we estimate to be a feasible annual load for that staffing level (264).
We estimate the feasible annual load based on the PHAs’ estimation that the program staff were
operating at steady-state peak capacity from September to November 2018. Their workload during
these months reflected an average of 22 issuances per month in the months prior, leading to an
annual load of 264 issuances per year.
The fixed program costs include salary and benefits for four full-time staffers, half of one
full-time manager, and one full-time administrative assistant, as well as various costs incurred
by the program contractors: mileage and training costs ($2,000/month), materials and supplies
($1,000/month), overhead such as utilities ($2,500/month), interpreter costs ($600/month), and
other miscellaneous costs ($1,000/month) including cell phones, postage, and insurance. The total
51. Note that this approach does not use average costs conditional on moving to an opportunity neighborhood
because some service costs are incurred for all families issued vouchers, regardless of whether they ultimately move
to opportunity or not.
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annual cost is $396,092, which we divide by 264 families to arrive at a per-family cost of $1,500.52
PHA Administrative Costs. We estimate the marginal costs for administration of the CMTO
program per issuance to be $392. This category consists of salary and benefits for two PHA
project managers spending 50% of their time managing CMTO service implementation divided by
264 annual voucher issuances. Although many other PHA staff worked on CMTO (including an
estimated 5% of a senior manager’s time), we follow standard capital budgeting practices by not
including their time as a CMTO cost because these PHA labor costs would likely have been incurred
by the PHAs anyway even without the CMTO project. We exclude start-up costs (PHA staff
development time, piloting, grant writing time, etc.) from PHA administration costs to estimate
the cost of administering a similar program going forward.
Housing Assistance Payment Costs. Since SHA and KCHA offer families tiered payment standards based on neighborhood rental costs and many high-opportunity areas fall in higher tiers, the
CMTO program increases the annual voucher payments made by the housing authorities by inducing
more families to move to high-opportunity areas. In Panel C of Table 3, we estimate this incremental cost as the difference between average treatment-group HAP expenditures ($1,641/month)
and average control-group HAP expenditures ($1,422/month) among households who leased up.
This results in a monthly difference of $219 additional HAP expenditure on the treatment group
over that of the control group ($2,626/year). We also report the incremental HAP cost relative to
the control group mean in percentage terms (15.4%), a measure that may be more transferable to
lower-cost housing markets than Seattle.

B.B

Comparison with Costs of Other Mobility Programs

Appendix Table 1 compares the cost of the CMTO program with the costs of other mobility
programs. Overall, the cost of the CMTO program is similar to that of other mobility programs
(many of which either required moves to high-opportunity neighborhoods or had much smaller
impacts on the fraction of families moving to opportunity). Below, we provide details on our
sources of these estimates.
Feins, McInnis, and Popkin (1997) estimate the average cost of the counseling provided to the
original MTO experimental group per opportunity move to be $3,077. Assuming their estimates
are in 1997 dollars, adjusting for inflation with the CPI implies an MTO program cost of $4,814 in
2018 dollars. Cunningham and Popkin (2002) evaluate the Housing Opportunity Program (HOP), a
mobility program funded by the Chicago Public Housing Authority. While Cunningham and Popkin
(2002) do not provide cost estimates, Schwartz, Mihaly, and Gala (2017) report a nominal cost per
opportunity move for HOP of $3,528 ($4,925 in 2018 dollars, assuming the original estimates are
in 2002 dollars).
Rinzler et al. (2015) use cost data from the Baltimore Housing Mobility Program (BHMP) to
model costs per opportunity move for a hypothetical housing mobility pay-for-success program of
$3,235 in 2015 dollars ($3,427 in 2018 dollars). Program costs as defined in their model consist of
mobility program services, including counseling, housing search assistance, and landlord engagement. BHMP resulted from a court order desegregating Baltimore public housing and has several
programmatic differences from CMTO, such as not offering financial assistance but offering postmove support and requiring families to move to an opportunity neighborhood. Administrative costs
for administering the HCV program are not included in cost estimates. Costs estimates are calcu52. Some of the staff time was spent on research-specific asks, such as entering data into the MIS system. We have
been conservative and included this time in our cost estimates, noting that a similar program without a research
component would probably still have an administrative burden and possibly face other costs the staff did not happen
to incur, such as paid family leave, etc.
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lated as BHMP’s total expenditure divided by their total number of lease-ups. One complication
in comparing this estimate to CMTO’s cost per lease-up is that differences in cost per lease could
be driven by differences in lease-up rates.
Schwartz, Mihaly, and Gala (2017) evaluate a mobility program by the Chicago Regional Housing Choice Initiative intended to provide light-touch counseling (and no financial assistance) using
a randomized controlled trial. In 2017 dollars, they estimate a counseling cost per opportunity
move of $2,869 ($2,939 in 2018 dollars).
Sard, Cunningham, and Greenstein (2018) propose a hypothetical HCV program that would
include mobility services and a home-visiting program. The mobility services would include housing
search assistance, credit repair, opportunity area education, and landlord-tenant mediation. They
estimate a cost of $4,500 per issuance for such a program.

C

Qualitative Study: Methods

This appendix provides further information on the methods used in the qualitative component of
the study, described in Section VI.
Sample Definition. To create the sample for the qualitative interviews, we stratified by housing
authority (SHA, KCHA), treatment status (treatment, control), and lease up status (leased up, still
searching as of March 2019). If the participant had not yet received a voucher or received a voucher
but was still searching for housing, we categorized them as “still searching.” We then randomly
selected participants from each stratum. Appendix Table 2 shows the number and percentage of
participants we selected from each category.
The sampling frame heavily weighted treatment group participants and participants who were
still searching for housing to ensure that we would be able to collect data about the housing
search process. In all, we sampled 149 treatment households (67% of the treatment group) and 53
control households (25% of the control group). Of these targeted families, 80% responded and were
successfully interviewed.
Recruitment. The qualitative research team was led by Stefanie DeLuca and comprised five
graduate students and nine undergraduate students from Johns Hopkins University. Many of the
students had previous qualitative research experience, and several had experience working on housing mobility programs specifically. Eight graduate students from the University of Washington were
also hired to help with data collection. We also employed a local research firm, MEF Associates,
to assist with ongoing data collection. In all, 30 people conducted interviews since the project’s
beginning.
The majority of interview respondents were recruited through phone calls, although some responded to recruitment letters we sent through mail and email. Once we made contact, most people
(91%) agreed to an interview immediately or agreed to schedule one at a more convenient time. The
biggest barrier to recruitment was disconnected phone numbers and incorrect addresses, reflecting
the financial and housing precarity of program participants.
Our sample included some families with limited English proficiency, reflecting the diversity
of program participants. To address language barriers, families chose one of three translation
options to complete an interview, whichever they felt most comfortable with: a neighbor, friend,
or family member; a third-party in-person language interpretation service; or a third-party phone
interpretation service.
Most interviews were conducted in respondents’ homes. If the respondent was not comfortable
meeting with our team at home, interviews were conducted at other locations they chose, such as
local libraries or McDonald’s restaurants. The semi-structured interviews lasted anywhere between
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one and four hours, with most interviews lasting approximately two hours. Respondents were asked
about their personal life – residential history, children’s schools, employment and education history,
and health – as well as their experiences working with the PHAs and (if in the treatment group)
the CMTO program. All interviews were recorded and transcribed. The respondents were paid $50
for their time.
Narrative Interviewing. Our methods are derived in part from a long tradition in the social
sciences, especially the work of urban sociologists who developed methods of observing social life and
the ways individuals make meaning of their everyday routines (Anderson 1990, Becker et al. 1961,
Burawoy 1979, Edin and Lein 1997, Liebow 1967). Specifically, we used narrative interviewing
techniques, a semi-structured approach to interviewing that uses open-ended questions to allow a
wide range of responses to emerge, with targeted follow-up questions to ensure all interviews covered
the same material (see DeLuca, Clampet-Lundquist, and Edin (2016) and Boyd and DeLuca (2017)
for more on this method). These interviews create a natural, in-depth conversation, rather than a
clinical series of questions and short answers.
Interviews are conducted without copies of the interview guide visible. Interviewers instead
memorize a detailed interview protocol (with a shorthand notecard nearby for review of interview
topics if needed), and the interviews are recorded. This allows the interviewers to focus on the
respondent, making eye contact and not causing distraction by flipping through paper and writing
notes. The approach communicates to respondents that we are focused entirely on hearing their
story and perspective, rather than on simply going through a list of specific questions by rote.
Previous work has shown that more detailed stories and unexpected answers are more likely to
emerge from this approach, especially issues unanticipated by the researchers (in sharp contrast to
forced choice response survey questions).
We start our interviews with a broad question: “Tell me the story of your life.” This gives the
respondents the sense that we are interested in the whole story of who they are. Further, the
opening directive signals to them that we want them to talk—a lot—and that this is not a survey.
Rather than merely documenting the events of our research participants’ lives, the interviewing
approach provides a setting in which respondents reveal how they see things, what they feel is
important, how they make decisions, how they have made sense of their past and imagine their
future. Respondents can then answer in their own words, without worrying about giving a “wrong”
answer or saying too much. The protocol not only enriches the study findings by allowing for a
broad range of answers, but it also reduces stress and the chances that respondents will feel coerced
to say particular things.
In-depth interviewing can be especially effective for creating rapport and developing trust for
stigmatized groups, such as low-income families receiving housing vouchers. By conducting interviews with empathy and non-leading, non-judgmental questions, respondents are often put at
ease, and may feel less scrutinized. If respondents have some control over the way they can answer
questions, and feel that the interviewer is truly interested in them and lets them speak at length,
they may feel comfortable to open up more candidly.
Analysis. The research team used themes from previous research, fieldnotes, and transcripts
of the interviews to create a codebook for the data set. These included codes for the five themes
identified in the paper, such as whether respondents mentioned feeling supported by CMTO staff,
whether CMTO staff worked with landlords on respondents’ behalf, and whether respondents mentioned receiving financial assistance for their move. Descriptions of the codes for the five mechanisms
are as follows:
Mechanism #1 – Communication and Emotional Support. This code covers the experiences that
treatment respondents have with the CMTO staff that foster a sense of psychological or emotional
support, often as a result of what they describe as frequent and encouraging communication and
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check-ins from the staff. These communications foster a sense that the staff are accessible, responsive
and able to help when and how respondents need to be helped so that they can find housing. This
code also describes instances in which families report that the services CMTO provided for them
gave them a sense of emotional support, “boost” of confidence, happiness, relief, reduced stress
(the last component overlaps at time with Mechanisms 3-5). Segments include instances when
families tell us that they feel like someone has “your back,” that they aren’t doing this alone, that
someone can vouch for them, and that their housing search and lease-up process would not have
been possible without the CMTO staff’s help. Some of this includes reports that CMTO staff
had catered to families’ individual needs, and that CMTO staff asked them what they “wanted”
what “their vision” was for their family. For some respondents, this includes the process of creating
a rental resume to feel confident and better positioned to communicate with landlords, and for
others this includes mentions of how well the CMTO staff explained everything so that they could
understand the process and feel capable of searching in opportunity areas. In sum, this code reflects
the work that CMTO staff do that keeps families feeling optimistic about their chances of leasing
up, and prevents families from dropping out of the CMTO program when things get difficult or
take longer than expected.
Mechanism #2 - OA Motivation. This code covers specific language that respondents use to
describe their personal desire to move to and live in an opportunity area, and excitement about the
fact that the CMTO program is focused on helping families live in higher opportunity neighborhoods. This code is more specific than just mentions of opportunity areas, and includes respondents’
discussing the benefits of living in an opportunity area as an important part of their residential
decision-making and housing search processes.
Mechanism #3 - Streamlining. This code covers any discussion of how the CMTO staff streamlined the search process for respondents to make finding a home with the voucher easier, especially
at difficult points in the housing search and lease-up process. This code may include segments on
how respondents had very little “bandwidth” to do the kind of housing search they would have liked
and that CMTO made doing this search possible. In these cases, not having enough “bandwidth”
means that because there are so many things to attend to and not enough time, money or support,
it is very difficult to focus on the housing search, applications and other paperwork, or contacting
landlords (because parents are searching for work, juggling child care, going to work, coping with
health problems, transportation issues, etc.) This code includes concrete actions that CMTO staff
took that simplified/reduced the overwhelming aspects of the process of getting housing and can
include housing unit referrals, neighborhood tours, and discussion of advice/guidance that CMTO
staff provided on how to search for housing (that then actually made their searches more effective).
This code also includes discussions of how CMTO staff accelerated the process for landlords as well
by expediting inspections, filling out paperwork, calling landlords for unit visits, signing onto the
tenant portal for an apartment complex on behalf of a tenant. This code might include respondents
expressing sentiments such as: “I just handed it over to them after I said yes/landlord said yes and
they did everything else!” (This code can overlap with Mechanisms #4 and #5).
Mechanism #4 - Brokering. This code covers respondents’ reports of CMTO program staff
serving as a broker between them and landlords/property managers during the housing search,
application, or lease up process. Examples of this include CMTO staff communicating directly
with landlords and other institutional representatives and/or customizing the financial assistance
for each family’s circumstances based specifically on their communication with landlords to get
them moved in (examples include utility bills, rental insurance, bigger security deposits for those
with eviction/credit issues, holding fees, etc.) It also includes CMTO staff talking on behalf of
respondents to landlords during a point in the process that can sometimes be demoralizing and/or
a point of ‘exit’ for landlords (when landlords waver about renting to a family with a history of poor
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credit). Families might mention that the staff “vouched” for them or served as actual references.
This code also includes people talking about finding their own units, but then CMTO staff stepping
in and taking care of the next steps to make it happen on the landlord or property managers’ side
(some of this overlaps with Mechanism #3, to the extent that activities that streamline also make
landlords happier and more likely to agree to rent the unit to the CMTO family).
Mechanism #5 - Short-Term Financial Assistance. This code covers any description of the
financial assistance given by CMTO staff that helps respondents move into their units. This assistance may be used for security deposits, application/holding fees, moving costs, previous rent
balances, or renter’s insurance. The code includes not only what the financial assistance was used
for, but also when, and why it worked in that instance (likely to overlap with Mechanisms #3 and
#4), to indicate how it was strategically deployed by CMTO staff.
A team of coders then used this codebook to identify the prevalence of the five themes described
above in individual interviews with treatment group families who had moved to high-opportunity
areas. This team consisted of 13 members, 9 from Johns Hopkins University who did the initial
coding and 4 from the University of Washington who also coded the same interviews so that we could
estimate inter-coder reliability. Two groups of coders analyzed treatment cases for the prevalence of
the five mechanisms as well as other general aspects of voucher moves (e.g. satisfaction). Incidents
of discrepancy between the coders’ judgments – which occurred in fewer than 25% of the cases –
resulted in another review of the transcript and consultation with DeLuca to make a determination
as to whether a mechanism or mechanisms were indeed present or absent for particular respondents
and/or whether the code definitions themselves needed to be clarified or refined.
Ethnographic Observations. Although we focus in Section VI on information obtained directly
from our family interviews, our fieldwork also included other elements of observation that support
our conclusions. Every time we interviewed families, we spent hours in their homes, talking to
other household members and friends as they came and went, playing with children, meeting neighbors, and watching neighborhood activities. During recruiting, we drove repeatedly up and down
neighborhood streets, knocking on doors, and eating at local fast-food places during breaks. We
gave people rides so that they could errands, dropped people off at the social service agencies so
they could apply for utility assistance, and we took them to lunch or dinner, sometimes with other
family members. In other words, the interviews are part of a larger set of fieldwork practices, and
we took detailed notes on all of those as well.
Researchers digitally recorded initial impressions of the interviews immediately after the interviews occurred, and wrote fieldnotes for each interview. Fieldnotes describe everything that
happened during an interview visit, including: the setting (usually the housing unit and neighborhood blocks surrounding the house); what participants were like (e.g., attire, demeanor); interactions with other family members; any other information that was not recorded (warm-up and
exiting conversations); and conversations that took place over the course of the interview itself. The
post-interview fieldnotes also provide a summary of the interview, with a focus on central research
questions.
Analyses in the paper are also informed by the following ethnographic data: three in-person
observations of families with CMTO staff at their initial one on one meetings; attendance at two
CMTO staff meetings; four informational meetings with all of the CMTO family and housing search
assistance team members (two by phone and two in person); four in-person meetings with CMTO
study intake staff at both SHA and KCHA; one informational meeting with staff from the KCHA
voucher program; and over two years of weekly phone meetings with PHA and CMTO research
partners, MDRC implementation researchers, and J-PAL staff.
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D

Economic Model of Neighborhood Choice

In this appendix, we derive the bounds on willingness to pay discussed in Section V.F in a canonical
model of neighborhood choice with heterogeneous preferences.
Consider a frictionless discrete choice framework in which family i chooses neighborhood type
j ∈ {H, L} corresponding to high-opportunity and low-opportunity neighborhoods, respectively,
to maximize their indirect utility of living in neighborhood j. The indirect utility of living in
neighborhood j for family i is
uij = εij − Pj
(3)
where εij is the idiosyncratic preference that household i has for neighborhood j and Pj is the cost
of living in neighborhood j. We normalize the coefficient on costs to one so that preferences ε are
interpretable in dollar terms.
Families choose the neighborhood type that maximizes their indirect utility and therefore move
to an opportunity neighborhood whenever
uiH > uiL
ε −ε
|iH {z iL}

>

marginal benefit of H

(4)
P
|{z}

(5)

marginal cost of H

where P = PH −PL denotes the marginal cost of moving to neighborhood H. Absent any additional
resources, the share of families moving to an opportunity neighborhood sH is
sH = Pr(j ∗ = H) = Pr(εiH − εiL > P ).

(6)

In this framework, the fact that 17.6% of families in the control group who lease up move to
high-opportunity areas implies that ŝH = 0.176. That is, 82.4% of families have utility of living
in the high-opportunity neighborhood that is less than the cost of living in a high-opportunity
neighborhood, i.e. have a net willingness-to-pay for low-opportunity areas that is positive: W T Pi =
εiL − εiH + P > 0.
Now consider the CMTO treatment group. For this group, the indirect utility of moving to
neighborhood j is
uTij = δi Sj − Pj + εij ,

(7)

where Sj is a variable representing the cost of the moving assistance services offered by the public
housing authority for households moving to neighborhood j, including security-deposits and search
assistance services. In the CMTO experiment, SL = 0 and SH = $2,660. The coefficient δi
governs the translation of the dollar value of these services to utility. In an environment with
no frictions where these services can be purchased in the market for their average cost, we would
expect δi ≤ 1: families should value the services at most at their marginal cost, as they would have
already purchased them otherwise.
Treatment-group families choose to move to a high-opportunity neighborhood when
uTiH > uTiL

(8)

εiH − εiL > P − δi SH

(9)

and hence the share of treatment-group families that lease up who move to an opportunity neigh-
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borhood is
sTH = Pr(εiH − εiL > P − δi SH ).

(10)

For the CMTO treatment group, ŝTH = 0.607, meaning that 60.7% of families preferred highopportunity neighborhoods after they were provided with the services targeted at high-opportunity
areas. Given δi ≤ 1, we can infer these 60.7% of families have a net willingness to pay (WTP) for
low-opportunity areas that is less than $2,660, i.e., W T Pi = εiL − εiH + P < $2,660.53
Putting together these two bounds, we infer that
Pr(W T Pi ∈ [0, SH ]) = Pr(εiH − εiL − P ∈ [−SH , 0]) > sTH − sH = 0.431,

(11)

if δi ≤ 1. That is, the frictionless model implies that 43.1% of families have net WTP for a lowopportunity area between $0 and $2,660, i.e., a large mass of families are close to indifferent between
high- and low-opportunity neighborhoods as shown in Figure 12.
In an environment where families face frictions in housing search or other constraints (e.g.,
a lack of liquidity to pay for services up front), the value of the CMTO services δi could be
greater than one. In this setting, choices can no longer be directly translated into preferences
(WTP). In particular, some families may have very high WTP for high-opportunity areas yet are
prevented from moving to such areas (absent CMTO-type services) due to frictions in the housing
search process. As discussed in the text, we believe that such a model is more likely to match our
experimental results, and hence view unpacking and modeling the structure of these search frictions
as a valuable direction for further work.

53. Of course, not everyone in the treatment group received exactly $2,660 in services. Appendix B discusses
heterogeneity in services take-up and notes that the maximum cost of financial services taken up was $4,630. A
conservative upper bound for the cost of CMTO services (replacing $1,043 with $4,630 in Table 3) would therefore
be $6248. However, we focus on the average cost of around $2,660 as it better represents the overall expense required
to support the treatment effects we see here.
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Table 1
Summary Statistics and Balance Tests for Households in Experimental Sample

Mean
(1)

Mean
(2)

SD
(3)

N
(4)

Mean
(5)

SD
(6)

N
(7)

P-Value of
T-C
Difference
(8)

34.2
19667
81.6
35.0
49.3
24.5
8.5
6.6
79.8
12.0
21.6
31.9
41.5
4.9
13.3
56.4
28.2
34.2
63.8
2.2
6.6

34.2
19517
80.3
34.3
49.8
22.9
9.3
6.3
75.7
11.9
27.8
33.2
32.7
6.3
14.5
59.9
30.4
34.7
59.9
2.2
6.6

8.9
12433
39.9
47.6
50.1
42.1
29.1
24.4
43.0
32.4
44.9
47.2
47.0
24.4
35.3
49.1
46.1
47.8
49.1
1.4
4.0

208
207
208
207
205
205
205
205
202
202
205
205
205
205
207
207
207
124
207
208
200

34.2
19806
82.9
35.6
48.9
26.0
7.8
6.8
83.6
12.1
15.8
30.8
49.8
3.6
12.2
53.2
26.1
33.6
67.4
2.2
6.7

7.6
13348
37.8
48.0
50.1
44.0
26.8
25.3
37.1
32.7
36.6
46.3
50.1
18.7
32.8
50.0
44.0
47.4
47.0
1.4
3.8

222
222
222
222
219
219
219
219
214
214
221
221
221
221
222
222
222
116
221
222
217

0.962
0.886
0.512
0.750
0.908
0.475
0.618
0.856
0.048**
0.790
0.004***
0.528
0.000***
0.186
0.494
0.146
0.282
0.830
0.104
0.756
0.793

Control

Pooled

Treatment

A. Head of Household Demographics
Age (years)
Annual Household Income ($)
% Speak English (w/o Translator)
% Born Outside the U.S.
% Black Non-Hispanic
% White Non-Hispanic
% Hispanic
% Asian Non-Hispanic
% Female Head of Household
% Married Head of Household
% Less than High School Grad
% High School Degree
% Attended Some College
% BA or more
% Homeless
% Currently Working
% Works Full-Time (Over 35 Hours/Week)
% Commute > 30 min to Work
% with Car and Driver's License
Number of Children
Children's Average Age
B. Neighborhood-Related Questions
% Starting in High-Opportunity Tract
% Satisfied with Current Neighborhood
% Would Leave Neighborhood if Got Voucher
% Feel They Could Find Place in New Neighborhood
% Could Pay for a Move
% Good with Moving to Racially Diff Neighborhood
% Good with Moving to Specific Neighborhood in
Opportunity Area
% Considering Different School for Any Child
% Unsatisfied with Any Child's Current School
% Primary Motivation to Move is Schools
% Primary Motivation to Move is Safety
% Primary Motivation to Move is Bigger/Better Home

71.8

72.5

44.8

207

71.2

45.4

222

0.699

58.6
15.1
42.7
21.7
15.6

61.4
16.5
43.0
20.3
15.0

48.8
37.2
49.6
40.3
35.8

158
158
207
207
207

56.1
13.9
42.3
23.0
16.2

49.8
34.7
49.5
42.2
36.9

173
173
222
222
222

0.367
0.536
0.890
0.476
0.726

C. Characteristics of Origin Neighborhood (Census Tract)
Predicted Mean Household Income Rank (p=25)
Incarceration Rate (p=25)
Teen Birth Rate (Women; p=25)
% in Poverty (2016 ACS)
% Black (ACS 2013-2017)
% Low-Inc. 3rd Graders Proficient in Math (2015)
% in Extreme Poverty (Rate > 40%) Tract (2016 ACS)

43.9
2.1
23.1
16.6
11.5
41.3
2.6

44.0
2.1
23.2
15.9
11.6
41.6
2.9

4.1
1.4
8.2
10.2
11.0
11.5
16.9

205
205
205
205
205
201
205

43.7
2.2
23.1
17.2
11.5
41.0
2.3

4.2
1.4
7.8
9.8
10.1
11.9
15.0

219
219
219
219
219
214
219

0.477
0.282
0.922
0.161
0.932
0.569
0.736

F-Test

12.5

12.2

32.8

164

12.7

33.4

173

0.887

50.9
53.5
54.6
28.7
78.7

47.9
57.5
57.3
32.4
83.5

50.1
49.6
49.6
46.9
37.2

194
193
185
207
206

53.6
49.8
52.0
25.2
74.2

50.0
50.1
50.1
43.5
43.8

207
207
198
222
221

0.261
0.133
0.310
0.116
0.017**

F-Statistic P-Value
1.182
0.216

N
430

Notes: This table presents baseline summary statistics for the 430 households who were issued a voucher in the CMTO experiment. We present means for the full
sample and means, standard deviations, and counts for the treatment and control groups separately. In Column 8, we show the p-value for a test of the difference
between treatment and control group means, estimated by regressing the relevant outcome variable on the treatment group indicator and an indicator for being in the
Seattle or King County housing authority (since randomization was within PHA). The outcomes in Panels A and B come from the baseline survey administered as
part of this study, complemented with administrative data from the PHAs at the time of voucher issuance (in particular, annual household income, race and ethnicity,
head of household marital status and gender come from PHA administrative data); see Appendix Table 10 for definitions of these variables. The first three variables
of Panel C show Census tract-level measures of mean household income rank, incarceration rates and teen birth rates for children whose parents were at the 25th
percentile of the national household income distribution drawn from the Opportunity Atlas (Chetty, Friedman, Hendren, Jones, and Porter 2018). The remaining rows
of Panel C are obtained from publicly available ACS data and the Stanford Education Data Archive (for the math proficiency variable). The number of observations
varies across outcomes because of non-response. We report an omnibus test of balance by regressing treatment status on all baseline variables in the table,
controlling for PHA, and compute the F-statistic from a test of the variables' joint significance. To preserve the full sample in that regression, we replace missing
values in each variable with a constant and add an indicator variable for an outcome being missing. The resulting F-statistic and p-value are shown at the bottom of
the table. All regressions use robust standard errors. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 2
Heterogeneity of Treatment Effects on Fraction who Move to High-Opportunity Areas
Share Moving to High-Opportunity Area (%), Unconditional on Lease-Up
Control
Mean

Treatment
Mean

Treatment
Effect

SE

N

P-Value

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

15.1
15.1
11.9
18.3

53.0
52.8
53.0
53.3

37.9
37.7
41.1
35.0

4.2
4.5
6.0
5.9

427
427
201
226

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

***
***
***
***

10.9
19.6
19.6
12.7
16.5
12.8
15.8
15.1
15.3
25.0
12.7
16.8
13.6
9.8
24.1
12.9
18.8
18.8
11.7

47.6
62.3
56.0
50.4
55.8
56.8
52.4
51.4
54.3
72.6
45.7
53.4
52.8
53.2
52.4
45.1
61.5
44.8
60.9

36.7
42.7
36.4
37.7
39.2
44.0
36.6
36.3
39.1
47.6
33.0
36.6
39.2
43.5
28.3
32.2
42.8
26.0
49.2

5.8
9.0
8.6
6.7
5.3
9.5
4.7
6.5
5.6
13.5
4.9
6.0
6.0
5.7
6.7
5.6
6.5
6.2
5.6

208
103
111
150
276
80
346
183
243
42
293
219
207
226
197
242
184
211
215

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***

17.6
8.9
14.1
17.2
17.6
13.4
14.8
17.6
14.9
15.3
16.3
16.7

53.1
53.4
55.1
50.8
56.5
48.6
54.7
49.0
63.1
50.1
51.5
54.6

35.5
44.5
41.0
33.6
38.9
35.2
39.9
31.3
48.1
34.8
35.1
37.9

5.1
7.4
5.9
6.4
6.1
6.2
4.8
9.5
7.7
5.0
6.2
6.7

306
120
203
195
211
186
333
91
123
303
207
173

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***

15.2
15.3
13.4
15.9
12.6
16.4

51.9
52.6
44.2
58.4
52.5
52.5

36.7
37.3
30.7
42.5
39.9
36.1

6.1
6.0
7.1
5.1
6.1
7.6

207
207
137
290
192
137

0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000

***
***
***
***
***
***

A. Pooled and by Housing Authority
All Families
All Families (Controls)
Seattle Housing Authority
King County Housing Authority
B. By Head of Household Demographic Characteristics
Black Non-Hispanic
White Non-Hispanic
Other Race/Ethnicity
Born Outside the U.S.
Born in the U.S.
English Isn't Primary Language
English Is Primary Language
20 Years or More in Seattle/King County
Less Than 20 Years in Seattle/King County
Started in High Opportunity Tract
Didn't Start in High Opportunity Tract
Income ≤ $19,000 (Sample Median)
Income > $19,000 (Sample Median)
No College
Some College or More
Currently Working
Currently Not Working
Uses Child Care
Doesn't Use Childcare
C. By Perceptions About Moving at Baseline
Feels Good About Moving to an Opportunity Area
Doesn't Feel Good About Moving to an Opportunity Area
Satisfied With Current Neighborhood
Unsatisfied/Indifferent With Current Neighborhood
Sure Wants to Leave Current Neighborhood
Sure Wants to Stay in Current Neighborhood or Indifferent
Feels Good About Moving to Racially Different Neighborhood
Feels Bad/Indifferent About Moving to Racially Different Neighborhood
Sure Could Pay for Moving Expenses
Not Sure Could Pay for a Moving Expenses
Sure Could Find a New Place
Not Sure Could Find a New Place
D. By Children Characteristics
Mean Children Age at or Above Median (6.3 years)
Mean Children Age Below Median (6.3 years)
More than 2 Children
2 Children or Fewer
Considering Different Schools
Not Considering Different Schools

Notes: This table reports treatment effects by subgroup, estimated using a regression of an indicator for leasing up in a high-opportunity area on the treatment
group indicator and a PHA fixed effect. In row 2, we additionally control for the baseline characteristics shown in Table 1. We exclude 3 households whose
voucher was transferred to a different PHA in this table. See Appendix Table 10 for definitions of the variables used to construct the subgroups. All regressions use
robust standard errors. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 3
Creating Moves to Opportunity Program Costs
Average Cost
A. Total Costs
Cost of CMTO services per issuance
Cost of CMTO services per family leased
Cost of CMTO services per opportunity move
Cost of CMTO services per family issued / 7-year HAP costs per leased family

$2,661
$3,045
$5,006
2.2%

B. Costs by Service Category
Cost of CMTO financial assistance per issuance
Cost of CMTO program services per issuance
Cost of PHA CMTO administration per issuance
Cost savings of PHA services paid by CMTO

$1,043
$1,500
$392
($274)

C. Housing Assistance Payment (HAP) Costs
Incremental HAP cost per lease per year
Incremental HAP / average HAP costs per leased family

$2,626
15.4%

Notes: This table reports average cost metrics for the CMTO program. Panel A reports four measures of average total CMTO
service costs: per voucher issued, per family leased up, per opportunity move completed, and per family issued as a
percentage of 7-year housing assistance payment (HAP) voucher costs for one family. The last measure is defined as the
cost of CMTO services per issuance divided by the average HAP cost for the control group over seven years (a conservative
estimate of the average voucher duration for families with children) in KCHA and SHA. Panel B reports average costs by
category. Financial assistance costs include security deposits, adminstrative fees, holding fees, pro-rated rent, renter’s
insurance, and screening fees. Program services include costs paid to the Navigator service providers, which include costs
for staff, management, administrative assistance, mileage, overhead, and materials. PHA administration costs per issuance
consist of a project manager at each PHA spending 50% time managing CMTO service implementation. In Panel A, Cost of
CMTO services per issuance consists of all CMTO programmatic costs listed in Panel B, excluding the average control group
security deposit assistance of $274 that would have been provided by the PHAs regardless of CMTO, as part of existing PHA
policy. Panel C reports the incremental HAP expenditure for the treatment group relative to the control group per family that
leased up, driven by the fact that treatment group families leased units in more expensive areas on average, which had higher
HAP payments because of the tiered payment standards used in KCHA and SHA. The last row shows incremental HAP
expenditure as a share of the average HAP cost per family leased in the control group.

Table 4
Impacts of Financial Incentives: Difference-in-Difference Estimates Based on Payment Standard Reforms
Reform:
Outcome:

DD Estimate

KCHA 5 Tier Voucher Payment Standard Reform
% Moving to High
Opportunity
(1)
(2)

Median 2 BR Rent in
Destination Tract ($)
(3)
(4)

-3.59
(5.75)

55.92
(49.23)

Controls (Fixed Effects):
Number of Children
Month Voucher Issued
Sample
Observations

-4.70
(6.21)

X
X

70.52
(52.05)

SHA Family Access Supplement
% Moving to High
Opportunity
(5)
(6)
13.79***
(5.11)

X
X

528

325

323

-22.31
(74.14)

X
X

KCHA and SHA Voucher Recipients with Children
533

13.82***
(5.26)

Median 2 BR Rent in
Destination Tract ($)
(7)
(8)
-11.84
(76.50)

X
X

All SHA Voucher Recipients
534

534

414

414

Notes: This table shows difference-in-difference estimates of the effects of changes in payment standards on the rate at which families move to
higher-opportunity or more expensive neighborhoods using the OLS regression specification in equation (2). Columns 1-4 estimate the effects of
KCHA's 5-tier voucher payment standard introduced in March 2016, which increased payment standards in more expensive neighborhoods. We
treat KCHA as the "treatment" group and SHA as the "control" group and use data on households with children who were issued a voucher in either
KCHA or SHA between July 2015 and November 2016 to estimate these specifications. Columns 5-8 estimate the effects of SHA's Family Access
Supplement (FAS), which provided higher payments for families with children moving to areas designated as "high opportunity" in CMTO and was
introduced in February 2018. These specifications use data on households in SHA with and without children who were issued a voucher between
August 2017 and October 2018, excluding those issued a voucher between February and April 2018, which is when the CMTO pilot took place (see
Figure 11 and Section 7a for details). The dependent variable in Columns 1-2 and 5-6 is an indicator for moving to a "high opportunity"
neighborhood, as defined in Figure 2 in the CMTO experiment. The dependent variable in Columns 3-4 and 7-8 is the median rent for two-bedroom
units (based on the 2011-2015 American Community Survey) in the tract where households leased up, restricting the sample to households who
leased up before their voucher expired. The odd numbered columns show the raw difference-in-difference estimates using the specification in
equation (2), without any additional controls. The even numbered columns add a set of indicator variables for the number of children in the
household and the month in which the voucher was issued. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Appendix Table 1
Costs of CMTO vs. Other Mobility Programs
Program
1. Creating Moves to Opportunity
2. Creating Moves to Opportunity
3. Moving to Opportunity
4. Housing Opportunity Program
6. Baltimore Housing Mobility Program
7. Chicago Regional Housing Choice
Initiative
8. Hypothetical Mobility Program

Estimated
Cost

Source

Cost per family issued
Cost per opportunity move
Cost per opportunity move
Cost per opportunity move
Cost per opportunity move
Cost per opportunity move

$2,661
$5,006
$4,814
$4,925
$3,427
$2,939

Table 3
Table 3
Feins et al. (1997)
Schwartz et al. (2017)
Rinzler et al. (2015)
Schwartz et al. (2017)

Cost per family issued

$4,500

Sard, Cunningham,
and Greenstein (2018)

Cost Metric

Notes: This table reports cost metrics for CMTO and other mobility programs. Costs in rows 3 and 4 and rows 6 and 7 have
been adjusted for inflation to 2018 dollars using the CPI. See Appendix B for details on how these costs were computed.

Appendix Table 2
Qualitative Study Sampling and Response Rates

A. Sampling Targets
Still Searching (as of April 2019)
Leased up
Total Targeted
B. Recruitment
Interviewed
Refusals
Contact, No Interview Yet
No Contact/Bad Contact Info

Treatment

Control

Total N

(1)

(2)

(3)

71 (100%)
78 (50%)
149 (67%)

24 (25%)
29 (20%)
53 (25%)

95
107
202

119
13
9
8

42
4
2
5

161
17
11
13

80%

79%

N / Target Sample
Size
(4)

N / Number
Contacted
(5)

80%
8%
5%
6%

85%
9%

C. Response Rate by Treatment Status
N Interviewed / Target Sample Size

Notes: This table shows the sampling scheme and response rates for the qualitative study sample. Panel A shows the number and
percentage of participants who were randomly targeted for participation in the qualitative study from each group, based on their
treatment status and lease-up status as of April 15, 2019 for households in the Seattle Housing Authority and April 23, 2019 in the
King County Housing Authority. Panel B shows the number of households who we were able to successfully interview within this
group; the number who refused; and the number whom we attempted to contact but were not yet able to interview or rearch. Column 4
shows the number of households in each of these categories as a share of all households targeted, and Column 5 shows household
interviews and refusals as a share of households with whom we had some contact. Panel C shows the percentage of households
interviewed as a share of the number of households targeted by treatment group.

Appendix Table 3
Summary Statistics for Households in Qualitative Sample vs. Full Sample

Mean
(1)

N
(2)

Mean
(3)

N
(4)

Mean
(5)

N
(6)

P-Value of
Qual vs.
Non-Qual
Diff.
(7)

34.21
19667
81.63
34.97
49.29
24.53
8.49
6.60
79.81
12.02
21.60
31.92
41.55
4.93
13.29
56.41
28.21
34.17
63.79
2.21
6.62

430
429
430
429
424
424
424
424
416
416
426
426
426
426
429
429
429
240
428
430
417

34.24
19739
83.85
34.78
53.13
21.88
8.13
7.50
84.52
10.97
18.63
31.68
44.72
4.97
13.66
51.55
26.09
36.14
62.73
2.19
6.63

161
161
161
161
160
160
160
160
155
155
161
161
161
161
161
161
161
83
161
161
158

34.19
19623
80.30
35.07
46.97
26.14
8.71
6.06
77.01
12.64
23.40
32.08
39.62
4.91
13.06
59.33
29.48
33.12
64.42
2.23
6.62

269
268
269
268
264
264
264
264
261
261
265
265
265
265
268
268
268
157
267
269
259

0.973
0.724
0.304
0.858
0.304
0.356
0.709
0.522
0.050*
0.365
0.145
0.851
0.347
0.917
0.909
0.148
0.597
0.617
0.691
0.623
0.861

12.46
50.87
53.50
54.57
28.67
78.69

337
401
400
383
429
427

13.49
50.00
52.67
57.14
29.19
74.38

126
150
150
147
161
160

11.848
51.394
54.000
52.966
28.358
81.273

211
251
250
236
268
267

0.701
0.809
0.666
0.460
0.994
0.125

Full Sample

Qualitative
Sample

Not in Qualitative
Sample

A. Head of Household Demographics
Age
Annual Household Income ($)
% Speak English (w/o Translator)
% Born Outside the U.S.
% Black Non-Hispanic
% White Non-Hispanic
% Hispanic
% Asian Non-Hispanic
% Female Head of Household
% Married Head of Household
% Less than High School Grad
% High School Degree
% Attended Some College
% BA or more
% Homeless
% Currently Working
% Works Full-Time (Over 35 Hours/Week)
% Commute > 30 min to Work
% with Car and Driver's License
Number of Children
Children's Average Age
B. Neighborhood-Related Questions
% Starting in High-Opportunity Tract
% Satisfied with Current Neighborhood
% Would Leave Neighborhood if Got Voucher
% Feel They Could Find Place in New Neighborhood
% Could Pay for a Move
% Good with Moving to Racially Diff Neighborhood
% Good with Moving to Specific Neighborhood in
Opportunity Area
% Considering Different School for Any Child
% Unsatisfied with Any Child's Current School
% Primary Motivation Schools
% Primary Motivation Safety
% Primary Motivation Bigger/Better Home

71.79

429

67.08

161

74.627

268

0.160

58.61
15.11
42.66
21.68
15.62

331
331
429
429
429

59.52
19.05
39.13
19.25
19.88

126
126
161
161
161

58.049
12.683
44.776
23.134
13.060

205
205
268
268
268

0.883
0.142
0.252
0.283
0.070*

C. Characteristics of Origin Neighborhood (Census Tract)
Predicted Mean Household Income Rank (p=25)
Incarceration Rate (p=25)
Teen Birth Rate (Women; p=25)
% in Poverty (2016 ACS)
% Black (ACS 2013-2017)
% Low-Inc. 3rd Graders Proficient in Math (2015)
% in Extreme Poverty Tract (2016 ACS)

43.87
2.15
23.14
16.58
11.54
41.30
2.59

424
424
424
424
424
415
424

44.07
2.10
22.43
17.07
11.79
41.22
1.90

158
158
158
158
158
153
158

43.76
2.18
23.56
16.29
11.40
41.35
3.01

266
266
266
266
266
262
266

0.428
0.572
0.156
0.546
0.749
0.976
0.340

F-Tests
Unconditional on Lease-up
Conditional on Lease-up

F-Statistic P-Value N
0.892
0.661 430
0.776
0.833 356

Notes: This table compares the households in the qualitative sample to the households in the full experimental sample. The qualitative sample is
composed of all households successfully interviewed for the qualitative study. The set of households not in the qualitative sample is defined as all
households in the experimental sample who are not included in the qualitative sample. In the last column, we show the p-value for a test of the
difference between the qualitative and non-qualitative-sample means, estimated by regressing the relevant outcome variable on the an indicator for
being in the qualitative sample along with the PHA indicator. We report an omnibus test of balance between the two samples by regressing the
qualitative sample indicator on all variables shown in the table, plus a PHA indicator, and compute the resulting F-Statistic for the joint significance of
these variables (excluding the PHA indicator). We do so in two ways: first, for all households who were issued a voucher, and second restricting the
sample to households that either leased-up and were not part of the qualitative study or leased-up and were interviewed for the qualitative study after
lease-up. See Table 1 and Appendix Table 10 for definitions of the variables. All regressions use robust standard errors. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *
p<0.1

Appendix Table 4
Summary Statistics for Households in the Qualitative Sample

Mean
(1)

N
(2)

Mean
(3)

N
(4)

P-Value of
T-C
Difference
(8)

32.24
19047.62
83.33
33.33
57.14
19.05
9.52
2.38
92.68
9.76
26.19
30.95
38.10
4.76
19.05
54.76
28.57
26.09
52.38
2.10
5.24

42
42
42
42
42
42
42
42
41
41
42
42
42
42
42
42
42
23
42
42
42

34.94
19983.19
84.03
35.29
51.69
22.88
7.63
9.32
81.58
11.40
15.97
31.93
47.06
5.04
11.76
50.42
25.21
40.00
66.39
2.22
7.13

119
119
119
119
118
118
118
118
114
114
119
119
119
119
119
119
119
60
119
119
116

0.031**
0.782
0.898
0.831
0.603
0.568
0.753
0.069*
0.041**
0.615
0.243
0.987
0.303
0.953
0.332
0.565
0.573
0.328
0.126
0.533
0.003***

12.12
46.15
56.41
62.50
33.33
83.33
66.67
70.00
20.00
35.71
16.67
19.05

33
39
39
40
42
42
42
30
30
42
42
42

13.98
51.35
51.35
55.14
27.73
71.19
67.23
56.25
18.75
40.34
20.17
20.17

93
111
111
107
119
118
119
96
96
119
119
119

0.780
0.647
0.662
0.458
0.599
0.052*
0.967
0.169
0.888
0.603
0.541
0.897

44.50
1.92
21.34
15.75
11.37
41.99
4.88

41
41
41
41
41
39
41

43.92
2.16
22.81
17.53
11.94
40.96
0.85

117
117
117
117
117
114
117

0.425
0.320
0.337
0.302
0.722
0.624
0.269

F-Statistic
0.854
0.739

P-Value
0.708
0.850

Control

Treatment

A. Head of Household Demographics
Age
Annual Household Income ($)
% Speak English (w/o Translator)
% Born Outside the U.S.
% Black Non-Hispanic
% White Non-Hispanic
% Hispanic
% Asian Non-Hispanic
% Female Head of Household
% Married Head of Household
% Less than High School Grad
% High School Degree
% Attended Some College
% BA or more
% Homeless
% Currently Working
% Works Full-Time (Over 35 Hours/Week)
% Commute > 30 min to Work
% with Car and Driver's License
Number of Children
Children's Average Age
B. Neighborhood-Related Questions
% Starting in High-Opportunity Tract
% Satisfied with Current Neighborhood
% Would Leave Neighborhood if Got Voucher
% Feel They Could Find Place in New Neighborhood
% Could Pay for a Move
% Good with Moving to Racially Diff Neighborhood
% Good with Moving to Specific Neighborhood in Opportunity Area
% Considering Different School for Any Child
% Unsatisfied with Any Child's Current School
% Primary Motivation Schools
% Primary Motivation Safety
% Primary Motivation Bigger/Better Home
C. Characteristics of Origin Neighborhood (Census Tract)
Predicted Mean Household Income Rank (p=25)
Incarceration Rate (p=25)
Teen Birth Rate (Women; p=25)
% in Poverty (2016 ACS)
% Black (ACS 2013-2017)
% Low-Inc. 3rd Graders Proficient in Math (2015)
% in Extreme Poverty Tract (2016 ACS)

F-Tests
Unconditional on Lease-up
Conditional on Lease-up

N
161
130

Notes: This table replicates the summary statistics in Table 1, but restricts the sample to families who participated in the qualitative survey defined
in Appendix Table 3. In addition to the F-Statistic of joint significance using all families who participated in the qualitative study, we show a second
F-Statisctic restricting the sample to households who leased-up and were interviewed after lease-up if they participated in the qualitative study. All
regressions use robust standard errors. See Table 1 for further details. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Appendix Table 5
Calculation of Lifetime Earnings Impact of CMTO
(1) Average Upward Mobility (in ranks) in control group destinations
(2)

[Translated to 2015 USD]

44.53
$35,955

(3) Treatment effect (TOT) on Tract-Level Upward Mobility (in ranks)

4.25

(4) Estimated causal effect of move from birth [ = 62% of (3)]

2.64

(5) Expected Upward Mobility (in ranks) for treated [ = (1) + (4) ]
(6)

[Translated to 2015 USD]

(7) Causal effect of CMTO on yearly income at age 34 (2015 USD) [ = (6) - (2) ]
(8) Avg family income at age 34 (2015 USD, from ACS)
(9) Undiscounted income over the lifecycle from ACS, assuming 1% income growth (2015 USD)
(10) Impact as % of avg family income in ACS [ = (7) / (8) ]
(11) Causal treatment effect on undiscounted lifetime income (USD) [ = (10) * (9) ]
(12) Avg undiscounted income over the lifecycle for low-income children in Seattle area (2015 USD)
(13) Impact as % of avg low-income lifetime earnings in Seattle area [ = (11) / (12) ]
(14) Discounted income over the lifecycle from ACS, 1% income growth (2015 USD)
(15) Causal treatment effect on discounted lifetime income (USD) [ = (10) * (14) ]

47.17
$38,955
$3,001
$64,160
$4,585,149
4.68%
$214,436
$2,539,340
8.44%
$1,825,930
$85,394

Notes: This table outlines the steps we use to translate our estimated treatment effects into lifetime earnings effects for the
children whose families moved to high-opportunity neighborhoods as a result of CMTO. We estimate the impact on incomes for
a child that moved to a high-opportunity neighborhood at birth. Row (1) presents the average level of upward mobility in the
destination tracts to which families in the control group moved using data from the Opportunity Atlas (i.e. the family income rank
at age 34 of children in the 1978-83 birth cohorts, based on their childhood neighborhood, for families at the 25th percentile of
the parental income distribution). Row (2) translates this level into 2015 USD by mapping this percentile to dollars using the
national income distribution for 31-37 year olds in 2014-2015. Row (3) presents the treatment effect of CMTO on upward
mobility for those who moved to an opportunity neighborhood (TOT). Row (4) multiplies this effect by 62%, based on the
estimate from Chetty et al. (2018) that children who move at birth to a neighborhood with 1 rank higher upward mobility grow up
to have an income rank that is 0.62 units higher. Row (5) presents the sum of this effect and the control group mean. Row (6)
translates this into 2015 USD using the same approach as in Row (2). Row (7) computes the difference in expected income
levels between the treated and untreated groups. Row (8) reports the mean family income (individual income plus spousal
income for married couples, to match our measure of family income in the Opportunity Atlas) from the 2015 ACS at age 34.
Row (9) presents the undiscounted sum of mean family income in the 2015 ACS, summing across all ages and assuming 1%
wage growth from birth. Row (10) computes the percentage impact on incomes by dividing (7) by (8). Row (11) computes the
impact on lifetime undiscounted income assuming the percentage impact on income over the life cycle is constant. Row (12)
reports an estimate of the undiscounted mean family income over the lifecycle for children born to parents in the 25th percentile
of the national income distribution who grew up in a low-opportunity area in Seattle and King County. We estimate this value by
mutiplying the mean income for children growing up in low-income (25th percentile) families in low-opportunity areas in Seattle
and King County by row (9) divided by row (8). Row (13) reports the earnings gain from moving to a high-opportunity area as a
percentage of mean income for children growing up in low-income families in low-opportunity areas in Seattle and King County
by dividing (11) by (12). Rows (14) and (15) compute the impact on discounted lifetime income. Row (14) reports mean lifetime
income in the ACS discounted over the life cycle at 2%, assuming 1% income growth from birth. Row (15) reports the impact on
discounted lifetime income, again assuming the percentage impact over the life cycle is constant.

Appendix Table 6
Heterogeneity of Treatment Effects on Lease-up Rates
Lease-up Rates (%)
Control
Mean

Treatment Treatment
Mean
Effect

SE

N

P-Value

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

85.9
85.9
85.1
86.5

87.3
87.0
86.0
88.5

1.5
1.1
0.9
2.0

3.3
3.4
5.0
4.4

427
427
201
226

0.662
0.739
0.864
0.655

87.1
84.8
85.7
85.9
85.7
87.2
85.5
88.4
83.9
95.0
85.9
85.1
87.4
85.4
86.1
87.9
82.5
86.1
85.4

90.3
85.4
84.2
89.2
87.0
92.9
86.0
86.3
88.0
95.5
86.1
86.0
89.3
87.5
86.9
87.2
87.5
85.2
88.2

3.2
0.6
-1.6
3.3
1.3
5.8
0.6
-2.0
4.1
0.5
0.2
0.8
1.9
2.1
0.8
-0.7
5.0
-0.9
2.8

4.5
7.0
6.9
5.4
4.2
6.9
3.8
4.9
4.5
6.8
4.1
4.8
4.5
4.6
4.9
4.3
5.4
4.9
4.7

208
103
111
150
276
80
346
183
243
42
293
219
207
226
197
242
184
211
215

0.479
0.927
0.823
0.538
0.758
0.403
0.876
0.678
0.363
0.946
0.969
0.865
0.664
0.651
0.874
0.864
0.354
0.853
0.555

86.5
83.9
85.9
87.9
88.0
86.6
87.6
76.5
82.1
87.6
85.6
87.2

91.1
78.2
87.5
86.7
87.5
86.2
87.1
87.5
85.8
87.9
89.2
86.3

4.6
-5.7
1.6
-1.2
-0.4
-0.3
-0.4
11.0
3.8
0.3
3.7
-0.9

3.6
7.2
4.8
4.9
4.6
5.0
3.7
8.7
6.7
3.8
4.6
5.2

306
120
203
195
211
186
333
91
123
303
207
173

0.197
0.426
0.739
0.807
0.927
0.944
0.907
0.205
0.577
0.935
0.425
0.866

81.8
89.8
88.1
84.8
83.2
86.9

86.0
88.0
84.8
88.9
84.6
84.9

4.2
-1.7
-3.3
4.1
1.4
-2.0

5.1
4.5
6.0
4.1
5.4
5.9

207
207
137
290
192
137

0.410
0.697
0.587
0.311
0.792
0.741

A. Pooled and by Housing Authority
All Families
All Families (Controls)
Seattle Housing Authority
King County Housing Authority
B. By Head of Household Demographic Characteristics
Black Non-Hispanic
White Non-Hispanic
Other Race/Ethnicity
Born Outside the U.S.
Born in the U.S.
English Isn't Primary Language
English Is Primary Language
20 years or more in Seattle/King County
Less than 20 years in Seattle/King County
Started in High Opportunity Tract
Didn't Start in High Opportunity Tract
Income ≤ $19,000 (sample median)
Income > $19,000 (sample median)
No College
Some College or More
Currently Working
Currently Not Working
Uses Child Care
Doesn't Use Childcare
C. By Perceptions About Moving at Baseline
Feels Good About Moving to an Opportunity Area
Doesn't Feel Good About Moving to an Opportunity Area
Satisfied With Current Neighborhood
Unsatisfied/Indifferent With Current Neighborhood
Sure Wants to Leave Current Neighborhood
Sure Wants to Stay in Current Neighborhood or Indifferent
Feels Good About Moving to Racially Different Neighborhood
Feels Bad/Indifferent About Moving to Racially Different Neighborhood
Sure Could Pay for Moving Expenses
Not Sure Could Pay for a Moving Expenses
Sure Could Find a New Place
Not Sure Could Find a New Place
D. By Children's Characteristics
Mean Children Age at or Above Median (6.3 years)
Mean Children Age Below Median (6.3 years)
More than 2 Children
2 Children or Less
Considering Different Schools
Not Considering Different Schools

Notes: This table replicates Table 2 using an indicator for leasing up anywhere using one's voucher as the outcome instead of leasing
up in a high-opportunity area. See Table 2 for details. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Appendix Table 7
Treatment Effects on Neighborhood and Housing Unit Characteristics

Treatment
Effect

Standard
Error of
Treatment
Effect

Treatment
Effect in
Standard
Deviations

Standard Error of
Treatment Effect
in Standard
Deviations

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

3.33
7.64
7.64

28.35
17.46
10.70

-1.30***
1.20**
-0.99*

0.32
0.61
0.55

-0.39
0.21
-0.13

0.10
0.10
0.07

49.18
11.39
13.44
24.84
46.36
33.21
36.67
2,492.26

18.70
9.21
8.87
10.39
9.71
12.79
17.39
1,296.74

56.23
8.21
10.63
24.43
49.19
29.52
46.38
2,377.04

7.06***
-3.18***
-2.81***
-0.40
2.83***
-3.69***
9.71***
-115.23

1.70
0.79
0.77
0.97
0.95
1.31
1.75
125.50

0.38
-0.35
-0.32
-0.04
0.29
-0.29
0.56
-0.09

0.09
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.10

67,347
0.70
14.68
342,214
76.37
0.12
161.54

22,229
0.06
8.09
103,733
4.47
0.05
380.86

79,956
0.70
13.27
403,067
77.34
0.12
186.94

12608.81***
-0.00
-1.41*
60853.20***
0.97**
-0.01*
25.40

2,661
0.01
0.79
12,279
0.44
0.00
34.06

0.57
-0.05
-0.17
0.59
0.22
-0.15
0.07

0.12
0.10
0.10
0.12
0.10
0.09
0.09

46.47
44.53

3.02
3.58

47.75
46.14

1.28***
1.61***

0.33
0.39

0.42
0.45

0.11
0.11

47.81
16.55
1.61

0.84*
-4.55***
-0.43***

0.49
0.79
0.13

0.19
-0.58
-0.33

0.10
0.10

Control
Mean

Control
Standard
Deviation

Treatment
Mean

(1)

(2)

29.65
16.26
11.69

Resident Demographics
% White (2017)
% Black (2017)
% Hispanic (2017)
% Foreign-Born (2016)
% Married (2010)
% of Children with Single Parents (2013-2017)
% >= College Education (2017)
Population Density (2010, # People per Square Mile)
Tract Income and Other Characteristics
Median HH Income (2017)
% Labor Force Participation (2010)
% Poverty (2017)
Median Home Value (2010)
Census Mail Response Rate
Theil Index of Racial Segregation
# Jobs For No HS Degree, 1 Mile Radius

A. Neighborhood Characteristics
Distance
Mean Commute Time in 2000 (Minutes)
% Commute < 15 Mins
Distance to City Hall of Largest City in CZ (Miles)

Children's Long-Term Outcomes
Predicted Mean Individual Income Rank (p=25)
Predicted Mean Household Income Rank (p=25)
Predicted Mean Household Income Rank for White
Children (p=25)
Teenage Birth Rate for Women (p=25)
Incarceration Rate (p=25)

21.10
2.04

4.43
7.86
1.30

Other Indices of Opportunity
Kirwan Overall Child Opportunity Score
Kirwan Educational Subscore
Kirwan Health/Environment Subscore
Kirwan Social/Economic Opportunity Subscore
HUD Transit Index
Environmental Health Index

-0.12
-0.24
0.00
-0.14
82.11
10.27

0.38
0.57
0.32
0.55
9.29
14.28

0.10
0.11
0.10
0.08
81.91
11.12

0.22***
0.35***
0.10***
0.21***
-0.20
0.85

0.04
0.06
0.03
0.05
0.80
1.36

0.58
0.62
0.31
0.39
-0.02
0.06

0.10
0.11
0.09
0.10
0.09
0.10

1,257.17
1,985.18
0.63
1.97
9.38
1,824.57
1,422.34
138.66
489.70

651.88
22.71
0.36
0.71
29.30
544.35
612.58
89.24
371.12

1,298.99
1,980.99
0.63
2.04
7.38
2,012.86
1,658.22
170.42
472.37

41.82
-4.19
0.00
0.07
-2.00
188.29***
235.87***
31.76***
-17.33

80.75
3.17
0.03
0.09
3.04
56.66
60.33
8.57
55.67

0.06
-0.18
0.00
0.10
-0.07
0.35
0.39
0.36
-0.05

0.12
0.14
0.09
0.13
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.10
0.15

B. Unit Characteristics
Square Feet
Year Built
Household Appliance Index
Baths
Share With Air Conditioning
Total Rent Paid to Owner
Rent Paid by PHA
Utilities Paid (estimate by PHAs)
Total Out of Pocket Expenditures (Tenant)

46.97

0.11

Notes: This table shows the effect of the CMTO treatment on a variety of neighborhood and unit characteristics. Each row of the table reports the mean and
standard deviation of the relevant outcome in the treatment and control groups as well as an estimate from a separate OLS regression of neighborhood and
housing unit characteristics on an indicator for treatment status. All regressions include a PHA indicator and use robust standard errors. The control group
mean is a raw mean while the treatment group mean is constructed as the control mean plus the treatment effect estimate. Panel A shows treatment effects on
neighborhood characteristics unconditional on lease-up. Panel B shows treatment effects on unit characteristics for the subsample who leased up because
these characteristics are only available for those who leased up. The Household Appliance Index is the sum of six indicators for common appliances observed
in the rental listings: microwaves; refrigerators; washers; dryers; dishwashers; and garbage disposal. For the distance moved variable, distances were
computed using tract centroids, so households who move to the same tract as their origin tract are indicated as having moved 0 miles. Distance moved was
topcoded at 50 miles, and households that did not lease up were coded as having moved 0 miles. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Appendix Table 8
Neighborhood Characteristics of High vs. Low Opportunity Areas
Tract Means, Weighted by Num. of. Children in
Below Median Income Families
High-Opportunity
Tracts Moved Into
By CMTO
Z-Score for
Participants
(4)-(3)
(4)
(5)

All Tracts
(1)

Non-HighOpportunity
Tracts
(2)

HighOpportunity
Tracts
(3)

29.01
17.47
11.84

29.62
17.14
12.21

26.86
18.65
10.51

27.08
18.12
9.53

0.05
-0.08
-0.14

Resident Demographics
% White (2017)
% Black (2017)
% Hispanic (2017)
% Foreign-Born (2016)
% Married (2010)
% of Children with Single Parents (2013-2017)
% >= College Education (2017)
Population Density (2010, # People per Square Mile)

53.81
9.11
12.78
24.19
50.24
29.61
39.33
2174.42

51.16
10.74
14.36
23.99
48.29
32.60
34.21
2255.41

63.17
3.35
7.20
24.90
57.14
19.05
57.46
1887.98

63.01
4.48
7.28
23.82
53.48
22.57
58.80
2081.69

-0.01
0.13
0.01
-0.09
-0.34
0.25
0.07
0.12

Tract Income and Other Characteristics
Median HH Income (2017)
% Labor Force Participation (2010)
% Poverty (2017)
Median Home Value (2010)
Census Mail Response Rate
Theil Index of Racial Segregation
# Jobs For No HS Degree, 1 Mile Radius

75,986.53
69.80
13.00
366,668.91
77.29
0.13
189.62

68,269.98
69.82
14.32
334,382.78
76.57
0.14
199.07

103,276.59
69.76
8.35
481,908.56
79.84
0.12
156.21

98,259.67
70.35
9.97
479,475.22
78.47
0.11
170.26

-0.17
0.10
0.19
-0.02
-0.25
-0.20
0.04

Distance
Mean Commute Time in 2000 (Minutes)
% Commute < 15 Mins
Distance to City Hall of Largest City in CZ (Miles)

Children's Long-Term Outcomes
Predicted Mean Individual Income Rank (p=25)
Predicted Mean Household Income Rank (p=25)
Teenage Birth Rate for Women (p=25)
Incarceration Rate (p=25)

46.73
45.50
19.67
1.92

45.70
44.16
22.06
2.11

50.37
50.27
11.25
1.28

49.74
48.54
10.79
1.20

-0.16
-0.37
-0.06
-0.05

Other Indices of Opportunity
Kirwan Child Opportunity Index - Overall Score
Kirwan Child Opportunity Index - Educational Subscore
Kirwan Child Opportunity Index - Health/Environment Subscore
Kirwan Child Opportunity Index - Social/Economic Subscore
HUD Transit Index
Environmental Health Index

-0.04
-0.13
0.05
-0.05
79.56
13.22

-0.15
-0.31
0.02
-0.17
79.72
12.50

0.34
0.51
0.16
0.35
78.99
15.53

0.37
0.54
0.20
0.36
81.00
14.21

0.06
0.04
0.16
0.02
0.18
-0.07

Notes: This table shows neighborhood characteristics for different groups of Census tracts. The first three columns show means (weighted by the number
of people in the 2000 Decennial Census with below median income) for all tracts, low-opportunity tracts, and high-opportunity tracts, respectively. The
fourth column shows means for high-opportunity tracts to which CMTO participants moved, weighted by the number of CMTO participants who moved to
each tract. The final column shows the Z-score of the difference between the weighted average for all high opportunity tracts and the weighted average of
high opportunity tracts to which CMTO families moved. Data on commute times come from the 2000 Decennial Census (mean commute time) and from
the 2012-2016 ACS (% commute time < 15 min), resident demographics and tract income from the ACS; children's long-term outcomes from the
Opportunity Atlas; and other indices of opportunity from The Kirwan Child Opportunity Index constructed by The Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race and
Ethnicity and from HUD's Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Data and Mapping Tool (AFFH-T).

Appendix Table 9
Intervention Dosage: Treated Households' Usage of CMTO Services
Pooled

Moved to Non-HighOpportunity Tract

Moved to High
Opportunity Tract

N
(1)

Mean
(2)

N
(3)

Mean
(4)

N
(5)

Mean
(6)

222
222
222
222
222
222

5.98
1.35
97.75
91.44
17.57
21.17

76
76
76
76
76
76

4.46
1.04
96.05
86.84
11.84
11.84

118
118
118
118
118
118

7.05
1.70
98.31
94.92
22.88
29.66

222
Percent linked to a unit through the MIS system
Percent linked to a unit of a landlord contacted by nonprofit staff
222

45.95

76

7.89

118

79.66

27.48

76

5.26

118

46.61

222

65.32

76

28.95

118

96.61

141

1642

21

252

113

1983

222

57.21

76

26.32

118

84.75

126

80

20

65

99

81

222

51.80

76

3.95

118

93.22

112

1608

1

2200

110

1613

A. Usage of Search Assistance Services
Total hours in contact with non-profit or PHA staff
Hours in contact non-profit or PHA staff per month
Percent that received search assistance
Percent that received rental application coaching
Percent that did a neighborhood tour
Percent that visited locations with non-profit staff
B. Linkage to Units and Landlords

C. Financial Assistance
Percent that received any financial assistance (%)
Total amount of assistance among families that
received financial assistance ($)
Percent that received screening fee assistance (%)
Amount of screening fee assistance among families
that received screening fee assistance ($)
Percent that received deposit assistance (%)
Amount of deposit assistance among families that
received deposit assistance ($)

D. Correlations Between Usage of CMTO Services Among Families who Moved to High-Opportunity Areas

Time Meeting with CMTO Staff
Financial Assistance
Unit Found Through Housing Locator

Time Meeting with
CMTO Staff
1
0.19
0.11

Financial
Assistance

Unit Found Through
Housing Locator

1
-0.10

1

Notes: This table shows service usage statistics for families in the CMTO treatment group as recorded by the housing authorities
and non-profit staff running the CMTO services. In Panel A, time meeting with CMTO staff was estimated based on the lengths of
specific interactions, which includes in-person meetings and phone calls. The share of households receiving specific services was
derived from contact logs between the non-profit staff and the households. Links to units and landlords come from the MIS platform
set up to facilitate interactions between landlords, non-profit staff, and households. Financial assistance includes assistance to
defray moving costs, such as screening fees, security deposits, and holding fees. In Columns 1 and 2, we pool all families in the
treatment group. In Columns 3 and 4, we restrict the sample to treatment group families who moved to non-high-opportunity tracts.
In Columns 5 and 6, we restrict the sample to treatment group families who moved to high-opportunity tracts. Panel D shows
Pearson correlations between usage of different CMTO service categories among families in the treatment group who moved to
high-opportunity areas.

Appendix Table 10
Baseline Survey Questions and Coding of Variables
Survey Instrument Reference

Variable Coding Details

A. Baseline Variables
% Speak English
% Born Outside the U.S.
% Less than High School Grad

Q7. Is an interpreter or translation service being used for
survey administration?
Q10. In what country were you born?
Q22. What is the highest level of education that you have
completed?

= Grade 9 or less OR Grade 10 or grade 11
OR Attended grade 12 but did not receive high
school diploma or GED certificate

% Homeless

Q22. What is the highest level of education that you have
completed?
Q22. What is the highest level of education that you have
completed?
Q22. What is the highest level of education that you have
completed?
Q14. Where do you currently live?

% Currently Working

Q15. Are you currently working for pay?

% Commute > 30 min to Work

Q17. How long does it take you to get to your job?

% with Car and Driver's License

Q19. Do you have a valid driver’s license? AND Q20. Do
you have access to a car that runs?

% Satisfied with Current Neighborhood

Q32. Which of the following statements best describes
how satisfied you are with your current neighborhood?

= Very satisfied OR Somewhat satisfied

% Would Leave Neighborhood if Got
Voucher

Q33. Which of the following statements best describes
how you feel about staying in your current neighborhood if
you receive a voucher?

= Somewhat sure I want to move to a different
neighborhood OR Very sure I want to move to
a different neighborhood

% High School Degree
% Attended Some College
% BA or more

% Feel They Could Find Place in New
Neighborhood

Number of Children
Children's Average Age

Q47: How sure are you that you could find a home in a
new neighborhood in [Seattle/King County]?
Q50. How sure are you that you will be able to pay for any
moving expenses?
Q43. How would you feel about moving to a neighborhood
where almost all of the other residents are of a different
race or ethnicity than your own?
Q36. If a home or apartment were to be available, how
would you feel about moving to ___? Would you feel…
AND Q39. How would you feel about moving to ___? AND
Q42. How would you feel about moving to neighborhoods
___?
Remind me how many children do you have?
Q53. What is the child’s age?

% Considering Different School for Any
Child

Q58. Are you currently considering transferring him/her to
a different school (or Pre-K/Pre-school program)?

% Unsatisfied with Any Child's Current
School

Q57. How satisfied are you with his/her current school (or
Pre-K/Pre-school program)?
Q13. How long have you lived in the Seattle or King
County area in your lifetime?
Q27. What types of child care do you use for your child or
children? (Check all that apply)
see % Good with Moving to Specific Neighborhood in
Opportunity Area

% Could Pay for a Move
% Good with moving to Racially Diff
Neighborhood

% Good with Moving to Specific
Neighborhood in Opportunity Area

20 years or more in Seattle/King County
Uses Child Care
Feels Good About Moving to an
Opportunity Area
Sure Wants to Leave Current
Neighborhood
Sure Could Find a New Place

= GED certificate OR High school diploma
= Some college or Associate’s or two-year
degree
= Four-year college degree or higher
= Homeless or in a group shelter
= 31 to 45 minutes OR 46 minutes to one hour
OR More than one hour

= Very sure OR Fairly sure
= Very sure OR Fairly sure
= Very good OR Good

= Very good OR Good [in at least one of the
questions]

= Yes [for at least one child]
= Somewhat unsatisfied OR Very unsatisfied
[for at least one child]

see % Would Leave Neighborhood if Got Voucher
see % Feel They Could Find Place in New Neighborhood

B. Public Housing Authority Data
% Black / Hispanic / Latino / White

3k. Use code or codes at bottom of page that the family
says best indicates each household member’s race.
Select as many codes as appropriate

Income < $19,000

19h:The total dollar amounts listed in column 19f.

Note: 19f is income minus exclusions

Notes: This table presents definitions of the variables, which come from the baseline survey and from PHA administrative data (HUD form 50058).
The baseline questionnaire can be found here.

FIGURE 1: The Geography and Price of Opportunity in Seattle
A. Upward Mobility by Census Tract in Seattle and King County

25 most common tracts
where voucher holders
leased units before the
CMTO experiment

Mean Household
Income Rank in Adulthood
> 57 ($51k)

48 ($40k)

< 36 ($27k)

This map must be printed in color to be interpretable

Mean Household Income Ranks of Children
with Low-Income (25th Percenctile) Parents
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B. Upward Mobility vs. Median Rent, by Tract

$500

Newport

Woodinville

Federal Way

West Kent

$1,000
$1,500
$2,000
Median 2-Bedroom Rent in 2015

$2,500

Notes: The map in Panel A shows the Opportunity Atlas estimates of upward mobility, defined as the mean predicted
household income rank in 2014-15 for children whose parents were at the 25th percentile of the national household income
distribution (an income of $27,000) for children in the 1978-1983 birth cohorts. This measure is estimated separately in each
tract as described in Chetty, Friedman, Hendren, Jones, and Porter (2018). To facilitate interpretation of the percentile ranks,
we also show the dollar value corresponding to each percentile shown in the legend based on the income distribution of children
in the 1978-83 birth cohorts. Green dots show the 25 most common tracts where families with children leased units using
a Housing Choice Voucher administered by the King County or Seattle housing authorities in 2015-2017, before the CMTO
experiment (based on voucher household shares of the total tract population in 2010). Panel B presents a scatter plot of
upward mobility in each tract vs. median rent for two-bedroom, renter-occupied units surveyed in the 2011-2015 American
Community Survey. The inner numbers on the vertical axis show the Opportunity Atlas estimates of mean household income
ranks depicted in Panel A, while the outer numbers on the vertical axis convert those ranks to 2015 dollars based on the
income distribution for children in the 1978-83 birth cohorts. The darker points show 18 of the 25 tracts highlighted in Panel
A, which include Federal Way and West Kent (seven of the 25 most common tracts are not shown due to missing rental data).
The black best-fit line is estimated using a regression of upward mobility on median rent for two-bedroom homes, weighted by
the number of children growing up in households below the 50th percentile of the national income distribution in each tract.
Woodinville and Newport, denoted by hollow points, are examples of tracts with rents comparable to Federal Way and West
Kent but offer much better prospects for upward mobility for children.

FIGURE 2: Definition of High-Opportunity Neighborhoods
A. CMTO High-Opportunity Neighborhoods
Shoreline
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Boundary
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B. Comparing Alternative Measures of Opportunity

Opportunity Atlas Upward Mobility

< 36

($27k)

48

($40k)

> 57

($51k)

Kirwan Child Opportunity Index

< 0.53 SD

0.35 SD

> 0.80 SD

Population-Weighted Correlation Across Tracts: 0.30
These maps must be printed in color to be interpretable

Notes: Panel A shows the tracts designated as high-opportunity areas in the CMTO experiment, which are shown in blue
cross-hatch. Panel B compares upward mobility as defined in the Opportunity Atlas (replicating Panel A of Figure 1) to
the Kirwan Child Opportunity Index. The Kirwan Child Opportunity Index is constructed by The Kirwan Institute for the
Study of Race and Ethnicity and combines 19 components measured between 2007 and 2013 from three subject domains
(Educational Opportunity, Health and Environmental Opportunity, and Social and Economic Opportunity), into a single
index. The population-weighted correlation between the two measures across tracts in King County is 0.30.

FIGURE 3: CMTO Program Structure
A. Key Elements of the Intervention

CUSTOMIZED
SEARCH
A S S I S TA N C E

• High-opportunity area education to increase families’ knowledge about
high-opportunity areas.
• Rental application coaching to increase families’ competitiveness for rental
units by addressing credit history and preparing a narrative.
• Housing locator services to help families identify suitable units in highopportunity areas.

INCREASED
LANDLORD
ENGAGEMENT

• Cultivate relationships with landlords in designated high-opportunity
areas to create housing opportunities for CMTO families.
• Expedite lease-up processes by completing PHA required documents and
conducting housing inspections more quickly.
• Insurance fund to mitigate risks of property damage.

SHORT-TERM
FINANCIAL
A S S I S TA N C E

• Grants to defray move-in expenses, such as application fees and security
deposits (on average $1,000).

B. Intervention Process Timeline
Family Contacted
Notified of selection
from waitlist

Intake
Appointment
Consent
Randomization
Baseline survey

Voucher Issued

Unit Selected
Family approved by
landlord for unit

Nonprofit Staff Meet with Families and Landlords
Rental application coaching
Opportunity area education
Visiting locations

Search assistance
Landlord recruitment
Linking families to units

Lease
Signed

Lease Up
Receive paperwork and
financial assistance
(e.g. assistance for deposit)
PHA

Nonprofit

Family Milestone

Notes: Panel A of this figure describes the key components of the CMTO intervention. Panel B presents a stylized timeline
of the treatment intervention from the perspective of a family in the treatment group.

FIGURE 4: CMTO Treatment Effects on Neighborhood Choice

B. Fraction who Leased Up Before Voucher Expiration
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Difference: 1.5 pp
SE: (3.3)

Difference: 37.9 pp
SE: (4.2)

D. Upward Mobility in Destination Tract

48
46

46.1

42

44

44.5

40

17.6%

Mean Household Income Rank (p=25)
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C. Fraction Who Lease Units in High-Opportunity Areas, Conditional
on Leasing Up Somewhere

Control
Difference: 43.1 pp
SE: (4.6)

Treatment

Treatment

Difference: 1.6 ranks
SE: (0.4)

Notes: This figure shows the treatment effects of the CMTO program on families’ neighborhood choices. Panel A presents the
treatment effect on the fraction who lease up a unit in a high-opportunity tract, as defined in Figure 2. The dashed line in
Panel A shows the fraction of voucher recipients who leased units in high-opportunity areas between 2015 and 2017. Panel B
presents the treatment effect on leasing up in any area prior to voucher expiration. Panel C presents the treatment effect on
leasing up in a high-opportunity area conditional on leasing up somewhere. Panel D presents the treatment effect on upward
mobility in the destination, as measured in the Opportunity Atlas, unconditional on lease-up (assigning upward mobility in the
origin tract to households who did not lease up). In all panels, the control mean is calculated as the mean within households
in the control group. Treatment effects, reported below each panel, are estimated using an OLS regression of the outcome on a
treatment indicator and an indicator for being in KCHA/SHA (since randomization occurred within each housing authority).
The treatment mean plotted is calculated as the control mean plus the estimated treatment effect. Standard errors reported
are robust standard errors. Panels A, B, and D use the full sample, excluding three households whose voucher was transferred
to a different public housing authority (other than KCHA/SHA). Panel C further restricts the sample to the 370 households
who leased up somewhere using their voucher before it expired. All panels focus on the outcome of the first lease-up after
voucher issuance.

FIGURE 5: Map of Destination Tracts for Voucher Recipients
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Notes: This figure presents a map of the destination tracts for families in the CMTO treatment and the control groups who
moved using their vouchers. High-opportunity areas are highlighted in blue cross-hatch. We focus on the destination tract of
the first lease-up after voucher issuance. We exclude 5 households whose vouchers were transferred to different public housing
authorities (3 households) or who used their vouchers to lease up units outside of King County (2 households). To protect
confidentiality, we add a small amount of random noise to the destination tract centroids shown in the maps.

FIGURE 6: Distribution of Tract-Level Upward Mobility in Destinations Chosen by Treatment
vs. Control Group
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Parents at 25th Percentile) in Destination Tract

60

Notes: This figure plots the distribution of upward mobility (based on the Opportunity Atlas estimates shown in Figure 1)
in the tracts to which families in the control and CMTO treatment groups move using their vouchers. We focus on upward
mobility in the tract of first lease-up after voucher issuance, restricting the sample to households who leased up. Bandwidths
for the kernel densities are calculated to minimize integrated square error assuming the data is Gaussian and a Gaussian kernel
is used.

FIGURE 7: Heterogeneity in Treatment Effects
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A. Treatment Effects by Race and Ethnicity
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B. Treatment Effects by Income

Control
Treatment
Income < $19,000

Control
Treatment
Income > $19,000

Notes: This figure presents estimates of treatment effects on the share of households moving to high-opportunity areas by
race/ethnicity (Panel A) and baseline income level (Panel B) of the voucher recipient. Treatment and control means are
estimated separately within each subgroup following exactly the same method used to construct the pooled estimates reported
in Panel A of Figure 4; see notes to that figure for further details. Panel A uses the 98% of participants who report their race
and Panel B uses the 99% who report their income. The cutoff used in Panel B ($19,000) to divide the two groups corresponds
to the median income of the participants in the experiment.

FIGURE 8: Treatment Effects on Neighborhood and Unit Quality

B. Unit Size
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A. Distance Moved
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Difference: 0.9 miles
SE: (1.2)
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Difference: 41.8 sq. feet
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C. Total Rent Paid to Owner

1800
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Monthly Rent ($)

$2,012.86

Control
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Difference: $188.29
SE: (56.7)

Notes: This figure shows treatment effects on the distance moved, square footage of the unit families lease, and the total rent
paid to the property owner for the unit. Distance is calculated as the distance between the centroid of the tract in which the
voucher recipient lived at baseline and the centroid of the tract to which they moved. We topcode distance at 50 miles to
reduce the influence of outliers. Treatment and control means are estimated among the subsample of households who leased
up following exactly the same method used to construct the pooled estimates reported in Panel C of Figure 4; see notes to
that figure for further details.

FIGURE 9: Persistence of Treatment Effects on Neighborhood Choice
A. Persistence in High-Opportunity Areas
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B. Persistence in Unit

Difference: -0.4 pp
SE: (7.1)

Notes: This figure evaluates whether families who moved to high-opportunity neighborhoods stay there when their lease
comes up for renewal. We focus on the subset of families who were issued a voucher before September 1, 2018 and who
leased up before January 7, 2019. Panel A plots the fraction of families within this sample who initially leased a unit in
a high-opportunity area alongside the fraction who live in a high-opportunity area as of February 6, 2020. Treatment and
control means are estimated among the subsample of households who leased up following exactly the same method used to
construct the pooled estimates reported in Panel C of Figure 4; see notes to that figure for further details. Panel B shows the
fraction of households who live in exactly the same unit in which they originally leased up as of February 6, 2020. In both
panels, we exclude 4 households whose location we cannot track as of February 6, 2020 because their voucher was transferred
to another public housing authority or because they ended their participation in the voucher program entirely.

FIGURE 10: Treatment Effects on Post-Move Neighborhood Satisfaction
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A. Satisfaction with New Neighborhood
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B. Certainty About Wanting to Stay in New Neighborhood
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Notes: This figure shows treatment effects using data from a follow-up qualitative survey administered to a random sample
of CMTO participants. Panel A shows treatment effects on measures of neighborhood satisfaction. Participants were asked,
“Which of the following statements best describes how satisfied you are with your current neighborhood? 1. Very Satisfied 2. Somewhat satisfied - 3. In the middle - 4. Somewhat dissatisfied - 5. Very dissatisfied - 6. (No Answer).” Panel B presents
measures of the certainty with which participants want to stay in their new neighborhood. Participants were asked, “Which
of the following statements best describes how you feel about staying in your current neighborhood? - 1. Very sure I want to
stay - 2. Somewhat sure I want to stay - 3. In the middle - 4. Somewhat sure I want to move to a different neighborhood
- 5. Very sure I want to move to a different neighborhood - 6. (No Answer).” The outcomes in each panel are the fraction
of respondents who give an answer of “1” to the relevant question. Treatment and control means are estimated among the
subsample of households who leased up and were surveyed post-lease-up, following exactly the same method used to construct
the pooled estimates reported in Panel C of Figure 4; see notes to that figure for further details. For the full distribution of
responses to these two questions, see Appendix Figure 6.

FIGURE 11: Neighborhood Satisfaction in Low vs. High-Opportunity Areas
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Notes: Panels A and B of this figure present the same measures of neighborhood satisfaction and certainty about wanting
to stay as in Figure 10, further disaggregating treatment and control group differences by whether families moved to highopportunity areas or not. We construct these figures by plotting raw shares for each group: control group households that
moved to an area not designated as high-opportunity, control group households that moved to a high-opportunity area,
treatment group households who moved to an area not designated as high-opportunity, and treatment group households that
moved to a high-opportunity area. The differences in the outcomes between households who moved to high-opportunity areas
vs. those who did not are estimated by running separate regressions by treatment group on an indicator for having moved to
a high-opportunity area. Panels C and D replicate Panels A and B, but use data from responses to the same questions asked
in the baseline survey with reference to the neighborhoods where families were living at the point of voucher application (in
contrast with Panels A and B, which use responses given after lease-up using their voucher).
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FIGURE 12: Distribution of Preferences for High-Opportunity Neighborhoods Implied by
Frictionless Model
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Notes: This figure illustrates what we can learn about families’ net willingness to pay to live in low- vs. high-opportunity
neighborhoods under the assumptions of a frictionless model of neighborhood choice in which CMTO services are valued at
their production cost (see Online Appendix D). The open circle represents the share of families in the control group who chose
to lease up in high-opportunity neighborhoods, i.e. the fraction of families who have a negative net willingness to pay to live
in low-opportunity neighborhoods. The closed circle represents the share of families in the treatment group who chose to lease
up in high-opportunity neighborhoods, i.e. the fraction of families who have a net willingness to pay to live in low-opportunity
neighborhoods below $2,660, the cost of the CMTO services they were offered. Any distribution of preferences must pass
through these two points – i.e., it must be that 43.1% of households have a WTP between $0 and $2,660 – in order to match
the behavior observed in the CMTO experiment under a frictionless model of neighborhood choice. The red curve shows one
such distribution.

FIGURE 13: Effects of Voucher Payment Standards on Moving to Opportunity:
Quasi-Experimental Estimates
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A. KCHA 5-Tier Payment Standard Reform
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B. SHA Family Access Supplement for High-Opportunity Areas

Supplement
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2017
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Date of Voucher Issuance
Effect of Family Access Supplement: 13.79 pp
(5.11)

Notes: This figure plots the share of households who move to high-opportunity areas around the introduction of two payment
standard reforms, in two-month units. In Panel A, we analyze the introduction of a 5-Tier Voucher Payment Standard system
in March 2016 by the King County Housing Authority, which increased payment standards in more expensive neighborhoods.
We plot the fraction of voucher recipients with children who choose to lease up in high-opportunity areas (as defined in the
CMTO experiment in Figure 2) in both KCHA and SHA around this reform. We also report a difference-in-difference estimate
of the treatment effect, estimated using the specification in Section VII.A. As a benchmark, we show the effect of the CMTO
intervention on the same scale using the dashed line in the figure. This line is constructed by adding the treatment effect of
CMTO on moving to high-opportunity areas shown in Figure 4a to the grey series after March 2016. In Panel B, we analyze
the introduction of the Family Access Supplement (FAS) in SHA in February 2018, which increased payment standards in
high-opportunity areas as defined exactly in the CMTO experiment. The FAS was implemented at the same time as the start
of the CMTO pilot, which was conducted from Februrary-April 2018, shown by the shaded region in the figure, and continued
after the pilot ended. The FAS was only available to families with children; we therefore use families without children within
SHA as a comparison group to evaluate the impacts of this reform. We again plot the fraction of voucher recipients in each
group who choose to lease up in high-opportunity areas around this reform and report a difference-in-difference estimate of
the reform’s impact (excluding the CMTO pilot period) using the specification in Section VII.A.

APPENDIX FIGURE 1: Causal Effects of Moving to a Better Neighborhood by Age at Move:
Evidence from Prior Research
B. Australia

A. United States

Source: Chetty, Friedman, Hendren, Jones, Porter (2018)

D. Denmark

Source: Faurschou (2018)

Source: Deutscher (2018)

E. MTO: Baltimore, Boston,
Chicago, LA, NYC

Source: Chetty, Hendren, Katz (AER 2016)

C. Montreal, Canada

Source: Laliberté (2018)

F. Chicago Public Housing
Demolitions

Source: Chyn (AER 2018)

Notes: This figure reproduces estimates from a recent set of papers estimating the the causal effects of the neighborhood
in which a child grows up on his or her outcomes in adulthood. Each panel depicts the causal effect of moving to an area
with better observed outcomes, by the age at which children make that move. Panels A-D all use variants of the movers
research design developed in Chetty and Hendren (2018) to estimate childhood exposure effects. Panel A presents tract-level
estimates of exposure effects on income in the U.S. from Chetty, Friedman, Hendren, Jones and Porter (2018). Panel B
presents estimates of exposure effects on income in Australia from Deutscher (2018). Panel C presents estimates of exposure
effects on university enrollment in Montreal, Canada from Laliberté (2018). Panel D presents exposure effect estimates on
income in Denmark from Faurschou (2018). Panel E shows treatment effects on income in adulthood by age at move from
the Moving to Opportunity experiment studied in Chetty, Hendren and Katz (2016). Panel F shows Chyn’s (2018) estimates
of the effect of moving to a better neighborhood on income in adulthood by age at move, exploiting the demolition of public
housing projects as a quasi-experiment.

APPENDIX FIGURE 2: Preliminary vs. Final Versions of Opportunity Atlas Upward Mobility
Measures

Final Version of Opportunity Atlas
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($40k)
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($51k)

Preliminary Forecasts Used to Define High-Opportunity Areas

< 40

($31k)

48

($40k)

> 53
(46k)

Population-Weighted Correlation Across Tracts: 0.74
These maps must be printed in color to be interpretable

Notes: This figure compares the final version of the upward mobility measures from the Opportunity Atlas (shown in Figure
2b) – which are the statistics we use to measure the impacts of the CMTO intervention – to the preliminary forecasts that we
used to define the “high opportunity” neighborhoods shown in Figure 2a. See notes to Figure 2 for details on the definition of
upward mobility, Chetty et al. (2018) for details on the construction of the final Opportunity Atlas measure, and Appendix
A for details on how the preliminary forecasts of upward mobility were constructed.

APPENDIX FIGURE 3: Map of Origin Tracts for Voucher Recipients
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Notes: This figure presents a map of the tracts where participants in the CMTO study lived at baseline, by treatment or
control group assignment. High-opportunity areas are highlighted in blue cross-hatch. Voucher recipients whose origin location
was outside the area of Seattle and King County (86 recipients), who where homeless at baseline and didn’t report an origin
location (6 recipients), or whose voucher was transferred to a PHA not in the study (3 recipients) are excluded from the map.
To protect confidentiality, we add a small amount of random noise to the destination tract centroids shown in the maps.

APPENDIX FIGURE 4: Predicted Treatment Effects on Other Long-Term Outcomes

Control
Difference: -4.6 pp
SE: (0.8)
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B. Incarceration Rates of Children from Low-Income Families

A. Teenage Birth Rates of Children from Low-Income Families

Control
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Difference: -0.4 pp
SE: (0.1)

Notes: These figures replicate Panel D of Figure 4, plotting the predicted effects of CMTO on other long-term outcomes based
on the destination tract to which families moved. Importantly, as in Figure 4d, these are not outcomes of CMTO participants
themselves. Rather, they are outcomes of children in the 1978-83 birth cohorts who grew up in households with family income
at the 25th percentile of the national income distribution in the destination neighborhoods to which CMTO participants
moved. Panel A presents the predicted effect on the tract-level teenage birth rates for women, drawing on data from the
Opportunity Atlas. Panel B presents the predicted effect on incarceration rates (on April 1, 2010) for children who grew up
in the tract. We construct these in exactly the same way as Panel D of Figure 4, simply changing the outcome variable; see
notes to that figure for details.

APPENDIX FIGURE 5: Unconditional Short-Run Persistence of Treatment Effects on
Neighborhood Choice
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Change in Treatment Effect from Feb 6, 2019 to 2020: -1.1 pp
SE: (11.9)

Notes: This figure replicates Panel A of Figure 9, but does not condition on families leasing up a unit. See notes to that figure
for details.

APPENDIX FIGURE 6: Treatment Effects on Post-Move Neighborhood Satisfaction
A. Satisfaction with New Neighborhood
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Notes: This figure uses data from a follow-up qualitative survey administered to a random sample of CMTO participants.
Panel A shows the distribution of neighborhood satisfaction in the treatment and control groups. Participants were asked,
“Which of the following statements best describes how satisfied you are with your current neighborhood? 1. Very Satisfied 2. Somewhat satisfied - 3. In the middle - 4. Somewhat dissatisfied - 5. Very dissatisfied - 6. (No Answer).” Panel B presents
measures of the certainty with which participants want to stay in their new neighborhood. Participants were asked, “Which
of the following statements best describes how you feel about staying in your current neighborhood? - 1. Very sure I want to
stay - 2. Somewhat sure I want to stay - 3. In the middle - 4. Somewhat sure I want to move to a different neighborhood - 5.
Very sure I want to move to a different neighborhood - 6. (No Answer).” The sample consists of all households who leased-up
and were surveyed after lease-up.

APPENDIX FIGURE 7: Changes to King County Housing Authority Payment Standards in
March 2016

Increase in Max
Rent
for 2BR Apt.

> $400

$250

< $150

Notes: This figure maps the changes in payment standards implemented in March 2016 by KCHA. The map plots the changes
in the maximum monthly rent for a two-bedroom apartment that could be paid for using a housing voucher from KCHA,
comparing maximum rents in the pre-period (January 2015 to February 2016) to the post-period (March 2016 to December
2017). Darker areas experienced larger increases in maximum rent allowances.

APPENDIX E
COLLATERALIZED FUNDS REPORTS

APPENDIX RELATED TO MTW FUNDS PLEDGED AS COLLATERAL
GREEN RIVER HOMES
Project Description:
 Number of separate housing sites: 1
 Type of Residents: Family
 Number and Type of Units: 59 units total
o 1-bedroom-8 units
o 2-bedroom-30 units
o 3-bedroom-16 units
o 4-bedroom-4 units
o 5-bedroom-1 unit
o Non-dwelling space: none
Financing Terms:
 Pro forma-see Attachment A
 Amortization schedule-see Attachment B
Certification: See Attachment C
Bank Statement: See Attachment D

MOVING KING COUNTY RESIDENTS FORWARD
Project Description:
 Number of separate housing sites: 22
 Type of Residents: Family and Senior
o Family units-469
o Senior units-40
 Number and Type of Units: 509 total
o 1-bedroom-43 units
o 2-bedroom-256 units
o 3-bedroom-197 units
o 4-bedroom-11 units
o 5-bedroom-2 unit
o Non-dwelling space: none
Financing Terms:
 Pro forma-see Attachment E
 Amortization schedule-see Attachment F
Certification: See Attachment G
Bank Statement: See Attachment H

ATTACHMENT A

ATTACHMENT B

Attachment B
Green River Loan, Collateralized
Amortization Schedule

Month
Jun-11
Dec-11
Jun-12
Dec-12
Jun-13
Dec-13
Jun-14
Dec-14
Jun-15
Dec-15
Jun-16
Dec-16
Jun-17
Dec-17
Jun-18
Dec-18
Jun-19
Dec-19
Jun-20
Dec-20
Jun-21
Dec-21
Jun-22
Dec-22
Jun-23
Dec-23
Jun-24
Dec-24

Beginning
Balance
9,500,000
9,500,000
9,500,000
9,500,000
9,500,000
9,500,000
9,500,000
9,500,000
8,636,364
8,636,364
7,772,728
7,772,728
6,909,092
6,909,092
6,045,456
6,045,456
5,181,820
5,181,820
4,318,184
4,318,184
3,454,548
3,454,548
2,590,912
2,590,912
1,727,276
1,727,276
863,640
863,640

Interest Interest
Rate
Charge
0.00%
0
0.00%
0
0.00%
0
0.00%
0
0.75%
35,625
0.75%
35,625
1.00%
47,500
1.00%
47,500
1.00%
43,182
1.00%
43,182
1.00%
38,864
1.00%
38,864
1.50%
51,818
1.50%
51,818
1.50%
45,341
1.50%
45,341
1.50%
38,864
1.50%
38,864
2.00%
43,182
2.00%
43,182
2.00%
34,545
2.00%
34,545
2.00%
25,909
2.00%
25,909
2.00%
17,273
2.00%
17,273
2.00%
8,636
2.00%
8,636

Principal
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
863,636
863,636
863,636
863,636
863,636
863,636
863,636
863,636
863,636
863,636
863,640

Ending
Balance
9,500,000
9,500,000
9,500,000
9,500,000
9,500,000
9,500,000
9,500,000
8,636,364
8,636,364
7,772,728
7,772,728
6,909,092
6,909,092
6,045,456
6,045,456
5,181,820
5,181,820
4,318,184
4,318,184
3,454,548
3,454,548
2,590,912
2,590,912
1,727,276
1,727,276
863,640
863,640
0

ATTACHMENT C

ATTACHMENT D

2

3

3

3

3

4

Disclosure
Statement

Income and
Expense Summary

Transaction Activity
Summary

Transaction Activity

Income and
Expense Activity

Announcements

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Account Summary
1

Account Number
416870

-

Client Statement
12/01/2019 to 12/31/2019

Current Period Ending Value
Net Income and Expenses

Account Summary

Office Servicing Your Account:
540 MADISON ST
IL4-540-28-01
CHICAGO, IL 60661
Fax: 980.233.7103

Bank of America, N.A.
P.O. Box 2010
Lakewood, NJ 08071

$0.00
$136,173.86

-

KING COUNTY HOUSING
AUTHORITY GR2 PLEDGE ACCOUNT
600 ANDOVER PARK WEST
SEATTLE, WA 98188

CHRISTOPHER.C.SCHUER@BAML.COM

Account Representative:
CHRIS SCHUER

283 -1/2: 651
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ATTACHMENT E

Ave Rent per Unit

$8,743,661
$10,144,199

$11,001,314

(552,789)

0.65
($1,569,322)

0.11
($1,569,322)

3,819,409

$3,424,298
$52,682
$131,704
$210,726

$7,402,896
-$2,442,956
-$123,999
$4,835,942

1,016,533

$

2

2013

168,784

3,690,250

Add'l Capital needs not funded from Debt
Balance to cover from Cash Flow

$

$3,308,500
$50,900
$127,250
$203,600

$7,329,600
-$3,371,616
-$98,950
$3,859,034

2012

1

$

$9,563,761

1,767,592

2.13
($1,569,322)

3,336,914

3,953,088

$3,544,148
$54,525
$136,313
$218,101

-$186,923
$7,290,002

$7,476,925

2014

3

$

Net Transaction Costs
Legal
Misc
$8,743,661.01
Underwriting
Debt Reserve (6 mo)

$17,215,339

(1,400,538)

3.00%

3.5%
$6,500
$100
$250
$400

-2.5%

1.00%

$1,200

$18,000,000
6.00%
20
1.96
$1,175,661
$25,959,000
$33,085,000
$9,576,748

Cash flow available for def'd capital needs/(Shortfall)

Debt Payments

Net Operating Income

Total Expenses

Expenses
Expense Trend %
Existing Operating Expense
Add'l Base Cost
Add'l costs due to structure
Replacement Reserves

Lease Revenue
Vacancy due to rehab
Vacancy
Total Net Rental Income

Rental Income

Initial Loan Balance
Interest Rate on LOC
Amort Term (Yrs)
DSCR (stabilized)
Net Trans. Costs not available for Rehab
Minimum Rehab needed ($51K/Unit)
Total Rehab needed ($65,000/Unit)
Add'l Capital in 2021 adjusted for infl

Attachment E
Moving King County Residents Forward Pro Forma

$8,148,540

1,702,134

2.08
($1,569,322)

3,271,456

4,091,446

$3,668,193
$56,434
$141,084
$225,735

-$188,792
$7,362,902

$7,551,694

2015

4

$50,000
$125,000
$216,000
$784,661

$

5

$6,760,434

1,632,562

2.04
($1,569,322)

3,201,884

4,234,647

$3,796,580
$58,409
$146,022
$233,636

-$190,680
$7,436,531

$7,627,211

2016

$

6

$5,404,533

1,558,715

1.99
($1,569,322)

3,128,037

4,382,859

$3,929,460
$60,453
$151,133
$241,813

-$192,587
$7,510,896

$7,703,483

2017

$

7

$4,086,245

1,480,424

1.94
($1,569,322)

3,049,746

4,536,259

$4,066,991
$62,569
$156,423
$250,276

-$194,513
$7,586,005

$7,780,518

2018

$

8

18
$2,811,318

1,397,515

1.89
($1,569,322)

2,966,837

4,695,029

$4,209,336
$64,759
$161,898
$259,036

-$196,458
$7,661,865

$7,858,323

2019

$

9

$1,585,850

1,309,807

1.83
($1,569,322)

2,879,129

4,859,355

$4,356,663
$67,026
$167,564
$268,102

-$198,423
$7,738,484

$7,936,907

2020

$

10

$416,311

1,217,115

1.78
($1,569,322)

2,786,437

5,029,432

$4,509,146
$69,371
$173,429
$277,486

-$200,407
$7,815,869

$8,016,276

2021

$

11

$8,873,816

1,119,243
$9,576,748

1.71
($1,569,322)

2,688,565

5,205,462

$4,666,966
$71,799
$179,499
$287,198

-$202,411
$7,894,027

$8,096,438

2022

$

12

$7,857,823

1,015,992

1.65
($1,569,322)

2,585,314

5,387,653

$4,830,310
$74,312
$185,781
$297,250

-$204,435
$7,972,968

$8,177,403

2023

$

13

$6,950,669

907,154

1.58
($1,569,322)

2,476,476

5,576,221

$4,999,371
$76,913
$192,283
$307,654

-$206,479
$8,052,697

$8,259,177

2024

$

14

$6,158,156

792,513

1.51
($1,569,322)

2,361,835

5,771,389

$5,174,349
$79,605
$199,013
$318,421

-$208,544
$8,133,224

$8,341,769

2025

$5,486,309

671,847

1.43
($1,569,322)

2,241,169

5,973,387

$5,355,451
$82,392
$205,979
$329,566

-$210,630
$8,214,557

$8,425,186

bal. outstanding

$

15

2026

ATTACHMENT F

ATTACHMENT G

ATTACHMENT H

Attachment H
Below is the current outstanding amount borrowed by the King County Housing Authority (KCHA) from the Federal
Home Loan Bank (FHLB) and then loaned to Moving King County Residents Forward (MKCRF):

100% of the Total FHLB Indebtedness of $12,212,903.25 must be collateralized by KCHA.
First KCHA pledged the loan between KCHA and MKCRF. This loan currently has an outstanding balance of
$14,413,430.24 but is assigned a market value of $13,940,972.41. Its Advance Equivalent is 68.2% of the market
value, or $9,513,319.57.

As the minimum collateral requirement is $12,212,903.25 and the Advance Equivalent of the collateralized loan is
$9,513,319.57, there is a collateral gap of $2,699,583.68. To fill this gap, KCHA pledged investments purchased
with MTW funds. For these investments, the FHLB calculated the Advance Equivalent to be 92% of the Fair Market

Value. At 12/31/2019, the Fair Market Value of the investments was $5,005,054.60 and the Advance Equivalent
$4,604,650.23. The table shows the inventory of pledged investments.

The Advance Equivalent of $4,604,650.23 exceeds the collateral gap of $2,699,583.68. KCHA considers the amount
of MTW funds pledged as collateral to be equal to the collateral gap, or $2,699,583.68.

APPENDIX F
ENERGY PERFORMANCE CONTRACT REPORT

2020 - EPC I Extension: Savings by Incentive Type
AMP
101
150
152
153
201
203
251
350
352
354
401
403
450
503
504
550
551
552
553

Property Name

Units

Ballinger Homes
Paramount House
Briarwood & Lake House
Northridge I & Northridge II
Forest Glen
College Place & Eastside Terrace
Casa Juanita
Boulevard Manor
Munro Manor & Yardley Arms
Brittany Park & Riverton Terrace
Valli Kee
Cascade Apartments
Mardi Gras
Firwood Circle
Burndale Homes
Gustaves Manor & Wayland Arms
Plaza Seventeen
Southridge House
Casa Madrona
Total

Frozen

140
70
140
140
40
101
80
70
127
105
115
108
61
50
50
102
70
80
70

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,719

$

145,079
25,914
181,500
138,878
19,334
193,630
103,610
66,880
93,854
216,616
210,073
163,328
47,210
44,956
43,513
37,258
26,411
90,336
90,130

Total Savings by
AMP

RPUI
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,938,510 $

-

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

145,079
25,914
181,500
138,878
19,334
193,630
103,610
66,880
93,854
216,616
210,073
163,328
47,210
44,956
43,513
37,258
26,411
90,336
90,130

- $

1,938,510

Total Savings by
AMP per Unit
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,036
370
1,296
992
483
1,917
1,295
955
739
2,063
1,827
1,512
774
899
870
365
377
1,129
1,288

2020 - EPC II: Savings by Incentive Type
AMP
101
105
150
152
153
156
180
191
201
203
210
213
251
290
344
345
350
352
354
390
401
403
409
450
467
503
504
550
551
552
553

Property Name

Units

Ballinger Homes (RPUI Only) & Peppertree
Park Royal
Paramount House
Briarwood & Lake House
Northridge I & Northridge II
Westminster
Brookside Apartments
Northwood
Forest Glen
College Place & Eastside Terrace
Kirkland Place
Island Crest
Casa Juanita
NorthLake House
Zephyr
Sixth Place
Boulevard Manor
Munro Manor & Yardley Arms
Brittany Park, Riverton Terrace, & Pacific Court
Burien Park
Valli Kee
Cascade Apartments
Shelcor
Mardi Gras
Northwood Square
Firwood Circle
Burndale Homes
Gustaves Manor & Wayland Arms
Plaza Seventeen
Southridge House
Casa Madrona
Total

Frozen

RPUI
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

221,554
11,492
33,918
114,289
125,359
16,338
42,747
150,315
3,804
7,802
12,182
7,579
25,731
58,106
88,832
46,265
24,374
111,609
146,518
2,937
29,468
41,132
53,212
33,982
18,242
38,991

Total Savings by
AMP

140
23
70
140
140
60
16
34
40
101
9
17
80
38
25
24
70
127
105
102
115
108
8
61
24
50
50
102
70
80
70

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

16,594
9,129
4,469
2,676
15,211
12,632
20,513
3,327
17,551
(902)
23,285
17,782
(1,788)
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112,192
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11,353
34,242
28,376
4,184
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$

433,344 $ 1,466,778 $

238,149
20,621
38,387
114,289
128,035
15,211
12,632
36,851
42,747
150,315
7,131
25,353
(902)
35,467
25,362
25,731
58,106
87,044
76,800
136,566
156,731
146,518
3,371
40,821
75,374
81,588
38,166
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29,864
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1,900,123
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$
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$
$
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$
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$
$
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1,701
897
548
816
915
254
790
1,084
1,069
1,488
792
1,491
(11)
933
1,014
1,072
830
685
731
1,339
1,363
1,357
421
669
1,507
1,632
374
163
373
606
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To:

Board of Commissioners

From:

Anita Rocha, Data Manager
Tyler Shannon, Research & Data Analyst
David Forte, Program Manager, Measurement, Learning & Evaluation

Date:

September 10, 2020

Re:

2019 Resident Characteristics Analysis

Background
Since 2016, members of the Research & Evaluation Division of the King County Housing
Authority have conducted annual analyses of the characteristics of residents within KCHA’s
federally subsidized housing. The annual analyses include households with active Tenantbased or Project-based vouchers, or who reside in Public Housing. The 2019 Resident
Characteristics Analysis is the fourth report in this series, and this memo highlights its key
findings.
We look forward to discussing these findings and their implications for program and policy
directions at the September 21, 2020 Board Meeting.
Key Findings from 2019 Resident Characteristics
 KCHA continues to serve more households. Growing steadily in the last four years with an
overall increase of 8.4% since 2016, KCHA now houses nearly 17,000 families. Those
entering, exiting, and staying in the program remain proportionally unchanged year to
year: approximately 9% are new to housing, 6% exit from housing, and 85% stay in
housing.


Elder households and those with individuals with a disability increase. Households with
at least one elder member (age 62 years or more) or at least one member with a disability
are on the rise, increasing 19% and 10%, respectively, over the last four years. Families
housed with tenant-based vouchers and port-ins from other housing authorities constitute
70%, the bulk of subsidies KCHA provides and manages.



Racial and ethnic composition of newly housed. Racial and ethnic compositions for the
head of household among new admissions into housing programs remain consistent across
the four years of the Resident Characteristics analyses. These differ somewhat, however,
from King County’s low-income population as well as persons experiencing
homelessness. One finding in particular suggests a sizeable disparity: 15% of the

2020 HCV Waitlist Assessment
September 2020 Board Meeting
Page 2 of 4

individuals experiencing homelessness were American Indian or Alaska Native in 20191
compared to 2% of new admissions into KCHA housing. Informed by this Resident
Characteristics finding, KCHA initiated greater outreach effort among King County’s
American Indian and Alaska Native sub-populations for the 2020 HCV Waitlist opening.


New admissions into housing and homelessness. Among 2019 new admissions into
housing, 48% of the households qualified as homeless. Among those, the vast majority,
85%, were issued Special Purpose vouchers, reflecting the work KCHA has done to
sustain and increase vouchers like VASH and NED.



Individuals housed on the rise. Housing 40,606 individuals with federal subsidies in 2019,
KCHA has seen an increase of 6.5% over the past four years. In 2019, 22% of those
served had a disability. Individuals who are either an elder or have a disability, or both,
comprise 29% of those in KCHA housing. Among the 15,226 children housed, 48% live
in single-parent headed households.



Household size: In 2019, households ranged in size from one person to a maximum of
thirteen persons. Among all households, the one-person households are the most common
and comprise 42%. Among households with children, three-person households are the
most common.



Length of tenure is highest among households with elders. Length of tenure, the duration
of receiving housing assistance to the end of 2019, ranges from less than one year to 48
years. The overall median length of tenure is 7 years. The median for households with an
individual with a disability is 5.9 years and households with an elder is 9.9 years. The
greater length of tenure for elderly households may reflect “aging in place”, an agency
goal.



Families with children have lower access to high opportunity areas. Among households
with children, 28%2 live in high opportunity areas in 2019, but lower than the 36% across
all households. Families with children living in Public Housing and those with Projectbased vouchers tend to have greater access to high opportunity areas than those with
Tenant-based vouchers. The location of KCHA-owned hard units may boost high
opportunity access for families with children.



Families with children face race gap in access to high opportunity areas. There remains a
racial disparity in access to high opportunity areas for families with children, especially
among heads of households who identify as native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander, or

1 The 2019 All Home Count Us In report.
2 The percentage of families living in high opportunity areas over the entire year of 2019 differs from the monthly, point in time estimate,
which at the end of 2019 stood at 30%. This difference reflects the steady increase over time in households living in high opportunity
areas.

2020 HCV Waitlist Assessment
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Black and African American, compared to other racial groups. The trend over the past
four years, however, indicates that the proportion of households in high opportunity areas
is increasing across all racial and ethnic groups. This may be due to the increase in
payment standards, the CMTO study, and the increase in the number of KCHA-owned
units in high opportunity areas.


Exits are few but typically not positive. Although only about 6% of KCHA households
exit programs each year, in 2019 25% of the exit reasons are negative and 30% are
neutral. In contrast, 20% report positive exit reasons and 22% are aging or health-related
reasons.

2019

Resident Characteristics Analysis
An annual analysis providing a data-informed snapshot of who the King County Housing
Authority serves and how that population may be changing.
Analysis includes only federally subsidized households.
Prepared by the Division of Research and Evaluation
August 2020

Presentation outline
Households served
Entries from homelessness
Individuals served
Household size
Household incomes
Length of tenure
Opportunity area access
Exit outcomes

2

The population included in the analysis
The King County population

The annual Resident Characteristics
Analysis explores the characteristics
and experience of federally
subsidized households living within
KCHA’s geographic boundaries.

Low-income

Housing Choice Voucher
Program

Public
Housing
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KCHA continues to serve more households
18,000

15,393

15,932

16,427

16,690

2018

2019

Households served

In 2019, KCHA served 16,690
households. This number grew
by 8.4% since 2016.

For context:
There are approximately 76,777 extremely low-income renting
households in King County. KCHA serves approximately 22% of
these households.
Based on 2018 American Community Survey estimates. Calculation:
16,690 ÷ 76,777

0

2016

2017
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Entry and exit patterns remain stable
Entry-exits

18,000

Entries:
Yearlong:
Exits:
Entry-exits:

979

13,369

14,056

14,234

Yearlong

1,442

1,675

1,483

1,439

Entries

2016

2017

2018

2019

975

12,941

~9%
~85%
~6%
<1%
0

Exits

842

836

Households served

•
•
•
•

52

35

Entries continue to outpace exits
leading to program growth.
Proportionally, those entering,
exiting, and staying in-program
remain unchanged.

38

46
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Trends in household type

Households with elderly and individuals with disabilities on the rise
6,000
5,298
4,838
4,455

5,071

5,046

A 19% increase
between ‘16 and ‘19

Households served

4,391

A 10% increase
between ‘16 and ‘19

Proportions by household type
The 2019 proportion of households with an elder, at least one individual with a disability, and no
elderly or individuals with a disabilities were 32%, 29%, and 39%, respectively.

1,508

1,476

0

'16

'17

'18

Elderly

'19

'16

'17

'18

'19

Households
w/ at least one
Disabled
individual with a disability

'16

'17

'18

'19

Non-Elderly, Non-Disabled w/ Children

'16

'17

'18

'19

Non-Elderly, Non-Disabled w/o
Children
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Subsidy types grow at different rates
14,000

10,825

11,076

11,449

11,637

Households served

The tenant-based engine
TB households represent the vast majority of
households served (70% in 2019).

4,568

4,856

4,978

5,006

'17

'18

'19

0

'16

'17

'18

Tenant-Based / Port-In

'19

'16

Public Housing / Project-Based
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Racial composition of entering households
60%

Entering KCHA households
45%

41%

Households served

46%

39%

8%

6%

7%

5%

4%

2%

1%

1%

7%

2%

0%

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

White

Black
African Am.

Asian

Multiple
Other

Native Hawaiian
OPI

Am. Indian
AK Native

Hispanic
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Racial composition of entering households
Comparison to King County’s low-income population
60%

Entering KCHA households
45%

41%

Households served

46%

Low-income residents in King County

39%

17%

16%

16%

15%

8%

6%

7%

5%

4%

2%

1%

1%

7%

2%

0%

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

White

Black
African Am.

Asian

Multiple
Other

Native Hawaiian
OPI

Am. Indian
AK Native

Hispanic
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Racial composition of entering households
Comparison to persons experiencing homelessness in King County
60%

Entering KCHA households
45%

41%

Households served

46%

Persons experiencing homelessness in King County

39%

25%

15%

15%

8%

6%

7%

5%

4%

2%

1%

1%

7%

2%

0%

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19
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Black
African Am.

Asian

Multiple
Other

Native Hawaiian
OPI

Am. Indian
AK Native

Hispanic
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Nearly ½ of entries are from homelessness
1,600

Special purpose vouchers

1,499

Note on calculation:
Households that enter KCHA programs and report
homelessness at intake or are determined to be homeless
based on program eligibility rules (e.g. special purpose
vouchers). This calculation excludes port-ins as this
population comes to KCHA with an existing housing subsidy.

1,098

1,069

452

419
88

37

1,069

582

477

Entries from homelessness

Special purpose vouchers
represent nearly 85% of entries
from homelessness.

All Entries, excluding port-ins

General purpose vouchers

Entries from
homelessness

66

72

0

2016

2017

2018

2019

11

KCHA is serving more individuals

In 2019, KCHA served 40,606 individuals, including 15,210 children.
45,000

38,119

• Children grew by 3.8%
• Adults grew by 8.2%

40,099

40,606

15,172

15,210

Children

Adults

14,653

14,832

23,466

24,046

24,927

25,396

2016

2017

2018

2019

Individuals served

Since 2016, KCHA continues to
see an upward trend in the
number of individuals served –
a 6.5% increase.

38,878

0
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Population pyramid
Total number of individuals served in 2019: 40,606
101
96

Eldest individual
103 years old

91
86

Individuals served

81
76

71
66

Age

61

♂

56
51

♀

42% of individuals were male

46
41

58% of individuals were female

36
31
26
21
16
11
6
1
-2%

-1%

0%

1%

2%
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Population pyramid
A look at individuals with a disability
101

Individuals with a disability
8,936 individuals, or 22% of those served,
have a disability.

96
91
86

Individuals served

81
76
71
66

Age

61
56
51
46
41

36
31
26
21
16
11
6
1
-2%

-1%

0%

1%

2%
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Population pyramid
The intersection of individuals with a disability and elderly
101
96
86

Elderly individuals
6,171 individuals, or 15% of
those served, are elderly.

81
76
71

Individuals served

Individuals that are elderly or have a disability
11,645 individuals, or 29% of those served, have a
disability or are elderly.

91

Age 62

66

Age

61
56
51
46
41

36
31
26
21
16
11
6
1
-2%

-1%

0%

1%

2%

15

Population pyramid
Single parents
101
96
91
86

Individuals served

Single (female) parents
3,457 individuals, or 9% of those served,
are single parents (95% are female).

81
76
71
66

Age

61
56
51
46
41

36
31
26
21
16
11
6
1
-2%

-1%

0%

1%

2%

16

Population pyramid
Single parents and their children
101
96
91
86

Individuals served

Single (female) parents
3,457 individuals, or 9% of those served,
are single parents (95% are female).

81
76
71
66

Age

61
56

Children
48% of children (7,262) are from
single parent households

51
46
41

36
31
26

Age 18

21
16
11
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1
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-1%

0%

1%

2%
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Population pyramid
Composition of children served
101
96
91
86

Individuals served

81
76
71
66

Age

61
56

BIPOC children
73% (11,157) of children served by KCHA
are BIPOC

Children
37% (15,226) of individuals
served by KCHA are children

51
46
41
36
31
26

Age 18

21
16
11
6
1
-2%

-1%

0%

1%

2%
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2019 household size distribution
All households

Households with children

n=16,690

n=6,624

8000

# of households

Median: 2.43

Household size

6,946

Median: 4.0
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2019 household size distribution
All households

Households with children

n=16,690

n=6,624

8000

Household size

6,946

# of households

One person households
42% of all households are single adults

3,840

Single adult-headed families
52% of all households with children are headed by a single adult
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Median incomes are modestly increasing
Adjusted to 2019 dollars
$25,000

$19,220

Why might we see notable increases among families?
Possible explanations could be 1) the rise of the gig economy,
2) an overall economic uptick in the region during this time,
and/or 3) implementation of increased minimum wage.
Household incomes

$16,936
$13,127

$12,621

$11,220

$11,099

$12,624

$12,262

Absence of income data
KCHA has no true ‘income at exit’ data. The latest income
information is collected at the most recent certification prior to
exit, which may be dated by up to three years.
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$100,000+

$98,000

$96,000

$94,000

$92,000

$90,000

$88,000

$86,000

$84,000

$82,000

$80,000

$78,000

$76,000

$74,000

$72,000

$70,000

$68,000

$66,000

$64,000

$62,000

$60,000

$58,000

$56,000

Median KCHA income: $13,127

$54,000

$52,000

$50,000

$48,000

$46,000

$44,000

$42,000

$40,000

$38,000

$36,000

$34,000
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$14,000
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$6,000

$4,000

$2,000

4500

Minimum wage annual salary @
$12/hr in 2019: $24,960
77% of KCHA households fall below
Typical teacher salary: $52,396
96% of KCHA households fall below

Household incomes

$-

# of households

2019 Income Distribution

All Households
Living wage (1 adult): $33,467
85% of KCHA households fall below

0
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2019 Income Distribution

Households with elderly or individuals with disabilities
Supplemental Security Income
The federal benefit rate for SSI for one individual in 2019 was $9,252 annually. This spike in
the graph is due to so many of our elderly and disabled households receiving this benefit.

4500

Household incomes

# of households

Median for households with elderly or
individuals with disabilities: $11,089
Median: $13,127
Interpretation
Households with elderly or individuals with disabilities are more likely to have fixed, benefit income
(67%). These households also tend to be smaller in size (average household size of 1.7), meaning
there are fewer adults able to contribute to overall household income.

Households with elderly or individuals with disabilities

All other households
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2019 Income Distribution

Non-Elderly + Non-Disabled Households
4500

# of households

Household incomes

Interpretation
Households without an elderly or individual with a disability tend to have wage income
(63%) and typically have larger household sizes (average household size of 3.5) which
allow for more potential income streams.

Median Non-Elderly &
Non-Disabled: $19,164

Median: $13,127

Non-elderly, non-disabled households

All other households
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Length of tenure ranges from <1 to 48 yrs
Median for household with
individuals with a disability:
5.9 years

1600

1,505

Length of tenure

Median for households without elderly
or individuals with disabilities:
6.3 years

1,429

Median: 7.0 years

1,213
1,190

Defining length of tenure
Length of tenure is used to understand how long ‘year-long’ participants have been in
the program (i.e. households that are not entries or exits within the calendar year).

Median for elderly
households:
9.9 years

898
860 882

All year-long households
580 587 600 569
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High opportunity area access gap
For families

50%

34%

35%

36%

25%

26%

28%

28%

'16

'17

'18

'19

Opportunity area access

Households w/ children are
less likely to live in high
opportunity areas, though
access to these areas
continues to increase.

34%

0%
14,000

% residing in high opportunity areas
# residing in high opportunity areas

0

'16
# residing in non-high opportunity areas

Figures exclude port-ins and are based on the Kirwan Opportunity Index
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Households

'19

Households w/ children
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High opportunity area access gap
For tenant-based voucher holders with children
40%

35%

35%

37%

19%

21%

23%

23%

'18

'19

Opportunity area access

Households with children
residing in KCHA’s hard units
and those utilizing ProjectBased vouchers are more likely
to reside in high opportunity
areas than Tenant-Based
households.

34%

0%
4,000

% residing in high opportunity areas
# residing in high opportunity areas

0

'16
# residing in non-high opportunity areas

Figures exclude port-ins and are based on the Kirwan Opportunity Index

'17

'18

'19

Public Housing / Project-based

'16

'17

Tenant-Based
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Hard units boost high opportunity access
Opportunity area access

More than 50% of KCHA-owned units
designated for households with children
are located in high opportunity areas.
Properties located within high opportunity areas
Properties located outside of high opportunity areas
High and very high opportunity areas

Based on the Kirwan Opportunity Index, and excludes elderly only properties
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High opportunity area access gap
For BIPOC households with children
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Figures exclude port-ins and are based on the Kirwan Opportunity Index
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Quality: The caveat with exit data

Exits

Subjectivity

Staff have a list of 20+ reasons to select when characterizing an exit. Perhaps the
most inclusive and problematic category continues to be ‘family and friends’ which
depicts a destination after exit, but not the reason for the exit.
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Exits are few, but typically non-positive
50.00%

The majority reason for exit is a
negative or neutral
categorization.

Exits

Positive exits
represent a fifth of exits

46%

30%
25%
22%

20%
14%

14%

14%

13%

Data
completeness
continues to
improve.

2%

0.00%

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

'16 '17 '18 '19

Positive

Negative

Neutral

'16 '17 '18 '19
Aging/Health

'16 '17 '18 '19
Unknown

Reminder: Annually, only about 6% of households served exit KCHA programs. In 2019, 1,117 households exited (including 38 that entered and exited w/in the year).
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Relationship between LOS and exit reason
Quantity of 2019 exits in relation to their length of time in the program upon exit, top-coded at 20 years
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Reminder: Annually, only about 6% of households served exit KCHA programs. In 2019, 1,117 households exited (including 38 that entered and exited w/in the year).

32

Recap
Households served – more overall (elderly and individuals with a disability grew 14.5% since ‘16)
Entries from homelessness – 48% entering from homelessness in 2019
Individuals served – 29% individuals with a disability or elderly; 48% children from single-parent
Household size – remain constant; most 1-person; most 3-person among families
Household incomes – median showing modest increase; wages are up
Length of tenure – median in 2019 is 7 years; increasing LOT for elderly
Opportunity area access – families less likely to have access, but increasing
Exit outcomes – 20% positive and 55% negative or neutral in 2019
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Shoreline Collaborates With Lake City
Partners On 24/7 Enhanced Shelter
The shelter will help address an unmet need in North King County for a
24/7 shelter.
By Press Release Desk, News Partner

Aug 31, 2020 4:54 am PT

Press release from the City of Shoreline:
August 29, 2020
The City of Shoreline and Lake City Partners have announced plans to work in partnership
with King County to turn the former Oaks Nursing Home at 16357 Aurora Avenue N in
Shoreline into a 24/7 enhanced shelter for homeless individuals. The shelter will help address
an unmet need in North King County for a 24/7 shelter.
The City and representatives from Lake City Partners will host a community meeting via Zoom
on September 22 to go over the plans for the facility, answer questions, and to listen to the
community's concerns. Representatives from King County will also attend and be available for
questions. Go to shorelinewa.gov/NKCEnhancedShelter for information on how to participate
in the meeting.
"The City of Shoreline is deeply committed to taking on the challenge of homelessness in our
community, but it is no less committed to ensuring that all of our neighborhoods are safe and
healthy," stated Shoreline Mayor Will Hall. "We believe this shelter can provide a needed
service to our community while also being a good neighbor."
"After many years of coordinating services for people experiencing homelessness in the north
King County area, Lake City Partners is very pleased with the opportunity to expand shelter to
a 24/7 year-round model," said Melanie Neufeld, Director of Lake City Partners. "Our housing
outreach, day center, and winter shelter programs have built relationships with people living
without homes with the goal of ending homelessness one household at a time. Last year we
supported 124 households from homelessness into permanent housing. The Aurora Oaks

facility provides a real opportunity to create safety for people living outside during this
pandemic and offers a setting to be solution-focused in the work of transitioning people into
safe and affordable housing."
When the Shoreline City Council adopted its 2020-2022 Council Goals, it made siting a 24/7
shelter to serve homeless single adults in north King County a priority. In early July, the owner
of the Oaks Nursing Home notified the City that they were planning on selling the facility.
Since this is an unanticipated opportunity, the City in partnership with King County have had
to move quickly to secure the site.
Its prior use as a nursing home makes the facility particularly well-suited to provide a safe
housing option. Separate rooms are the best way to protect both residents and staff from
spreading Coronavirus or other airborne illness. In addition, having a shelter with individual
rooms provides more dignity to individuals as they work to stabilize their health and find
permanent housing. The facility is already fully accessible and is equipped with basic fire safety
requirements, including an alarm and sprinkler system. In addition, it is on a major arterial
and close to a bus stop. Being presented with a facility that needs little work to make it shelterready is a unique opportunity to quickly provide a resource that has been missing in our
community.
Enhanced Shelter is a particular type of Emergency Shelter that serves guests seven days a
week around the clock. It recognizes that individuals need to have safe and stable shelter to
effectively address the challenges preventing long-term housing stability. Access to the shelter
will be based on an individual's ability to maintain behaviors that are safe in a community
setting. The Shelter will also provide case management, meals, hygiene, health services, and
laundry. Drug and alcohol use will not be allowed in the facility. Local first responders; social
service agencies in Shoreline and North King County; and outreach staff employed by the
program will refer individuals to the facility.
Lake City Partners will run the facility. This organization, formed out of a neighborhood
taskforce beginning in 2007, has coordinated winter shelter for the last five years. Since 2018,
they have partnered with the City of Shoreline to provide homeless outreach services and last
winter supported the operation of the severe weather shelter in Shoreline. Lake City Partners
works with a network of more than 600 volunteers including members of the faith community,
social service organizations, homeless advocates, governmental agencies, and neighbors to

provide shelter and housing navigation services to help bring stability to individuals facing
homelessness.
King County is providing funding to purchase the property for use in the near-term as a 24/7
enhanced shelter, with a long-term plan to redevelop the property for permanent supportive
housing. Operational funding for the enhanced shelter is expected from King County, pending
approval of a grant from the Washington State Department of Commerce. The City of Shoreline
will provide additional operational funding.
The Shoreline City Council's decision to collaborate with King County is driven, in part, by the
rising number of people experiencing homelessness in Shoreline and our neighboring North
King County communities. There is a demonstrated need for more shelter space, both locally
and regionally. The annual "Point-In-Time" count in 2020 found 260 people experiencing
homelessness in north King County, with 56 of them unsheltered.
Visit shorelinewa.gov/NKCEnhancedShelter for more information.

Seattle catering company
pivots to serving community
during pandemic
Since late March, Gourmondo has served close to 300,000
meals for those in need. #k5evening
Author: Angela Poe Russell, KING 5 Evening (KING 5)
Published: 5:17 PM PDT August 21, 2020
Updated: 5:51 PM PDT September 4, 2020

SEATTLE — Since Gourmondo first launched in 1996, the founder says she's
always made giving back a priority.
In fact, prior to COVID-19, customers could choose to purchase a Giving Box. They
are essentially lunches, that when purchased, benefit selected charities.
One dollar per box sold is donated, with a minimum donation of $300 per month for
each cause.
Gourmondo catering expanded its philanthropic reach in late March when Covid-19
brought their thriving business to a halt.
"I came to work on Monday and by Wednesday, 48 hours, we lost 80 percent of our
business," explained Alissa Leinonen, the CEO, and Founder of Gourmondo.
She and her team, including Chefs Tyler Hefford-Anderson and Kevin Pemoulie
immediately put their heads together for a survival plan.
"Our wheelhouse is catering to groups. What does that look like, what does the
future of group dining look like; and how can we innovate to get food to people,
knowing not a lot of people are getting together in large groups," said Chef
Pemoulie.
Leinonen knew this would be a defining moment for the company.
And when Amazon reached out about partnering to serve meals to residents of the
King County Housing Authority, she knew it was the right move.

For Gourmondo, one good idea turned into many more. The company began
partnering with other corporations to provide meals to more people. Youth
experiencing homelessness, Seattle Public School children, and frontline healthcare
workers.
"It really was a great opportunity to find meaning in all this. When we can't see our
own parents, to provide meals for others was special," said Leinonen.
Meanwhile, the Gourmondo team stayed busy innovating what catering during a
pandemic could look like.
They created a Stock the Fridge Box, summer grilling kits, three flights of creative
cocktails, and most recently, a subscription service for people working from home
who want lunch delivered.
They also unveiled a Party in a Box, where people can order hors d'oeuvres. It also
has various entrees and desserts that people can order for virtual gatherings.
"Even though it's through a computer, there's still nothing like camaraderie around a
table, even if you are at the table by yourself enjoying other people's company
virtually; you are still getting that camaraderie of enjoying a meal together, shared
Chef Hefford-Anderson.

Reconstructing nature in
suburban Redmond's Bear
Creek aims to boost salmon
habitat
A rewilding project adds logs, rocks and pools to a stream in
the suburbs. The project aims to improve Chinook salmon
populations.
REDMOND, Wash. — A project is underway at a neighborhood in Redmond which
will rewild a section of stream, and improve the habitat for endangered salmon.
Bear Creek, which runs through Friendly Village, was identified by the state
Department of Ecology as having several issues that were hindering salmon habitat.
Now, the nonprofit Adopt A Stream Foundation is bringing nature to a section of the
creek so it is more habitable for salmon, adding logs for natural debris and
reworking the surrounding flood plain.
“A lot of times in these urban areas, you lose that riparian zone around the stream,”
said Adopt A Stream ecologist Abbie Abramovich. “So we’re out here trying to
create that self-sustaining system, so we don’t have to continue being out here
every summer.”
The creek was more straight and constrained when the project began, Abramovich
said. But salmon thrive in the nooks and crannies the chaos of nature provides –
overhanging and downed trees and calm pools.
“Salmon need cover and refuge, so they need large woody debris in the streams to
hide from predators, and we’re also adding pools for juvenile salmon,” Abramovich
said.
So Thursday, crews used heavy machinery to jumble logs into the water, while
others pulled on rubber boots, and redistributed river rocks in the shallows.
Hay cover was put down on the banks to prevent erosion before native plants are
established.

Bear Creek was found to be important for Chinook salmon, which are endangered,
though other types of salmon also come through the waterway. Chinook are also the
food source for the struggling Southern Resident killer whales, which is why
Abramovich said every section of stream improved helps.
“[Salmon] have got a hard job swimming upstream, and we want to make it as easy
as possible, so we can recover their population before it’s too late,” she said.
The project is backed with a grant from the Salmon Recovery Funding Board.
Abramovich noted that usually, such an undertaking would include crowds of
volunteers. But COVID-19 halted those plans and more of the work fell to a small
but dedicated team of interns.
Active work will continue into September, and the team will return a few months later
to plant in the area.
They also want people to realize and remember that salmon rely on urban creeks
just like this one to reproduce, not just the wild rivers in the mountains.

For Black lives to matter in WA,
Skyway has to matter
The area is home to the highest proportion of African
Americans in the state. It has no city council or mayor looking
out for it.
by Girmay Zahilay / September 3, 2020

‘Black Lives Matter’ is painted on the ground in Capitol Hill, which has been one of the region's epicenters for
protests, media coverage and politicians, but it is also a neighborhood with very few Black people living in i t.
(Sarah Hoffman/Crosscut)

The Black Lives Matter movement may be the largest movement in American
history. This unprecedented energy can be felt right here in King County, where
tens of thousands have packed our streets to demand change and hold elected
leaders accountable. In South Seattle, where I was raised, I joined marches with
crowd sizes larger than any I have ever experienced. We are at a tipping point.
What comes next is up to us.
King County and Washington state have a powerful opportunity to heed the call of our
constituents and enact bold, transformational policies that uplift and bring justice to local Black
communities. Performative, symbolic and incremental changes are relics of the past. We must

use this moment to correct the course of history and usher in a fundamentally new normal
where Black people prosper.
Our greatest opportunity to achieve these goals and prove Black lives matter exists in Skyway.
Skyway is a diverse neighborhood just south of Seattle and north of Renton. The community
sits atop a hill at the south end of Lake Washington and is home to more than 18,000 people
that I represent on the King County Council. Skyway is also home to the highest proportion of
African Americans of any area in Washington state. That means for Black lives to matter in
Washington, Skyway has to matter.
Unfortunately, for many decades our state and local governments have not treated this
community like it matters. As I wrote in February: “Today, despite its prime location next to the
major commercial and industrial centers of Seattle and Renton, Skyway still lacks sufficient
access to basic amenities and resources. It lacks a community center, accessible healthy food
and grocery options, and sufficiently developed streets and sidewalks. Seventy-five percent of
its buildings are more than 40 years old. The area doesn’t have access to rapid transit, thus
restricting the flow of funding for critically needed affordable housing. The childhood poverty
rate in Skyway is three times as high as the countywide median.”
I spent my childhood living in South Seattle and my teenage years in Skyway. The difference
between living in underresourced parts of Seattle versus living in Skyway was stark. Even
though I lived in low-income public housing like Rainier Vista and Holly Park, I still had multiple
community centers, public transit options and basketball courts in walking distance. These
amenities were essential for my development as a child — they gave me activities to look
forward to, opportunities to socialize and build relationships, and invaluable learning
environments. They were not accessible to me once we moved south to Skyway. I could not
walk to a community center, I had one infrequent bus line near me and my options for afterschool activities were slim to none. As a result, my siblings and I spent entire summers in
Skyway isolated and disengaged. We regularly reflect on the emotional harm we faced
because of our time there.
These problems are structural. As an urban unincorporated community, Skyway is not part of
any city. It has no city council or mayor looking out for it. Consequently, it relies on its regional
government, King County, to perform the functions of a local government. This is an
inequitable and unsustainable system of governance. But to make matters worse, King County
has neglected Skyway for decades with the hopes that this area would eventually be annexed
by and become part of a neighboring city like Renton. Unfortunately, annexation has not
occurred, and King County has continued to starve Skyway of meaningful investments.
Intentionally disinvesting from the neighborhood that is home to the highest proportion of Black

people is a textbook case of systemic racism. The outcome has been devastating for Skyway
residents, leaving many of them incredibly vulnerable to the boom and bust economy of
neighboring Seattle. With gentrification looming, Skyway residents could soon become
financially exiled from their neighborhood, just like residents of the Central District and South
Seattle before them. The clock is ticking.
King County and Washington legislators should come together, regardless of district
boundaries, and bring justice to the community with the highest proportion of African
Americans in the state. We can correct the course of history and usher in a new normal where
local Black communities flourish. We can make outsized investments to build affordable
housing, expand public transit and construct a community center in Skyway. We can transfer
publicly owned land directly to Skyway residents for community ownership of houses and
commercial centers. We can support small businesses and create activities and jobs for
Skyway youth. We can enact anti-displacement policies that ensure the people who live in
Skyway now can continue to do so for as long as they choose. Facing a global pandemic that
has dried up revenue streams, we can and must double down on our commitments to equity,
not dismiss them.
Later this month, the King County executive will transmit his biennial budget proposal to the
King County Council. This transmitted budget and the subsequent budget deliberations will
determine how King County will allocate its $11 billion budget over the next two years. The
budget is a crucial opportunity for the county to make up for its history of neglect, make deep
and significant investments in Skyway and show that this community matters.
This is not a call for charity. This is a call to action. Skyway residents pay their share of taxes
and expect basic services and meaningful infrastructure investments in exchange. For an
entire generation, this exchange has not occurred. An entire generation of Black people,
including myself, grew up in a high poverty Skyway with no facilities for extracurricular
activities, no capital investments for affordable housing, few public transit options and the gun
violence that comes with systematic disinvestment.
The Black Lives Mater movement is not just about ending police brutality. The movement
seeks to end systemic harm of all kinds and demands policies that uplift Black people
everywhere. Let’s start in our own backyard. The time to create a world class community in
Skyway, where Black people thrive, is now.

