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About IHARP
The Illinois Assisted Housing Action Research Project
(IHARP) is a database project for Chicago and the state
of Illinois. It is also a partnership that formed in the
mid‐1990s when housing advocates came to an
alarming conclusion: housing policy was being
established and implemented in an information
vacuum. No one knew how many units of assisted
housing existed in Illinois, where they were located or
who lived in these units. Data was needed to help
policy makers, government officials, community
organizations and others to make informed decisions
about the future of assisted affordable housing in
Illinois. At that time, data was not readily available or
easily attained from public agencies, and it was often
not in electronic form. It took several years to compile
this base of information, which we now update to
reflect new housing development and, unfortunately,
lost units. Data and reports like this one are available
on the Voorhees Center website.
Public access to this information is a step forward, but
IHARP is committed to equal access. Many residents in
subsidized housing do not have the resources to use
the IHARP database. To address this problem, IHARP
partners provide outreach, education, and technical
assistance on using IHARP data for local organizing. In
addition, IHARP also uses the data to evaluate various
programs that fund assisted housing. To date we have
completed reports on the expiring contracts of
Project‐Based Section 8 developments in Illinois, the
Illinois Housing Trust Fund, Illinois’ Low Income
Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC), the HOME
Investment Partnerships Program, and accessible
affordable housing for people with disabilities in
Illinois. This latest report examines Housing Choice
Voucher (Section 8) usage in Chicago. A subsequent
report will look at voucher usage statewide.

About IHARP Partners
Housing Action Illinois is the only statewide coalition
of community‐based groups working to increase and
preserve the supply of affordable housing for low‐ and
moderate‐income households in Illinois. Housing
Action achieves this work through three program
areas: training and technical assistance; public
education and organizing; and public policy advocacy.
Two of Housing Action’s basic policy guidelines are
that government subsidies must benefit those in
greatest need and that low‐income people must be

involved in the decisions that affect their homes.
Housing Action Illinois programs help community
organizations increase and protect the supply of
affordable housing in Illinois.
http://www.housingactionil.org/
The Latino Policy Forum’s mission is to build the
power, influence, and leadership of the Latino
community through collective action to transform
public policies that ensure the well being of our
community and society as a whole. The Latino Policy
Forum provides analysis with a Latino perspective and
convenes sectors of the community to engage in the
policy debate and advocacy activities on issues critical
to the region. Its current focus is on early childhood
education, housing issues that address affordability,
accessibility and equity, and immigration reform which
supports the integration of immigrants into the social,
economic, and political fabric of the U.S.
http://www.latinopolicyforum.org
Nathalie P. Voorhees Center for Neighborhood and
Community Improvement is an applied research and
technical assistance unit at the University of Illinois at
Chicago. The mission of the Voorhees Center is to
improve the quality of life for all residents of the
Chicago metropolitan area by assisting organizations
and local governments in efforts to revitalize the many
and varied neighborhoods and communities in the City
of Chicago and its suburbs. Since 1978, the Voorhees
Center has worked with many organizations and
coalitions in the region on more than 250 projects
including housing needs assessments, rent studies,
community profiles and market analysis.
http://www.uic.edu/cuppa/voorheesctr/.
The Sargent Shriver National Center on Poverty Law
provides national leadership in identifying, developing,
and supporting creative and collaborative approaches
to achieve social and economic justice for low‐income
people. The Shriver Center fulfills its legal advocacy
and policy development mission by (a) representing
low‐income people on welfare, workforce, housing,
and community development issues through
legislative and administrative advocacy, collaboration
with public and private entities, and, where necessary,
impact litigation; and (b) managing communication
and knowledge services on poverty law and policy‐
related information through the Clearinghouse Review
and the Shriver Center’s other publications.
http://www.povertylaw.org/
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Executive Summary
The Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program is the federal
government’s major program for assisting very low‐
income families to afford housing that otherwise would
be too expensive for them to rent. Nearly 2 million
families across the country are assisted each month
including people with disabilities, people who are retired
and people who are working but not earning enough to
afford housing in their community.
While the goal of the HCV program is making housing
affordable to low‐income renters, it has also helped to
open up communities previously inaccessible to lower
income renters. Similarly, HCVs have been used to
address long standing patterns of racial segregation and
to promote racial/ethnic as well as economic integration.
This includes helping residents in public housing to
relocate from economically segregated low‐income
developments to neighborhoods that can offer more and
better opportunities to access good education, work and
other amenities often lacking in public housing
neighborhoods. Within housing policy circles, this
strategic use of vouchers aims to “move people to
opportunity” as well as promote racial, ethnic and
economic integration.
While there is evidence that segregation patterns are
changing slowly in the US – with some credit given to the
HCV program – this is not the case in the City of Chicago.
This report, which focuses on where HCV families live in
Chicago, finds very little change in the spatial distribution
of voucher holders in Chicago over the past decade. In
fact, the data indicates more HCV families are now
concentrated in more predominantly African American
communities than ten years ago. Many of these
communities have poverty rates well above the city
average. This includes Auburn Gresham, Chatham,
Englewood, Grand Boulevard, Greater Grand Crossing,
Washington Park, West Englewood, and Woodlawn on the
city’s South Side, and Austin, East and West Garfield Park,
Humboldt Park and North Lawndale on the West Side.
Many of these communities have struggled with high
unemployment rates, depressed housing values and
disinvestment since the 1960s – nearly two decades
before the voucher program began. While often
attributed to “White flight,” the story of racial and
economic change is more complex in each of these
communities. And unfortunately, the current conditions in
most are being further complicated by foreclosure, above
average rates of crime and overall poor health of
residents.

In Chicago, Federal HCV funds currently assist about
35,000 households renting housing in the private market,
which is nearly half of the voucher holders in Illinois. This
means that not only do these families have an affordable
place to live, but also that about 15,000 landlords—many
small “mom and pop” property owners—have secure
tenants. This outcome of the program should not be
overlooked in a down housing market.
Equally important in these changing times, policy makers,
public officials and housing advocates need to rethink and
expand how they view the communities where housing
voucher holders currently live and what strategies might
actually help change the decades of disinvestment
including transportation, economic development and
regional approaches to mobility. To this end, we
recommend:
1. The CHA, the City of Chicago, and public housing
authorities and public officials in the region must all do
more to affirmatively further fair housing and work
cooperatively to see that this occurs. Promoting
opportunity moves to low‐poverty, racially and
ethnically diverse neighborhoods must become a
greater, permanent priority for all.
2. The CHA partner with an established mobility housing
counseling agency to provide education and services
to all HCV holders regarding opportunity moves and
not just for residents relocating from public housing
using HCVs.
3. The CHA use the flexibility granted through its Moving
to Work (MTW) agreement with HUD to aggressively
promote opportunity moves. CHA should consider how
this funding flexibility can be used to affirmatively
further fair housing and implement new programs.
4. Congress should enact the federal Section 8 Voucher
Reform Act (SEVRA). While still to be determined, the
changes being considered will more than likely address
many structural problems of the program that
currently limit choice rather than expand it.
5. The CHA and public housing authorities in the region
should conduct an information campaign to dispel
myths and educate people about the HCV program. In
order to expand housing options for HCV holders,
prospective landlords (particularly those owners with
properties in areas of opportunity) must be educated
about what the HCV program really is and how it
actually works.
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6. The CHA should increase outreach and program
participation to traditionally underserved racial and
ethnic groups to ensure that the HCV program is open
to participation by all and that there are not
institutional barriers to participation, such as language
access.
7. Advocates and public officials should request that HUD
develop more targeted Fair Market Rents (FMR) for
the Chicago region. HUD uses wide metropolitan
geographic areas to set the FMRs that will be paid
under the HCV program. With the rent level diversity
for the Chicago metropolitan area, FMRs may be
higher than the actual market rents for lower‐quality
units in high poverty, racially segregated areas and
lower than the actual market rents for higher‐quality
units in mixed or low poverty “opportunity” areas.
8. The CHA should use the maximum allowable Fair
Market Rent in opportunity areas. Even if HUD does
not develop more targeted FMRs as proposed above,
CHA can still provide HCV holders with greater access
to units in opportunity areas by using a 50th percentile
FMR and permitting higher or “exception” rents in
higher income communities.
9. The CHA should incentivize landlords with units in
opportunity areas to participate in the HCV program.
While the prospect of a guaranteed rental payment
from a government agency can incentivize some, there
are also undeniable transaction costs for a
participating landlord, particularly if the unit is in an
opportunity area and/or there is a tight rental market.
CHA should use the flexibility provided to it under its
MTW agreement to reinstate certain incentives
provided in the past for units in opportunity areas,
such as an inspection holding payment and, as
discussed above, increased payment standards and
exception rents.
10. The CHA should incentivize HVC holders to make
opportunity moves. As part of its information
campaign, CHA should reach out to voucher holders
and soon‐to‐be voucher recipients to begin a
discussion about opportunity moves and to help
them learn about new communities. Assistance to
HCV holders who make opportunity moves should
continue post‐move, to ensure that these households
have the support necessary to successfully transition
to a new neighborhood.

to provide real choice, HCV recipients must not be
discriminated against solely because of the source of
their income no matter where they search anywhere
in the region, state or US.
12. HUD should provide incentives for public housing
agencies to cooperate with regard to portability.
Under its MTW agreement, “CHA is authorized to
establish its own portability policies with other MTW
and non‐MTW housing authorities.” Helping HCV
households move outside of the CHA’s jurisdiction is
critical to ensuring low‐income families have all
available fair housing choices.
13. The CHA and HUD should increase project‐based
vouchers in targeted neighborhoods. PHAs can
project‐base up to 20 percent of their vouchers,
provided that they do so within the statutory goals of
"deconcentrating poverty and expanding housing and
economic opportunities." The CHA should continue
to utilize this authority with project‐based vouchers,
particularly as a way to help typically hard to house
larger HCV households move to areas of opportunity.
14. The CHA and the City of Chicago should increase
outreach and services to voucher holders that reside
in buildings that are in foreclosure. Given the
sometimes lengthy searches HCV holders have to
undertake to find suitable units, the CHA should do all
it can to help voucher recipients in buildings that are
in foreclosure or that have been foreclosed upon
including knowing their rights, providing sufficient
time to seek another unit, and helping families move
to better neighborhoods.
15. The City of Chicago and the CHA should work to invest
in all communities following HUD’s new sustainable
communities’ initiative. In addition to promoting
opportunity moves, CHA must also look at where its
HCV recipients are currently residing, and work to
make these “healthy communities” (as this report
defines) as well. Policy makers must look across
agency lines so that decent affordable housing is
provided in safe communities with good schools and
good public transportation options.

11. Elected officials should enact passage of source of
income protections that include HCVs. Chicago
currently prohibits discrimination against a tenant
because of his or her source of income, which
includes an HCV. However, for the voucher program
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Introduction
The Housing Choice Voucher Program is a federal
housing rental assistance program. It allows low‐
income families to rent good housing in the private
market. The voucher program pays a portion of
their rent each month directly to the property
owner or manager. Participating families are free
to use their vouchers to search for and to rent a
house or apartment from private landlords
throughout the City of Chicago. Chicago Housing
Authority, 20091
The housing choice voucher (HCV) program is the federal
government's major housing program for assisting very
low‐income households. The HCV program provides direct
assistance with monthly rent, which means the family or
individual can choose any housing in the private rental
market that meets program requirements and where the
landlord agrees to rent under the program. An important
goal of the housing choice voucher program is to provide
very low‐income families the opportunity to rent housing
outside areas of poverty or minority concentration.2 To
this end, affordable and fair housing advocates have long
supported efforts to help HCV holders have as much
choice as possible when seeking rental housing. This
includes making it easier for families to move to better
communities in the jurisdiction that issues their voucher
as well as to “port” with their voucher to other
jurisdictions. In either case, the goal is to make sure
families have access to quality housing, education,
transportation and employment.
As the program name indicates, the key is providing
qualified low income families in need of housing
assistance a “choice” in where they live relative to good
jobs, schools, services, and transportation. This report,
which focuses on voucher holders living in Chicago,
considers what can be done to help create choice by both
improving where current HCV families live now and
helping families that want to move find housing in other
communities in the city and the region. To compliment
this report, a forthcoming IHARP report will look at the
state of HCV porting in Illinois, to consider in more detail
what is needed to improve regional strategies to promote
choice moves.

1

Chicago Housing Authority. The Housing Choice Voucher
Program. Accessed September 28, 2009 at
http://www.thecha.org/pages/housing_choice_voucher_progra
m/69.php
2

Voucher Program Guidebook: Housing Choice. Prepared by
Quadel Consulting Corporation for the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 2001.

We also focus on Chicago here since it has the largest
number and portion of HCV families under one housing
authority in the state.3 In Chicago, the HCV program is
administered by the Chicago Housing Authority (CHA),
which is responsible for paying the rental assistance to
the landlord and inspecting apartments to make sure they
meet federally mandated quality standards.
The vast majority of HCV recipients in Chicago are African
American. Past research has shown that voucher
recipients in the city and the region tend to reside in
highly racially and ethnically segregated, high poverty
communities.4 This report finds similar patterns. However,
it also finds that many HCV households live in areas with
high rates of health problems and disparities as well as
crime and unemployment. Finally, a more recent trend
found that many voucher recipients are living in
communities with high rates of foreclosure in multifamily
rental buildings.
These findings can be interpreted differently depending
on how the problem is framed. We are mindful of a long
history of “blaming the victim” when it comes to looking
at the conditions in which poor people live. This is evident
in recent debates about the housing choice voucher
program and efforts to transform public housing around
the country.5
Our intent with this IHARP report is to focus attention not
on who to blame, but to prompt discussion and action on
systematic improvements to how the HCV program is
administered in Chicago, with the goal of improving the
living conditions for all HCV recipients. Ultimately, there
needs to be a greater recognition that “HCV recipients”
are community residents wherever they live, and as such,
are entitled to the housing choices, services and
community amenities all Chicagoans expect and deserve.

3

Based on the most recent CHA data, 35,239 HCV families live in
Chicago and 559 live in 85 different communities outside the city
(from January 22, 1010 report by Natalie Moore on WBEZ).
According to HUD data, Illinois had approximately 74,000
voucher holders at the end of 2009. Data accessed January 29,
2010 at https://pic.hud.gov/pic/RCRPublic/rcrstate.asp.

4

See Paul B. Fischer, Section 8 and The Public Housing
Revolution: Where Will the Families Go? June 3, 1999. Also, see
Chicago Area Fair Housing Alliance. Putting the Choice in Housing
Choice Vouchers, 2004, and The 2008 State of Fair Housing In the
Six‐County Chicago Region, 2008.Both available at
http://www.chicagoareafairhousing.org

5

See for example, Hanna Rosin “American Murder Mystery,”
The Atlantic, July/August 2008, and Xavier de Souza Briggs and
Peter Dreier, “Memphis Murder Mystery? No, Just Mistaken
Identity: A group of the nation’s leading scholars and experts on
housing and urban policy respond to The Atlantic’s “American
Murder Mystery” Posted on Shelterforce, July 22, 2008.
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We believe that it is therefore the responsibility of policy
makers and public officials to look seriously at the
conditions in which voucher holders live now in order to
develop and then implement serious and systemic
solutions. This includes (but is not limited to) reducing the
racial and ethnic segregation patterns of voucher holders
by helping families with vouchers who want to move to
less segregated areas to do so. However, it also means
making improvements to the housing and neighborhood
conditions in which families with vouchers live if that is
where they would like to stay.
Consensus around what constitutes good public policy on
any given issue often changes over time. Since the late
1980s, transportable vouchers have been viewed by many
policy makers and housing advocates as a superior
alternative to spending public resources to develop public
housing. A key reason for this is that unlike a building
“fixed” to a specific location, HCVs do not limit people to
where they can live. This makes it possible for low income
families to afford to live in places that have higher income
level households and potentially to make those
communities more economically mixed. The resulting
policy framework has led to the demolition of public
housing and “vouchering out” tenants. In Chicago, as in
other parts of the country with a history of racially
segregated and isolated public housing, vouchers are
touted as the strategy to help families from public housing
to access communities that are less racially and ethnically
segregated.
Another presumed advantage to the HCV is that by relying
on the private market to provide the housing, the
government does not have to find the resources to build
new housing or rehabilitate old housing. This is
particularly favorable in locations with an oversupply of
quality rental housing that is unaffordable to lower‐
income families.

Current housing market conditions raise questions about
the assumptions and approach to meeting the growing
need for permanent affordable housing among lower‐
income families. Policy makers and public housing
agencies are considering converting vouchers into project‐
based rental assistance. The CHA, for example, has plans
to buy foreclosed homes around the city to make sure
that families, particularly larger ones, have stable
affordable housing. After a long run of rapidly rising rents
and condominium conversions, the loss of thousands of
affordable unsubsidized rental units in the last decade
raises the question: is it worth investing in a permanent
supply of affordable and integrated rental housing in all
our communities as a means to insulate against the
extreme swings of the market?
This is a transformative moment in the US and Chicago.
We have an opportunity to reframe affordable housing.
This does not mean giving up on vouchers but rather
looking at them as part of a continuum of housing options
that include quality and integrated permanent housing to
make our communities and our region a better place to
live and work. To help jumpstart the discussion, this
report offers a new—and we think fresh—approach that
aims to practically address immediate concerns about
providing real choice to current and future voucher
holders in Chicago as well as improve the communities
where voucher holders live now.
The report begins with a brief overview of the HCV
program in Chicago followed by key findings including
maps that show change over time in the distribution of
HCV holders between 1998 and 2007 in relation to
prevailing spatial patterns. Next, we review historic efforts
to help increase choice and decrease racial and economic
segregation among voucher holders in Chicago. We then
introduce and discuss a different way to look at “choice”
and conclude with policy recommendations, many of
which can be implemented now to make immediate and
necessary systemic changes to the HCV program. All data
tables and maps referenced are located at the end of the
report.
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The HCV Program in Chicago
The Housing Choice Voucher program provides low‐
income families with rental assistance that can be used to
reside in privately‐owned housing. Originally called
“Section 8” after the section in the 1974 federal
legislation that made it possible to provide tenant‐based
rental assistance, this program was renamed in 1998 to
emphasize its goal of creating housing choice for low‐
income families. Based on recent federal budget outlays
and what is proposed in the FY2010 budget, tenant‐based
rental assistance makes up about 40 percent of the total
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) budget. These HCV outlays are more than twice the
amount of funds allocated for the development,
operation and maintenance of public and other
permanent subsidized housing.

Demographics of HCV Participants 12/31/2008 8

From its inception, the Section 8 (now HCV) program
aimed to expand housing options for lower‐income
people through a two‐pronged approach: using project‐
based subsidies and tenant‐based subsidies. Project‐
based subsidies go directly to participating landlords to
reduce the costs of operating a property and to
supplement monthly rents for qualified low‐income
families. Tenant‐based subsidies also supplement monthly
rents, but they are not tied to a particular building or
landlord. Instead, the eligible tenant receives a voucher
to use in any private‐sector rental housing that meets
federal housing quality standards. The HCV assures a
landlord that the federal government will pay the
difference between what a tenant can afford, which is
generally defined as no more than 30 percent of income
for rent, and the actual rent up to a “fair market” value
determined by the government. The Fair Market Rent
(FMR) is calculated by HUD and is based on an annual
survey of rental properties in the region.6 For Chicago, the
FMR is based on rents for all properties in the region and
not just the city. As a result, FMRs are often higher than
the actual market rents for lower‐quality units in high
poverty, racially segregated areas and lower than the
actual market rents for higher‐quality units in mixed or
low poverty “opportunity” areas.

Age (Non‐Head of Household Participants)
0‐18 years old
16,950
18 years or older
44,629
Unknown
112

The following data is from the CHA, which manages the
HCV program, overseeing four private agencies
responsible for day‐to‐day administration of the
program.7
6

For more information go to
http://www.hud.gov/offices/pih/programs/hcv/about/fact_shee
t.cfm
7

Chicago Housing Authority Housing Choice Voucher Program,
Departmental Resource Guide, Community Partners Edition,
Housing Choice Voucher Program Organizational Structure at 1
(October 2008) (document retained by the report’s authors).

Number of Program Participants
Heads of Households
35,153
Other Household Members 61,691
Total Participants
96,844
Bedroom Breakdown
0 Bedroom
1 Bedroom
2 Bedrooms
3 Bedrooms
4 Bedrooms
5 Bedrooms
6+ Bedrooms

1,745
4,464
9,939
12,893
4,279
1,427
406
9

Race (All Participants)
White
10,401
Black
85,652
Native/Alaskan
72
Asian
112
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
23
Multiple Races selected
17
Unknown Race
567
Ethnicity (All Participants)
Hispanic
9,263
Non‐Hispanic
86,152
Unknown Ethnicity
1,429
Annual Income Range (All Participants)
52,973
$0.00 ‐ .99
$1.00 ‐ 9,999
30,405
$10,000 ‐ 19,999
8,881
$20,000 ‐ 29,999
3,378
$30,000 ‐ 39,999
1,005
$40,000 +
202

8

Chicago Housing Authority, “Chicago Housing Choice Voucher
Demographics” available at
http://www.thecha.org/pages/hcv_program_demographics/101
.php.
9

CHA does not specify that "Age" includes only non‐head of
household participants, but we speculate that this is the case
because the total number of people in this table (61,691)
matches the number of "Other Household Members" reported
above.
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Findings
This report analyzes data for the Chicago Housing
Authority’s HCV households living in Chicago between
2000 and 2007. During this time period there were 48,576
distinct Housing Choice Voucher Households in the CHA
program, representing 37 percent of all of the
unduplicated voucher households (130,697) who lived in
Illinois during that same time period.10 The following
summarizes maps and tables produced using data
provided by the US Department of Housing and Urban
Development on Housing Choice Vouchers used in the
City of Chicago from 2000 to 2007. Specifically, we found:



Nearly half of all voucher holders live in just 10 of the
77 community areas in Chicago. While this is not that
different from 1998, there are now a higher number
and percentage of voucher holders living on the
south side of the city, particularly in the far south,
while there are fewer voucher holders living on the
north side, particularly in Rogers Park and Uptown
(Figure 2). As a result, the racial segregation of HCV
holders has increased since 1998 since Uptown and
Rogers Park are more integrated than the far south
side.



Racial segregation of housing choice voucher holders
in Chicago continues with most voucher holders in
communities that are more than 60% African
American (Figures 3).



About 55% of the HCV users in 2007 had been
admitted to the program in 2000 or later (Tables 1
and 2).



There are approximately 15,000 participating private
landlords. In 2007, while most had only a few units
included in the program, 10 landlords had more than
100 units rented to HCV families (Table 3).



While most families are small (3 or less people),
about 30 percent of HCV households in 2007 had four
or more people (Table 4).

Economic segregation also affects the location of
housing choice voucher holders in Chicago. Most
voucher holders are in communities that are above
the city poverty level (Figures 4).



Most voucher holders currently live in communities
with the most affordable rental housing options
based on federal Fair Market Rent levels. Two
majority Latino communities, Pilsen and Little Village,
are exceptions to this pattern; despite having a very
large portion of their rental housing affordable, these
communities have less than one percent of families
using vouchers residing within their boundaries
(Figure 5).



Voucher holders are more likely to live in areas
served by both CTA bus and trains (Figure 6).



Most voucher holders in 2007 lived in communities
with higher than average rates of housing
foreclosure, in both for‐sale and rental housing
(Figure 7).



Voucher holders in 2007 were more likely to live in
communities with the highest levels of elevated lead,
poor overall health rates, and crime (Figures 8‐10).





Most families in 2007 lived in either a two‐bedroom
(29%) or three‐bedroom (37%) unit (Table 5).



One‐third of the HCV households in 2007 had
someone – head of household or another member –
with a disability (Table 6).



There was no real change since 1998 in where the
majority of HCV families are located in the city (Figure
1) – most are living in predominantly African
American neighborhoods on the south and west sides
of Chicago.

10

This total number of HCV households is different from the
12/31/08 CHA figure above because it represents all households
that used vouchers during the period 2000‐2007. Not only is this
figure from a different time period, it also is inclusive of all
families including those that left the program during that period.
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What has Changed?
What has Not Changed?
Numerous studies through the years have documented
that voucher recipients tend to reside in highly
segregated, high poverty communities in the city – a
pattern that has not changed much over the past ten or
more years.11 What has changed are the policy and
practices aimed at promoting mobility and creating
opportunity for housing choice voucher households. The
following highlights key changes in policy or practice, and
what we know now in terms of outcomes and benefits to
voucher holders.
Gautreaux Program. Initiated in Chicago in 1976, the
Gautreaux Program helped move 7,100 African American
families, who were residents or applicants of CHA public
housing into predominantly White suburbs over a period
of 22 years.12 The program was developed in response to
an earlier court case which held that the CHA knowingly
discriminated against African American public housing
tenants and concentrated them in economically
depressed, majority African American communities.13
Recent research finds that, on average, Gautreaux families
moved to and stayed in neighborhoods with much lower
poverty rates and that were substantially less segregated,
with two‐thirds residing in communities with no more
than 30 percent African American residents. In addition,
research suggests that the program also initially helped
improve opportunities for families by providing greater
access to employment and better paying jobs for adults
and better schools for children. Unfortunately, these
outcomes have been less stable over time.14
Soon after the CHA Plan for Transformation began to be
implemented in 2000, a new Gautreaux program (referred
to as Gautreaux Two) was initiated. Results to date
suggest that while families’ first moves were to
predominantly White communities, many second moves
were to predominantly African American communities
15
that were also higher poverty.

11

See CAFHA and Fischer reports cited above.
Leonard Rubinowitz and James Rosenbaum, Crossing the Class
and Color Lines: From Public Housing to White Suburbia.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000.
13
Gautreaux v. Chicago Hous. Auth., 296 F. Supp. 907 (N.D. Ill.
1969).
14
Greg J. Duncan & Anita Zuberi, “Mobility Lessons from
Gautreaux and Moving to Opportunity,” Northwestern Journal of
Law and Social Policy, 1: 110, 2006.
15
Ibid.
12

Moving to Opportunity (MTO). The MTO demonstration
program, which was initiated in 1994, aimed to expand
upon the promise of mobility for low income households
signaled by the Gautreaux Program. Five metropolitan
areas (Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, and New
York City) took part in the program, which moved public
housing tenants from inner‐city public housing
communities into low‐poverty communities scattered
around each of the metropolitan areas. As stated in a
recent report,“[t]he hope was that moving would provide
these families with access to communities that offered
better schools, economic opportunities, and city services,
such as police, parks, libraries, and sanitation.”16 Early
results from MTO indicated that, in general, program
participants who moved to low poverty neighborhoods
reported greater satisfaction with their new
neighborhoods, reductions in crime, increased labor force
participation, better educational outcomes for children,
and improved health outcomes.17 However, later research
showed that second moves were to more segregated and
higher poverty areas than the first, and relatively speaking
there was little progress in terms of employment or
educational outcomes, though there were improvements
in the mental and physical health status of women and
girls.18
Latinos United Consent Decree. The same year MTO
started, Latinos United (now Latino Policy Forum) filed
lawsuits against the CHA and HUD seeking remediation for
past discrimination of Latinos that prevented access to
housing. Consent Decrees signed in 1995 and 1996
required CHA to issue remediation vouchers, develop
bilingual systems, and conduct special outreach to the
Latino community to actively seek inclusion of Latinos on
public housing and HCV waiting lists. The Latinos United
Consent Decree produced mixed results during its ten
years of enforcement. Bilingual materials were produced
for all programs, and satellite offices were opened in
three predominantly Latino communities (Pilsen, South
Chicago and Humboldt Park). Still, the participation rate in
CHA programs increased only slightly with the largest gain
only in the scattered site program.19

16

Susan Popkin, New Findings on the Benefits and Limitations of
Assisted Housing Mobility, 2008.
http://www.urban.org/publications/901160.html
17
Ibid.
18
Ibid.
19

The Latino Consent Decree 10 Years Later: Increasing Latino
Access to Chicago Housing Authority Programs, Latinos United,
June 2006. Available at
http://www.latinopolicyforum.org/assets/LCD%20Report%20Fin
al%20060206.pdf.
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Chicago Housing Authority Plan For Transformation (CHA
Plan). Approved in 2000, the CHA Plan aims to transform
most of Chicago’s large scale public housing
developments into mixed‐income, mixed tenure (owner
and renter‐occupied units) and, usually, lower density
communities. Policy makers envisioned public housing
transformation as a way to create an opportunity for
families to improve their lives and life chances. The CHA
plan was approved under a demonstration program
entitled Moving To Work (MTW).20 MTW’s goals are to
improve cost effectiveness in the federal housing
programs, provide incentives to families who work or
encourage others to become employed and become
economically self‐sufficient, and increase housing choices
for low‐income families. MTW gave participating public
housing authorities flexibility and the opportunity to be
creative in their approach to providing federal housing
assistance.
Under the CHA MTW plan, 51 high‐rise buildings were to
be demolished, as well as several thousand mid‐ and low‐
rise units, which in turn required that tenants be
relocated to alternative housing, e.g., another public
housing development or a private rental unit through the
HCV program. According to the CHA, up to 6,000
households were going to use HCVs to relocate from
public housing developments into the private market.
Current data from the CHA shows 3,699 CHA households
relocated with vouchers. Some of these families intend (or
at least intended to in the past) to return to a
redeveloped public housing development. For some, this
will mean waiting several years since the plan completion
date has been extended to 2015.
Wallace Case. In 2003, a proposed class of former and
current CHA residents sued the CHA for its voucher
relocation practices under the Plan for Transformation,
arguing that the CHA’s actions violated the Fair Housing
Act, among other laws.21 The plaintiffs’ claims were in
part based upon two studies over four years from Lake
Forest College professor Paul Fischer which found that the
overwhelming majority of residents who moved from
public housing with HCVs were relocated to high poverty,
racially segregated parts of Chicago.22 The Wallace
plaintiffs alleged that the CHA was in violation of federal
fair housing laws and its own contractual obligations by

failing to provide adequate relocation and effective social
services to these residents. After two and one‐half years
of litigation, the parties entered into a settlement
agreement.
Under the settlement agreement, CHA was to provide
programs to Wallace class members to allow them to
exercise their own choices in relocating to economically
and racially integrated communities. The primary
program utilized by CHA in implementing the settlement
was the Enhanced Housing Opportunity Program (EHOP).
Under EHOP, voucher holders were provided enhanced
relocation and mobility counseling, including one‐on‐one
counseling, social services, and van tours to opportunity
areas and assistance in relocating. Voucher holders were
offered housing in “EHOP neighborhoods,” which are less
than 24 percent poverty and less than 30 percent African‐
American. At the same time, private housing mobility
counseling agencies were given extra incentives and
obligations to encourage relocating public housing
families to move to low‐poverty, racially integrated parts
of Chicago
The Wallace relocation programs have achieved mixed
results. Since June 2005, CHA notified over 3,000
relocated families of the availability of EHOP. Of this
number, 505 (about 17%) made the decision to enroll, and
only 28 families moved to an EHOP Opportunity Area ‐‐
only 6% of the total number enrolled.23 An additional 128
families (25% of total number enrolled) moved to low
poverty areas that were greater than 30% African‐
American.24 The majority of the families (242 or 48% of
total enrolled) moved to areas of high poverty and high
racial concentration.25 The remaining families “ported
out” (i.e. moved to another jurisdiction), were terminated
from EHOP for cause or simply didn’t move. Under the
terms of the settlement, plaintiffs’ counsel was permitted
to monitor CHA’s performance until June 2008.

20

Section 204 of the Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and
Appropriations Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104‐134) established the
Public Housing/Section 8 Moving to Work (MTW) demonstration
program, of which CHA has been a participant since 2000.

21

Wallace v. Chicago Hous. Auth., 298 F. Supp. 2d 710 (N.D. Ill.
2003).

22

Paul Fischer, Section 8 and the Public Housing Revolution:
Where Will The Families Go? (1999); Paul Fischer, Where Are The
Public Housing Families Going? An Update (2003).

23

CHAC’s year‐to‐date Participation and Outcomes Reports.
Reports provided by CHAC for June 2005 to March 2008.

24

Ibid.

25

Ibid.
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Giving HCV Families Real Choice
The segregated housing patterns of HCV recipients and
the pro‐integration potential of vouchers has long been
known. Despite this knowledge, several factors have
continued to frustrate efforts to provide real housing
choice to low‐income households who receive HCVs. A
key challenge is longstanding patterns of racial and
economic segregation in Chicago, of which some blame
can be laid at CHA’s door (see Gautreaux and Latinos
United above). Historically, the Chicago metropolitan area
has been identified as “hyper‐segregated” because there
are so many communities that are either nearly all Black
or all White.26
Although efforts via the Gautreaux program to open up
White communities to Black Chicago public housing
residents were initially relatively successful, these pro‐
integrationist patterns were not sustained over time.
Furthermore, while CHA housing discrimination has
historically been discussed as a “Black‐White” issue, the
denial of access for Latinos was brought to the forefront
by the Latinos United lawsuit. Notwithstanding this
litigation to open doors of opportunities for Latino
families through the voucher program, the number of
Latinos in such programs continues to be
disproportionately low. As of December 2008, Latinos
constituted 10 percent of HCV head of households,
although the eligible population is closer to 30 percent.
These data strongly support the need to expand
affirmative outreach efforts to promote Latino access to
the HCV program as well as to make sure all vouchers
holders, including those with disabilities, have real choice
in where they can live. This means, however, that much
more attention needs to be given to strategies that can
further fair housing goals for all people. A critical factor to
address is the institutional barriers that limit where
people with HCVs move to and live.

included: discrimination based on race, family size and
status; having a disability; being from the CHA; and the
housing choice voucher itself. The report noted that
“[t]his finding highlights the need to effectively address
the barriers identified in this and our earlier research to
help bring about better outcomes for all participants.”28
Many of the barriers identified in the Urban Institute
report regarding public housing relocatees apply with
equal force to non‐public housing families seeking to use
an HCV, including possible discrimination based on race,
family size and status, disability, and discrimination
against the voucher itself.29
Experience from these programs shows that HCV
administrators, at a minimum, must be intentional about
conducting affirmative outreach and promoting mobility
moves, and providing necessary program structure in
order to improve access and housing mobility outcomes.
Current mobility programs vary depending on whether or
not the household is relocating from public housing.
Public housing households relocating with vouchers for
the first time are offered privately‐ contracted housing
counseling programs focused either on moving families to
“low‐poverty” neighborhoods (defined as less than
23.49% poverty per census tract) or “opportunity”
neighborhoods (defined as less than 23.49% poverty and
less than 30 percent African‐American per census tract).
Relocation services for this population include
neighborhood tours, unit showings, and educational
programs, all focused on encouraging a low‐poverty or
opportunity move. For all other CHA voucher holders
(including former public housing residents making a
second move with a voucher) the CHA relies upon a
formula created by Ohio State University Law School
professor jon powell.30 Under this formula, opportunity
areas are defined by community areas that have better
schools, lower crime, low poverty, and employment
opportunities. The following map shows the areas
currently identified as opportunity areas by the CHA.31

Research conducted by the Urban Institute before the
CHA Plan was implemented identified several institutional
barriers that would likely limit where public housing
families relocating with HCVs might live.27 These barriers
26

Douglas Massey and Nancy Denton, American Apartheid:
Segregation of the Making of the Underclass. Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1993. Pg. 74; Krysan, Maria, Racial
Residential Segregation and Exclusion in Illinois, Institute of
Government and Public Affairs, University of Illinois at Chicago.
Pg. 35 (based on the 2000 Census, Black‐White segregation in
the Chicago metropolitan area was the fifth highest in the
nation).
27
Susan Popkin and Mary Cunningham, Searching for Rental
Housing with Section 8 in the Chicago Region, The Urban
Institute, 2000. Available at:
http://www.urban.org/uploadedPDF/410314.pdf

28

Ibid, p ii.
See Lawyers Committee for Better Housing, Locked Out:
Barriers to Choice for Housing Voucher Holders, http://lcbh.org
30
For more explanation of powell’s model of opportunity‐based
housing, see powell, jon a. "Opportunity Based Housing."
Toward the Livable City. Ed. Emilie Buchwald. Minneapolis:
Milkweed Editions, 2003, pp. 181‐211.
31
Accessed February 1, 2010 at http://www.thecha.org/
29
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Looking at Choice Differently
Until recently, choice has been looked at purely through
race and poverty lenses. Both trace roots back to fair
housing laws and a common understanding of integration
for more than 50 years. Most agree now that this is
perhaps too narrow of a view, and that other indicators
are also important especially in communities where many
voucher recipients now live. This includes looking at
communities in terms of health. This does not mean we
should abandon the need to consider race or income;
rather we are proposing that we expand our view of
opportunity to include other indicators. In addition,
looking at choice differently means that we must
acknowledge wide swathes of the city that need to be
improved to benefit all families including voucher holders.
In this IHARP report, we start with the assumption that all
voucher holders should be living in healthy communities.
While there are different definitions of what makes a
community healthy, research has shown that certain
factors, including living in high poverty and/or segregated
neighborhoods, have often been associated with poor or
lower levels of health. As a recent Robert Wood Johnson
report describes:
Socioeconomic and racial or ethnic segregation can
influence neighborhood conditions – and thus
health – in a variety of ways, including the funding
and quality of public schools, employment
opportunities, housing quality, municipal services,
and hazards such as pollution, noise, and crime.
Historically, poor neighborhoods have been more
vulnerable than affluent areas to effects of reduced
public spending. These neighborhood differences
can contribute to health disparities, given
disproportionate access to resources and
exposures to harmful conditions.32
In addition, we know that the built and natural
environment makes a difference in terms of a family’s
health. This includes the housing unit and the
neighborhood.33
If the promise of its name is to be realized, the HCV
program administered in Chicago must do more to ensure
that voucher recipients can really choose to live in healthy
communities. This means widening the definition of
opportunity to include environmental health risks,
exposure to crime, transportation, and housing stability.
Expanding the definition of opportunity is technically
easy. As the maps in this report illustrate, the real
challenge will be in finding Chicago neighborhoods that

meet the criteria. A solution to this problem – though not
an easy one – is finding ways to pro‐actively create more
communities within the city of Chicago that are healthy
for voucher users as well as the people who live there
without housing assistance. Moving the HCV program in
Chicago toward this goal will take time and resources that
go well beyond the scope of the CHA. As with the Plan for
Transformation, it will take many partners including those
working in city departments (community development,
public health, transportation, etc) but also community‐
based organizations of which there are many strong and
well positioned (though often under‐resourced) groups
working in the very communities where voucher holders
currently live. This includes several LISC New Communities
Program (NCP) lead agencies and partners. The question
to ask is: where are voucher holders in these plans and
how are they viewed in the community? The same
question needs to be asked of any plans made for all
other neighborhoods in the city including those that
currently only have a few voucher holders – communities
that may already be healthy.
It will also take a real shift in how public officials, the CHA,
and some housing researchers and advocates look at the
current location of voucher holders. Whether through
MTO or the MTW plan, efforts to promote moves to “low
poverty” communities during the past ten years have not
changed the pattern of HCV concentration and
segregation. The data presented in this report as well as
previous studies suggest that these programs have likely
contributed to rather than helped mitigate segregative
moves made by voucher holders. A key factor has been
the CHA's designated poverty threshold for determining
when a community has a low rate of poverty and thus a
good opportunity for voucher families. The CHA considers
any community with less than 23.49% poverty to have a
low rate of poverty (though the City average is 17%).
Because significantly more Black communities with less
than 23.49% poverty have affordable rental housing than
low‐poverty White communities, this designation further
impacts voucher choice.
Changing these conditions will require the CHA to
significantly increase its affirmative outreach to all HCV
recipients regarding making a mobility move and also
targeting voucher families living in some of the most
impacted neighborhoods. Experience shows that these
programs have to be offered well in advance of a family
considering moving to a new home, so that sufficient time
is available to explore new neighborhoods. Truly
expanding choice also means reaching out to new
landlords, to grow the base map of housing opportunity
throughout the city as well as the region.

32

Robert Wood Johnson Where We Live Matters for Our Health:
Neighborhoods and Health, Sept 2008, p. 4.
33
Ibid.

IHARP—Filling the information gap on assisted housing in Illinois

11

Recommendations
1. The CHA, the City of Chicago, and public housing
authorities and public officials in the region must all
do more to affirmatively further fair housing and
work cooperatively to see that this occurs. In terms of
racial and ethnic segregation, the distribution of HCVs
today is not significantly different from what we saw a
decade ago. In fact, there appears to be an increased
number of African American communities with HCV
holders since CHA’s Plan for Transformation began.
Promoting opportunity moves to low‐poverty, racially
and ethnically diverse neighborhoods must become a
greater, permanent priority for the CHA and motivate
planning and decision‐making throughout the
organization.
CHA has recently announced two positive proposals in
this regard:
(1) In FY2009, it created a Fair Housing
Compliance Department in its Office of
General Counsel to oversee a
“comprehensive fair housing testing program
[that] will allow CHA to evaluate compliance
with local, state and federal fair housing
laws.” According to CHA, it “will utilize the
data and analysis to understand impediments
to fair housing compliance and develop
initiatives that affirmatively further fair
housing policies;” and
(2) CHA states that it “also intends to develop
a fair housing training program that provides
education to landlords, property managers,
CHA staff and residents/applicants on their
rights and responsibilities under the law and
that specifically addresses any deficiencies
addressed in the testing analysis. In tandem
with both the testing and training, CHA will
work with fair housing providers throughout
the region to coordinate efforts to
affirmatively advance fair housing and
expand housing choice options for CHA
families and HCV Program participants.”34
Both of these proposals should be supported because
they show a willingness from CHA to try to
institutionalize its duty to affirmatively further fair
housing and to partner with existing fair housing
providers to reach this goal. CHA must be transparent,
however, about the progress and challenges it faces as

34

Chicago Housing Authority, FY2010 MTW Annual Plan,
October 22, 2009, p. 27.

it develops and implements these proposals. For
example, fair housing providers learned that CHA
intended to (or did) issue a Request for Proposals for
its testing program, only to later hear that the RFP has
been delayed. Accordingly, although these proposals
are a positive step for CHA, it must follow‐through on
a timely basis on what it says it intends to do. Further,
as discussed below, CHA must go further to ensure
that its entire operation is in compliance with fair
housing laws – it must actively work with fair housing
groups to ensure that prospective landlords are also
complying with the laws.
2. The CHA should partner with an established
mobility housing counseling agency to provide
education and services to all HCV holders regarding
opportunity moves and not just for residents
relocating from public housing. Under its MTW
agreement, CHA “is required to provide pre‐move
counseling, assistance in accessing services and
Housing Choice Voucher mobility counseling (sufficient
to educate residents to the point where they can
make informed choices and secure adequate housing)
and post‐move counseling for all residents to be
relocated from public housing buildings to be
demolished or redeveloped.” It is also required to
“provide second move mobility counseling to all
existing Housing Choice Voucher families who indicate
an intention to move, or who must move for various
reasons.” 35
HCV holders as a class tend to be concentrated in high
poverty and racially and ethnically segregated
communities. CHA should therefore offer housing
mobility counseling services as set forth in the MTW
Agreement to all HCV holders. To do this effectively,
CHA should contract with a fair housing group in the
Chicago metropolitan region that has the knowledge
and experience to administer a mobility counseling
program. For example, in 2008, the Rockford Housing
Authority (RHA) hired Chicago‐based Housing Choice
Partners (HCP) to help them create a housing mobility
program for former public housing families and
36
ultimately all of the RHA’s voucher households. In
just one year, with HCP’s guidance, the RHA was able
to help 27 percent of the families of one former public
housing development move to areas of opportunity
(and of those who participated in the program, 65
percent are now living in an opportunity area).37
These families are now living in communities with less
35

Recommendation #12 of the amended and restated
MTWA, attachment D.
36
Housing Choice Partners of Illinois, Final report on the
Rockford Housing Authority’s development of a mobility
program, August 31, 2009.
37
Ibid. at p. 8.
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racial segregation (down by almost 40%) and less than
half the poverty rate of their former communities.38
During its one year consultation, HCP trained staff
(including senior level RHA staff, HCV staff, and
housing counseling staff), created mobility education
materials specific to the RHA, its voucher holders, and
the community, created a marketing plan for
participation by landlords in opportunity areas, and
ensured that the proper support and assistance was
available to HCV households during pre‐move, move,
and post‐move.39
3. The CHA should use the flexibility granted
pursuant to its Moving to Work (MTW) agreement
with HUD to aggressively promote opportunity
moves and to affirmatively further fair housing goals.
MTW’s goals are to improve cost effectiveness in
federal housing programs, provide incentives to
families who work or encourage others to become
employed and become economically self‐sufficient,
and increase housing choices for low‐income families.
MTW gave participating public housing authorities
flexibility and the opportunity to be creative in their
approach to providing federal housing assistance.
Since its initial participation in MTW in 2000, CHA and
HUD have entered into seven agreements waiving
various provisions of the U.S. Housing Act of 1937 and
its implementing regulations. During the MTW
demonstration, CHA is also permitted to request the
use of public housing operating subsidy and HCV
funding for other uses in order to further the goals of
the MTW program. CHA should consider how this
funding flexibility can be used to affirmatively further
fair housing and implement programs, such as the
HCP/RHA model described above or holding payments
for landlords in opportunity areas that does so. 40
4. Congress must enact the federal Section 8
Voucher Reform Act. Congress is currently
considering the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act (SEVRA)
H.R. 3045, which contains many provisions that would
improve HCV program administration and decrease
some of the institutional barriers to HCV holders
making opportunity moves. The Center for Budget
and Policy Priorities provides detailed and up‐to‐date
information regarding SEVRA including a side‐by‐side
comparison of current and proposed law.41 While still
38

Ibid.
Ibid. at 1‐8.
40
Specific CHA plans and activities are difficult to ascertain
from a review of its website and other publicly available
documents. As a publicly funded agency, CHA should be
more transparent in terms of providing clear and detailed
information in a consistent format so that their activities and
initiatives can be reviewed and understood.
41
Go to http://www.cbpp.org/files/4‐28‐09hous‐prac.pdf.
39

to be determined, the changes will more than likely
address many structural problems of the program that
currently limit rather than expand choice.
5. The CHA and public housing authorities in the
region should conduct an information campaign to
dispel myths and educate people about the HCV
program. The HCV program can be confusing, and
there is a great deal of misinformation about what it
is, how it works, and how a landlord or tenant can
participate. In order to expand housing options for
HCV holders, CHA must educate prospective landlords
(particularly those owners with properties in areas of
opportunity) and current and prospective voucher
holders about what the HCV program really is and how
it actually works. CHA must also challenge the myths
and discriminatory attitudes that surround the
program. Under its MTW agreement, CHA is under an
obligation to conduct such an information campaign.
6. The CHA should increase outreach and program
participation to traditionally underserved racial and
ethnic groups. CHA must ensure that the HCV
program is open to participation by all racial and
ethnic groups, and that there are not institutional
barriers to participation, such as language access. This
is particularly important as CHA considers how it will
move forward with its Plan for Transformation.
7. Advocates and public officials should request that
HUD develop more targeted Fair Market Rents. HUD
uses wide metropolitan geographic areas to set the
Fair Market Rents (FMRs) that will be paid under the
HCV program. Given the rent level diversity for the
Chicago metropolitan area, using this model results in
FMRs that are often higher than the actual market
rents for lower‐quality units in high poverty, racially
segregated areas and lower than the actual market
rents for higher‐quality units in mixed or low poverty
“opportunity” areas. As a result, the CHA may end up
paying more than the current market rate for worse
quality units, which are often also in segregated
neighborhoods. The CHA and advocates must
persuade HUD to use an FMR formula that focuses on
more targeted rent areas, which would, in turn, open
up opportunities areas as affordable, available housing
for HCV households.
8. The CHA should use the maximum allowable Fair
Market Rent in opportunity areas. Even if HUD does
not develop more targeted FMRs as proposed above,
CHA can still provide HCV holders with greater access
th
to units in opportunity areas by using a 50 percentile
FMR in these areas, as it is allowed to do under the
MTW. Ten years ago, the CHA permitted higher or
“exception” rents in 14 predominantly White, higher
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income communities in Chicago as a way to create
opportunity and to encourage more racial and
economic diversity: West Ridge, Hyde Park,
Montclaire, Dunning, North Park, Forest Glen, O’Hare,
Jefferson Park, Lakeview, Lincoln Park, Near North,
Edison Park, Norwood Park, Beverly, and Mount
Greenwood.42 As the data in this report indicate, very
few HCV households have lived or currently live in
these communities. While we do not know if there
was interest among voucher holders to move into
these areas, we do know that exception rents are no
longer granted for these opportunity communities.
9. The CHA should incentivize landlords with units in
opportunity areas to participate in the HCV program.
One of the incentives for landlords to participate in
the HCV program is the prospect of a guaranteed
rental payment from a government agency. There are
also undeniable transaction costs – such as increased
paperwork and the potential for delay – for a
participating landlord, particularly if the landlord’s unit
is in an opportunity area and/or there is a tight rental
market. By ensuring that its HCV program is efficient
and sensitive to these financial and market
constraints, the CHA can reduce many of these
transactions costs and incentivize landlords with units
in opportunity areas to participate. Bottlenecks and
delays, particularly in terms of processing paperwork,
conducting inspections, and making rental payments,
are clear disincentives to landlords with desirable
units. CHA can change this. CHA should also use the
flexibility provided to it under its MTW agreement to
reinstate certain incentives for units in opportunity
areas, such as an inspection holding payment and, as
discussed above, increased payment standards and
exception rents.
10. The CHA should incentivize HVC holders to make
opportunity moves. Voucher holders also need
incentives to consider unfamiliar communities. As
part of its information campaign, CHA should reach
out to voucher holders and soon‐to‐be voucher
recipients to begin a discussion about opportunity
moves. CHA should also provide other services to
assist voucher holders to learn about new
communities, e.g., by offering neighborhood van
tours, providing information about schools and safety
issues, introducing them to families who have made
opportunity moves, etc. CHA’s assistance to HCV
holders who make opportunity moves should continue
post‐move, to ensure that these households have the
support necessary to successfully transition to a new

neighborhood. In addition, to the extent that HCV
holders face discrimination because of the source of
their income (or other protected class) during their
search, CHA should extend the search period for the
voucher recipients who file discrimination complaints
with a local, state or federal agency or state or federal
court. The CHA should also liberally grant extensions
of time requests for families attempting to move to
areas of opportunity.
11. Elected officials should enact passage of source of
income protections. Chicago currently prohibits
discrimination against a tenant because of his or her
source of income, which includes an HCV. However,
for the voucher program to provide real choice, HCV
recipients must not be discriminated against solely
because of the source of their income no matter
where they search. Passage of stronger legal
protections for voucher recipients in the state would
open areas of the region now currently closed because
of discrimination against the Section 8 program and
the tenants who use the subsidy. In the past, the CHA
has worked with advocates to amend the Illinois
Human Rights Act to include source of income as a
protected class. The CHA should now work with
advocates to eliminate the exclusion of voucher
holders from the source of income protection law in
Cook County.
12. HUD should provide incentives for public housing
agencies to cooperate with regard to portability.
Under its MTW agreement, “CHA is authorized to
establish its own portability policies with other MTW
and non‐MTW housing authorities.” Helping HCV
households move outside of the CHA’s jurisdiction is
critical to ensuring low‐income families have all
available fair housing choices. However, public
housing authorities in Illinois and elsewhere frequently
struggle with how to easily and efficiently negotiate
the porting process, meaning that households desiring
to move are often discouraged from moving.
A recently completed “portability pilot program” that
involved HCP, the CHA, the Housing Authority of Cook
County and the Cicero Housing Authority “argue for a
new approach to housing mobility in the Chicago
area.”43 A key finding was that despite many
challenges working across the different housing
authorities involved, HCP was able to move 25 percent
of the 246 participants to opportunity areas during the
course of the one year pilot program. This was at a
cost of approximately $2,000 per household making a
mobility move. This was lower than the average

42

According to a CHAC memo dated October 2, 2007, there
were six exception rent areas at that time: Lakeview, Lincoln
Park, Loop, Near North, North Center, and O’Hare.
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Paul Fischer, Evaluation of the Portability Pilot Program,
August 27, 2009, p. 13.

IHARP—Filling the information gap on assisted housing in Illinois

14

administrative cost per opportunity move in the MTO
experiment and in a recent CHAC program.44 Fischer
concludes that:
the success of the HCP…argues for a
renewed look at a more regional approach to
mobility run by a third‐party vendor like HCP
with its years of experience and core
commitment to housing mobility. The
problem with using housing authorities for
mobility is they often times lack the
expertise and more importantly the
commitment to mobility as an important
goal of the voucher program.45
This project, which came out of the Housing Choice
Working Group co‐chaired by the Regional HUD office
and the Metropolitan Planning Council, should be
extended and expanded with the direct support of
HUD.
13. The CHA and HUD should increase project‐based
vouchers in targeted neighborhoods. Under the
project‐based voucher program, a property owner
commits a certain number of units in a particular
building for vouchers, and the PHA attaches voucher
assistance to these units. PHAs can project‐base up to
20 percent of their vouchers (or more accurately, 20%
of their voucher funding may go to project‐based
vouchers), provided that they do so within the
statutory goals of "deconcentrating poverty and
expanding housing and economic opportunities." All
new project‐based assistance agreements or HAP
contracts must be for units in census tracts with
poverty rates below 20 percent (66 Fed. Reg. 3,605,
January 16, 2001).
Similarly, PHA's are not allowed to project‐base more
than 25% of the units in a given building. Under the
MTW, however, the CHA has more flexibility, and may
project‐base a greater percentage of their vouchers.
Families living in the project‐based voucher units may,
after one year of occupancy, relocate without losing
their subsidy. After a year, they can choose to move
with the first available tenant‐based voucher from
turnover in the PHA's voucher pool. The subsidy
therefore stays with the unit, and the tenant gets the
first available voucher. Typically, under the project‐
based voucher programs, the HAP contracts are ten
years, with a 10‐year renewal.
The CHA has committed 219 project‐based vouchers
to the Regional Housing Initiative (RHI), which is a
consortium of housing authorities from the Chicago
Metropolitan Area, Metropolitan Planning Council,

and the Illinois Housing Development Authority. The
RHI is committed to fostering the construction of
affordable housing in areas of opportunity, particularly
those communities near job and transportation
centers. The CHA should continue to utilize this
authority with project‐based vouchers, particularly as
a way to help typically hard to house larger HCV
households move to areas of opportunity.
14. The CHA and the City of Chicago should increase
outreach and services to voucher holders that reside
in buildings that are in foreclosure. The current
foreclosure crisis is affecting not just homeowners, but
also landlords across the city. Given the sometimes
lengthy searches HCV holders have to undertake to
find suitable units, CHA should ensure that voucher
recipients in buildings that are in foreclosure or that
have been foreclosed upon know their rights and have
sufficient time to seek another unit. Tenants who
must leave a building that has been foreclosed upon
should not be penalized because of this circumstance
beyond their control. The CHA should offer
emergency moving papers to HCV holders in
properties facing foreclosure and should, at the same
time, use this unexpected move as a chance to help
the HCV families move to better neighborhoods.
15. The City of Chicago and the CHA should invest in
all communities. In addition to promoting opportunity
moves, CHA must also look at where its HCV recipients
are currently residing, and work to make these
“healthy communities” (as this report defines above)
as well. HUD is now partnering with the Department
of Transportation and the Environmental Protection
Agency to work together to promote more livable
communities:
A livable community must be both equitable
and affordable. Livability is about more than
just being efficient ‐ we must also be inclusive.
In order for our neighborhoods to thrive, our
regions to grow, and our nation to prosper,
we must support communities that provide
opportunities for people of all ages, incomes,
races and ethnicities to live, work, learn and
play together.46
Locally, policy makers must work across agency lines
to provide decent affordable housing in safe
communities with good schools and good public
transportation options. CHA has an obligation, which it
recognizes, to provide not just housing, but housing
that is open, safe and decent for all voucher program
participants.
46

44
45

Ibid, pp. 11‐12.
Ibid, pp. 13‐14.

HUD‐DOT‐EPA Interagency Partnership for Sustainable
Communities, June 16, 2009.
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Maps and Data
The following maps and data are from various sources.
The 1998 HVC data is from CHAC, the contractor
administering the program for the CHA between 1995
and 2008. It was provided with permission from CHA
in early 1999. The 2003 and 2007 data for HCV holders
is based on all households that are identified as being
in the CHA voucher program between January 1, 2000
and December 31, 2007. These data, which were
provided by HUD, are considered to be “complete”
based on the information provided by the public
housing authorities to HUD. At times, missing or
incomplete information makes analysis more difficult.
In particular, incomplete address information makes it
impossible to determine the neighborhood level
(census tract) location of all voucher households. This
missing data issue is reflected in our maps and
analysis, and we attempt to call attention to the issue
and to measure its extent as it arises. Furthermore,
CHA relocatees that have moved with vouchers are
not easily identified in the data, which makes tracking
movement and location more difficult.
Other data comes from the City of Chicago public
health and from the US Census.47 In order to show
community area distribution of HCVs relative to
housing conditions (affordability, tenure), we relied on
2000 census data, which is the most current data
available at the census trace level at this time. While
other data exist (e.g., CHA maintains a database of
apartments and landlords active in the HCV program
along with comparables to gauge rent
appropriateness), the 2000 census is non‐biased (i.e.,
not self‐selected or non‐random sample) and
therefore more reliable, and is relatively unchanged in
terms of overall patterns.48

Table 1. Date of Admission to HCV program
Date
Before 1980
1980‐1984
1985‐1989
1990‐1995
1995‐1999
2000‐2004
2005‐2007
Undetermined
No Data
TOTAL

Count
318
940
1,993
2,329
8,950
13,507
5,251
4
23
33,315

Percent
1.0%
2.8%
6.0%
7.0%
26.9%
40.5%
15.8%
0.0%
0.1%
100.0%

Table 2. Date of Admission to HCV program
Date
Before 2000
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
Undetermined
No Data
TOTAL

Count
14,530
2,376
2,522
3,731
3,183
1,695
2,063
1,407
1,781
4
23
33,315

Percent
43.6%
7.1%
7.6%
11.2%
9.6%
5.1%
6.2%
4.2%
5.3%
0.0%
0.1%
100.0%

Table 3. HCV units per Landlord
Total Participating Landlords
Max Units Held by 1 Landlord
Landlords with more than 100 Units
landlords with more than 50 units
Landlords with > 40 Units
landlords with >30 Units
Landlords with > 20 Units
Landlords with >10 Units
Landlords with > 5 Units

15,473
216
10
34
51
80
127
301
751

47

Health data from the Community Area Health Inventory,
Part 1: Demographic and Health Profiles, accessed from
http://egov.cityofchicago.org/city/webportal/.
48
Based on American Community Survey data from 2008 for
Chicago.
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Table 4. Households by Size

Table 7. Head of Household: Gender

Number of
People in
Household

Total
Number of
Households

Percent

1
2
3
4
5
6
7+

9,898
6,946
6,419
4,722
2,725
1,407
1,198
33,315

29.7%
20.9%
19.3%
14.2%
8.2%
4.2%
3.6%
100.0%

TOTAL

Total
number
people in
household
9,898
13,892
19,257
18,888
13,625
8,442
9,241
93,243

Table 5. Unit size by number of households
Unit Size
Studio
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
TOTAL

Number of
Households
830
4,504
9,776
12,364
4,091
1,388
282
65
15
33,315

Percent
2.5%
13.5%
29.3%
37.1%
12.3%
4.2%
0.8%
0.2%
0.0%
100.0%

Does not have a
disability
Does have a disability
TOTAL

29,062
4,253
33,315

87.2%
12.8%
100.0%

Table 8. Head of Household: Latino Status
Latino Ethnicity
Non‐Latino Ethnicity
TOTAL

3,677
29,638
33,315

11.0%
89.0%
100.0%

Table 9. Head of Household: Race
White
Black
Native American
Asian
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

4,521
28,713
38
57
6

13.6%
86.2%
0.1%
0.2%
0.02%

Table 10. Head of Household: Age
Age

Table 6. Head of Household: Disability Status
Disability Status

Female
Male
Total

Number of
households
22,299

Percent

11,016
33,315

33.1%
100.0%

Under 20
20‐30
30‐40
40‐50
50‐60
60‐70
70‐80
80‐90
90+
Undetermined
TOTAL

Number of
households
30
3,418
8,402
8,288
6,925
3,413
1,873
844
119
3
33,315

Percent
0.1%
10.3%
25.2%
24.9%
20.8%
10.2%
5.6%
2.5%
0.4%
0.0%
100.0%

66.9%

Table 11. Average Gross Rent, Rent Paid to Owner, Housing Assistance Grant and Rent Paid by Family
Rent to Owner
Gross Rent
HAP to Owner
Family Rent to Owner

All Units
$1,000
$1,113
$765
$233

Studio
$811
$847
$574
$237

1 BDRM
$757
$804
$555
$201

2 BDRM
$868
$952
$644
$224

3 BDRM
$1,061
$1,183
$788
$271

4 BDRM
$1,227
$1,406
$950
$274

5+ BDRM
$1,421
$1,650
$1,142
$279

Notes:
All values adjusted to 2009 dollars.
Rent to owner: Total monthly rent payable to the unit owner under the lease for the contract unit.
Gross rent: Total rent to paid to owner plus utility allowance
HAP to Owner: Amount of the housing assistance payment (HAP) to the unit owner.
Family Rent to Owner: Amount the family pays to the owner after deducting the housing assistance payment (HAP) to owner
.
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About IHARP

IHARP Partners

The Illinois Assisted Housing Action Research Project
(IHARP) is a database project for Chicago and the state
of Illinois. It is also a partnership that formed in the
mid-1990s when housing advocates came to an
alarming conclusion: housing policy was being
established and implemented in an information
vacuum. No one knew how many units of assisted
housing existed in Illinois, where they were located or
who lived in these units. Data was needed to help
policy makers, government officials, community
organizations and others to make informed decisions
about the future of assisted affordable housing in
Illinois. At that time, data was not readily available or
easily attained from public agencies, and it was often
not in electronic form. It took several years to compile
this base of information, which we now update to
reflect new housing development and, unfortunately,
lost units. Data and reports like this one are available
on the Voorhees Center website.

Housing Action Illinois is a statewide coalition formed
to protect and expand the availability of quality,
affordable housing throughout Illinois. HAI’s mission is
to strengthen communities throughout Illinois through
the pursuit of a safe and affordable home for all. HAI
works toward this mission by creating a network of
resources including community stakeholders,
residents, businesses, government and housing
experts to increase the supply and availability of
affordable housing throughout Illinois while building
the capacity of community-level organizations to serve
those in need. HAI also provides training and technical
assistance to increase the capacity of nonprofit
developers and housing counseling agencies.
http://www.housingactionil.org/

Public access to this information is a step forward, but
IHARP is committed to equal access. Many residents in
subsidized housing do not have the resources to use
the IHARP database. To address this problem, IHARP
partners provide outreach, education, and technical
assistance on using IHARP data for local organizing. In
addition, IHARP also uses the data to evaluate various
programs that fund assisted housing. To date we have
completed reports on the expiring contracts of
Project-Based Section 8 developments in Illinois, the
Illinois Housing Trust Fund, Illinois’ Low Income
Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC), the HOME
Investment Partnerships Program, and accessible
affordable housing for people with disabilities in
Illinois.

Nathalie P. Voorhees Center for Neighborhood and
Community Improvement is an applied research and
technical assistance unit at the University of Illinois at
Chicago. The mission of the Voorhees Center is to
improve the quality of life for all residents of the
Chicago metropolitan area by assisting organizations
and local governments in efforts to revitalize the many
and varied neighborhoods and communities in the City
of Chicago and its suburbs. Since 1978, the Voorhees
Center has worked with many organizations and
coalitions in the region on more than 250 projects
including housing needs assessments, rent studies,
community profiles and market analysis.
http://www.uic.edu/cuppa/voorheesctr/.
The Sargent Shriver National Center on Poverty Law
provides national leadership in identifying, developing,
and supporting creative and collaborative approaches
to achieve social and economic justice for low-income
people. The Shriver Center fulfills its legal advocacy
and policy development mission by (a) representing
low-income people on welfare, workforce, housing,
and community development issues through
legislative and administrative advocacy, collaboration
with public and private entities, and, where necessary,
impact litigation; and (b) managing communication
and knowledge services on poverty law and policyrelated information through the Clearinghouse Review
and the Shriver Center’s other publications.
http://www.povertylaw.org/
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Executive Summary
The Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program assists nearly
2 million low-income families nationwide to afford rental
housing. An important goal of the HCV program is to
provide families the opportunity to make “mobility
moves” in order to rent housing outside areas of poverty
or minority concentration. To this end, fair housing
advocates have long supported efforts to help HCV
households move to healthier communities within a public
housing authority’s (PHA) jurisdiction or to “port” with
their voucher anywhere in the US outside the PHA’s
jurisdiction.
Voucher portability is a relatively new feature of the HCV
program. The receiving housing authority may bill the
initial housing authority for the voucher, or it may absorb
the family into its pool of vouchers. The right to portability
is guaranteed by statute, with HUD-created exceptions.
Ultimately, the goal is to make sure HCV families have
“real choice” when deciding where to live, meaning access
to communities with quality housing, education,
transportation, services and employment – frequently
1
referred to as “opportunity communities.”
In order to do this, the HCV program must be
administered in a way to advance and facilitate freedom
of choice among voucher holders. This report looks at the
HCV program in Illinois to see where families using
vouchers are living and how many have actually ported
and where they moved to and from. Focusing on
opportunities and barriers to choice, we make
recommendations to help create real choice for HCV
households in Illinois and throughout the nation.

• The average size of Illinois HCV households is 2.8
people. Most live in either two or three bedroom
units.
• Three-fourths are African American with only a small
percentage being Latino (6%).
• African Americans represent over 83% of the
households porting to other jurisdictions.
• Seven out of ten voucher holder families in Illinois
are extremely low-income. More than one-third
(37%) of HCV households report income from
employment and nearly half of the HCV households
include a household member with a disability (49%).
• Most voucher holders live in higher poverty
communities. The majority of African-American
voucher holders also live in predominately minority
communities, while the majority of white voucher
holders live in predominately white communities.

Where do HCV families port to and from?
There has been a longstanding belief by communities
outside of Chicago that scores of voucher holders from
Chicago – particularly former residents of Chicago’s public
housing – moved into their communities since the Chicago
Housing Authority began demolishing buildings in 2000.
Data from 2000 – 2007, which covers the majority of the
time when CHA high rises were being demolished, shows
Chicago voucher holders representing a small percentage
of the ports into most jurisdictions during this 8 year
period.
Specifically, we found:
•

34 of the 117 PHAs had no ports from Chicago,
while 67 of the total had no more than 30 ports
from Chicago over eight years.

•

The state’s two largest housing authorities, the
Chicago Housing Authority (CHA) and the Housing
Authority of Cook County (HACC) account for
more than 55% of all portability moves within
Illinois over this eight year span. The other
housing authorities that process a fair amount of
ports from Chicago are all housing authorities
from within the Chicago metropolitan area:
DuPage County (239); Joliet (147); Lake County
(71); Oak Park (79); and Maywood (46).

•

More than 38% of portability moves within the
state were between the CHA and HACC, with CHA
accounting for 74% (2,186) of HACC’s portability
moves in and HACC accounting for 61% (1,326) of
CHA’s portability moves in.

•

Only 43 of the 117 housing authorities had any
ports to Chicago over this time frame, with 108 of
the housing authorities having no more than 24
ports to Chicago.

The HCV Program in Illinois, 2000 – 2007
• Between the years 2000 and 2007, the Illinois HCV
program cumulatively served 130,697 households.
The annual populations served rose from about
40,000 in 2000 to nearly 70,000 in 2007.
• As of spring 2010, approximately two percent
(72,264) of Illinois households received voucherbased housing assistance.
th

• Illinois has the 6 largest population of voucher
holders in the nation following California, New York,
Texas, Florida, and Ohio.
• Of the 112 housing authorities within the state, 75
have active Housing Choice Voucher Programs, and
most of these also administer fixed-unit public
housing in their jurisdiction.

1

Currently, there is no formal definition of an opportunity
community provided by HUD.
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Recommendations
While each of the following recommendations, if properly
executed, could to some extent improve choice for
voucher households, we urge advocates and policymakers
to advance a comprehensive agenda for reform based
upon all of these principles.
1. Regional Cooperation. A regional effort could decrease
administrative difficulties and facilitate widespread
regional mobility. Housing authorities in the Chicago
Metropolitan area working towards a regional cooperation
pilot now can provide a framework for how other PHAs in
Illinois can work together.
2. Statewide Cooperation. PHAs and advocates should
continue to be involved in statewide housing planning
efforts in order to actively promote housing mobility, as
well as initiatives that could help create more
communities of opportunity through the expansion of
public transit, employer-assisted housing initiatives, etc.
3. Invisible Boundaries. Permitting voucher holders to
move within other jurisdictions without it being
considered a “port” allows PHAs to sidestep formal
portability procedures, which is especially helpful for
voucher holders living in PHA jurisdictions with limited
rental housing options.
4. HUD Oversight and Enforcement. HUD should clearly
communicate that porting is a right guaranteed by
statute, and that it will enforce this right if a PHA
improperly denies a port.
5. HUD Complaint Process. Currently, there is no clear
complaint process for denied or obstructed port requests.
HUD must establish a clear, expeditious process for
dealing with port denial complaints, which requires
establishing the process (e.g. what documentation is
required and timelines), and informing PHAs, HCV
recipients, and other key stakeholders of that process.
6. Reporting on Ports. Although HUD currently requires
PHAs to collect porting-related data, it does not then
collect it from the PHAs in any formal way or report on the
trends that the data reveals. Collecting and analyzing port
data would assist HUD in its oversight duties, and would
also assist in helping to understand HVC portability and
mobility trends and issues.
7. Designated port staff committed to portability.
Housing authorities should have staff knowledgeable of
portability procedures and committed to facilitating
requested ports, and who see portability as an important
aspect of the voucher program. Staff must be aware of the
opportunity communities available to voucher holders and
the hurdles they may experience, and the obstacles
landlords may face with ports.
8. Private contract administrator for porting. Some
jurisdictions have experimented with the use of private
agencies to administer ports and handle certain aspects of

the voucher program. Using a private contract
administrator focused on these tasks could reduce the
administrative headaches of PHAs and build in consistency
and efficiency.
9. Couple porting with housing mobility counseling.
Mobility counseling aims to help voucher households
move to low-poverty, racially diverse communities with
employment, quality schools, and transit (i.e., opportunity
communities). It should be offered by fair housing
specialists with a proven track record for helping families
successfully relocate to and remain in new communities.
10. Extend search times for porting families. Successful
ports take time. Housing authorities can exercise
discretion to grant voucher holders more time to search
and identify a unit outside their jurisdiction.
11. Landlord outreach and education. All PHAs must
increase participation from property owners in
opportunity communities. Working together on a regional
basis, PHAs should aim to create a pool of available
property owners and units.
12. Central reserve fund. Such a fund shared among PHAs
will enable PHAs to cover the costs of administering moves
to higher cost housing authority jurisdictions, which could
especially help smaller initiating PHAs.
13. Exception rents. Exception rents must be granted in
communities of opportunity so that voucher holders have
a meaningful chance to make a mobility move.
14. Enact new and enforce existing fair housing
protections. Prohibiting source of income discrimination
and enforcing existing laws prohibiting race, disability, and
familial status discrimination are critical to helping
voucher households access other communities in Illinois
with more opportunity.
15. Strategically project base vouchers. As portability
practices are improved, housing authorities should work
together to project-base some vouchers in opportunity
communities and thus provide a more permanent source
of affordable housing.
16. Small Area Fair Market Rent (FMR) Demonstration
Project. As part of a demonstration program in Dallas,
which is soon to expand to additional areas, HUD is setting
FMRs at the zip code rather than county or regional level,
to increase the ability of HCV families to move into
opportunity areas. PHAs in Illinois’ metropolitan areas
should use this project to consider how to promote
opportunity moves for all HCV families.
17. Enact federal legislative efforts that could improve
voucher portability and a voucher household’s access to
communities of opportunity. This includes the Section 8
th
Voucher Reform Act (SEVRA; H.R. 1209)(112 ), the Rental
th
Housing Revitalization Act (RHRA; H.R. 6468 (111 ), and
Housing Opportunities Made Equal Act (HOME; H.R.
th
6500)(111 ).

IHARP—Filling the information gap on assisted housing in Illinois

2

Introduction
The Housing Choice Voucher program is the federal
government's major program for assisting very lowincome families, the elderly, and the disabled to afford
decent, safe, and sanitary housing in the private
market. Since housing assistance is provided on behalf
of the family or individual, participants are able to find
their own housing, including single-family homes,
townhouses and apartments. The participant is free to
choose any housing that meets the requirements of
the program and is not limited to units located in
subsidized housing projects. US Department of
2
Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
The Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program provides
direct assistance with monthly rent, which means the
family or individual can choose any housing in the private
rental market that meets program requirements and
where the landlord agrees to rent under the program. An
important goal of the Housing Choice Voucher program is
to provide very low-income families the opportunity to
rent housing outside areas of poverty or minority
3
concentration. To this end, affordable and fair housing
advocates have long supported efforts to help HCV
holders have as much choice as possible when seeking
rental housing. This includes making it easier for families
to move to opportunity communities in the jurisdiction
that issues their voucher as well as to “port” with their
voucher to other jurisdictions. In either case, the goal is to
make sure families have access to quality housing,
education, transportation and employment (i.e.
opportunity communities).
As the program name indicates, the key is providing
qualified low income families in need of housing
assistance a “choice” in where they live relative to good
jobs, schools, services, and transportation. This report
considers what can be done to help create choice by
helping families that want to move find housing in other
communities. We specifically look at the state of HCV
porting in Illinois, to consider in more detail what is
needed to improve regional strategies to promote choice
moves and mobility.
Throughout most parts of the country, local public housing
authorities (PHAs) administer voucher programs. Many
urban regions are served by multiple PHAs, while in more
rural areas PHAs may have authority for an entire county,
or even share authority for multiple counties. While the

operations of the HCV program are governed by
federal rules and regulations, PHAs maintain substantial
control and flexibility in running the voucher program.
PHAs, for example, are responsible for the process of
receiving applications, developing and implementing local
selection preferences, maintaining a waiting list of eligible
households, recruiting landlords to participate in the
program, conducting inspections of properties to be
leased, and conducting continuing reviews of household
program eligibility. PHAs also retain significant control
over the voucher porting process, including granting a
voucher household the ability to port or move outside of
the originating PHA’s jurisdiction or the receiving PHA
4
granting the household’s entry into the new jurisdiction.
As in many parts of the country, voucher portability in
Illinois has become a controversial component of the
program. Much of the debate in Illinois on voucher
portability has been due to the perception that a large
number of public housing residents provided HCVs to
relocate as part of the Chicago Housing Authority’s Plan
for Transformation has used the HCV to port to other
communities. This report will challenge that perception.
The data shows that former CHA residents most often
move to poor and/or segregated communities elsewhere
in the city. The February 2010 IHARP report, Are We
Home Yet? Creating Real Choice for Housing Choice
Voucher Families in Chicago demonstrated how HCV
holders are clustered in these struggling communities in
Chicago in spite of several efforts advanced to move
families to communities with quality housing, education,
5
transportation and employment. For those CHA
households who did port, movement out of the city has
not taken many beyond the Chicago metropolitan area.
Most have moved only as far as Cook County followed by
DuPage and Will Counties.
The program’s goal to promote mobility relies upon
landlords willing to rent to voucher-assisted households
and a voucher program which is administered to facilitate
freedom of choice among voucher holders searching for
housing. This report aims to understand these dynamics in
Illinois, focusing on the administration of voucher
portability and comparing where porting voucher holders
have moved to and from within the state and elsewhere.
The recommendations, which are driven by data, also
reinforce HUD’s strategic plan aimed at improving and
6
expanding choice.
4

2

http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/
topics/housing_choice_voucher_program_section_8.
3

Voucher Program Guidebook: Housing Choice. Prepared by
Quadel Consulting Corporation for the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 2001.

In the case of voucher portability, an originating housing
authority represents the location of origin for a moving
household, and the receiving housing authority represents their
destination.
5
The full report is available at http://www.uic.edu/cuppa/voorheesctr/.
6
Available at http://portal.hud.gov/portal/page/portal/HUD/
program_offices/cfo/stratplan.
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The Housing Choice Voucher
Program: Looking Ahead
Originally called “Section 8” after the section in the 1974
federal legislation that made it possible to provide tenantbased rental assistance, this program was renamed in
1998 to emphasize its goal of creating housing choice for
low-income families. Based on recent federal budget
outlays and what is proposed in the FY2011 budget,
tenant-based rental assistance makes up about 40 percent
of the total U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development budget. These HCV outlays are more than
twice the amount of funds allocated for the development,
operation and maintenance of public and other
permanent subsidized housing. Under the HCV program, a
subsidy is provided to the tenant to supplement monthly
rent of housing in the private sector.
The HCV assures a landlord that the federal government
will pay the difference between what a tenant can afford,
which is generally defined as no more than 30 percent of
income for rent, and the actual rent up to a “fair market”
value determined by the government. The Fair Market
Rent (FMR) is calculated by HUD and is based on an annual
survey of rental properties in different metropolitan areas
and county or state level data from the annual American
8
Community Survey.
A key problem with the FMR calculation is that housing
prices and rents are not uniform across a region, and as a
result some areas present limited rental housing options
(i.e., those primarily with higher cost units) while others
present many (i.e., those primarily with lower cost units).
In either case, not all affordable units meet the Housing
Quality Standards set by HUD, which means not all will be
available to HCV renters.
Putting this in context, under the current FMRs most
metropolitan-based opportunity areas often have
geographically limited affordable rental housing options.
Of course, HCV households can rent housing that exceeds
the FMR since they can choose to pay more than 30
percent (but no more than 40 percent) of their income for
rent. However, given the extremely low income levels of
most voucher holders, every dollar matters so most
choose housing that does not exceed this threshold, which
means they are more likely to live in lower-income and
unfortunately lower opportunity areas of the region. And
while PHAs can set payment standard thresholds at levels
higher or lower than the FMR (currently between 90-110%
but also higher if needed), this comes with tradeoffs.
Setting higher rent ceilings means that their limited HCV
8

For more information go to http://www.hud.gov/offices/pih/
programs/hcv/about/fact_sheet.cfm.

budget is likely to benefit fewer low-income tenants as
it stretches to pay higher rents – unless the income levels
of tenants also go up.
Currently, there are several federal initiatives underway
that could improve voucher portability and a voucher
household’s access to communities of opportunity.
9

• Small Area FMR Demonstration Project. Small area Fair
Market Rents (FMRs) are defined for each zip code in a
metropolitan area rather than at the county or regional
level. As HUD describes, using small area FMRs is
expected to “provide Section 8 tenants with greater
ability to move into opportunity areas where jobs,
transportation, and educational opportunities exist, and
10
prevent undue subsidy in lower-rent areas.” HUD has
calculated the small area FMRs for 0-4 bedroom units
for all zip codes in all metropolitan Core-Based
11
Statistical Areas. The Chicago-Naperville-Joliet area
small area FMRs reveal how wide ranging estimated
rents are in the region, with lowest for a 2 bedroom unit
at $660 and the highest at $1,440 – about a 118 percent
difference! The higher and lower rents include both
suburbs and community areas within the City of
Chicago.
• The Section 8 Voucher Reform Act (SEVRA), H.R. 1209
th
(112 ). SEVRA aims to improve the administration of
the voucher program by: establishing a stable, efficient
voucher funding formula that would enable housing
authorities to help more families with available funds;
streamlining housing quality inspections to encourage
greater landlord participation; simplifying rent
calculations to ease administrative burdens; and making
it easier to project-base vouchers. SEVRA also proposes
to direct HUD to set aside funds to cover a PHA’s
12
increased costs due to portability, among other things.
• Rental Housing Revitalization Act (RHRA), H.R. 6468
th
(111 ), formerly known as PETRA, (Preservation
Enhancement and Transformation of Rental Assistance),
is HUD’s initiative to overhaul how HUD rental housing
is subsidized and preserved in the future. The bill is
aimed at addressing the estimated $30 billion backlog in
capitol and operating needs for public housing and the
so-called “orphan” programs of HUD. The bill also
includes an opportunity for PHAs to create regional
portability agreements, consortiums, or other
9

Federal Register Vol. 75, No. 95 / Tuesday, May 18, 2010 /
Notices, pp 27808-12.
10
http://www.huduser.org/portal/elist/2010-May24.html
11
For more information and data for different CBSAs, go to:
http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/fmr/fmrs/FY2011_cod
e/select_Geography.odn.
12
Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2011, HR 1209, 112th Cong.
(2011), http://hdl.loc.gov/loc.uscongress/legislation.112hr1209
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agreements to streamline voucher administration
among partnering PHAs, to promote an increase in
informed resident choice and mobility and a more
13
efficient use of resources. RHRA will be re-introduced
th
in the 112 Congress. At the same time, HUD is
proposing in FY 2012 a $200 million “rental assistance
demonstration” to convert assisted properties to long
term project-rental assistance or project-based
vouchers. The demonstration program also includes a
14
resident choice component.
• Fair Housing Act – The Housing Opportunities Made
th
Equal (HOME) Act, H.R. 6500 (111 ), would modernize
the Fair Housing Act by adding several new protected
classes such as source of income protection as well as
expand the definition of familial status and clarify and
15
strengthen protections for persons with disabilities.
• HUD is apparently working towards the completion of
new regulations with respect to portability and the duty
to affirmatively further fair housing.
Changing the FMR has the potential to produce the
positive effects that HUD is seeking, at least in
metropolitan areas. However, it will also “alter some
responsibilities of Public Housing Authorities that
administer housing voucher programs, but the net effects
16
are unclear.” On one hand, HUD suggests that small area
FMRs “may require less time to determine whether rents
are reasonable” since the process may require less
comparative data than in the past because “local area
baseline rents will largely be embedded in the small area
17
FMR.” On the other hand, switching “will also increase
the number of payment standards used in a metropolitan
18
area.” What is unclear is how in the near and distant
future these new small area rents will – if at all –
redistribute the HCV within the many metropolitan
regions in Illinois or affect porting between PHAs.
It is also unclear if SEVRA, RHRA, or the HOME Act have
any chance of passing with the Congress. All three laws
could help voucher households seeking to move to
opportunity communities by offsetting PHA costs when
voucher holders move to an opportunity area, promoting
regional cooperation, and banning source of income
discrimination against voucher holders. The regulations
13

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?c111:H.R.6568.IH:.
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD),
*Fiscal Year 2012 Program and Budget Initiatives: Rental
Assistance Demonstration, http://portal.hud.gov/
hudportal/documents/huddoc?id=rental-assist.pdf.
15
The Housing Opportunities Made Equal Act of 2010, HR 6500,
111th Cong. (2010), http://thomas.loc.gov/cgibin/query/z?c111:H.R.6500.IH:.
16
http://www.huduser.org/portal/elist/2010-May24.html
17
Ibid.
18
Ibid.
14

therefore may be the best chance to improve
portability and emphasize its connection to a PHA’s duty
to affirmatively further fair housing.

Porting and Fair Housing
HUD has issued several notices on PHAs administrative
responsibilities with respect to portability, including most
recently PIH Notice 2011-3. PIH Notice 2011-3 reminds
PHAs that they must comply with fair housing laws,
including their duty to affirmatively further fair housing (as
required by the Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. § 3608) by
identifying and addressing impediments to fair housing
choice, “including helping families use their vouchers to
move to non-minority concentrated areas both within its
jurisdiction and through portability moves [to other
jurisdictions].” Under this new guidance, a PHA can only
deny a move to a higher cost area, whether within the
PHA jurisdiction or for a move to another PHA’s
jurisdiction, if the originating PHA can document it does
not have sufficient funds. PHAs must now establish
policies in their Administrative Plans to what they will do
for households denied the chance to move if funds later
become available. HUD also increased penalties, from a
5% to now a 10% reduction in administrative fees for two
quarters, for PHAs who improperly deny moves due to
insufficient funding. However, the new guidance is
weakened in that HUD now “may” impose a sanction as
opposed to the previous mandate that it do so.
This guidance also reiterates important points made by
previous guidance, such as the fact that the initiating PHA
must be the contact with the receiving PHA (as opposed to
the voucher household) to determine if the receiving PHA
will bill or absorb the voucher, to contact the receiving
PHA once the voucher is issued, to notify the receiving
PHA of the family’s expected arrival date, and to advise
the family on how to contact the receiving PHA for
assistance.
Finally, PIH Notice 2011-3 also sets firm requirements and
greater HUD oversight over billing, an issue that has often
challenged PHAs and likely contributed to their frustration
with portability. For example, a receiving PHA that fails to
send the initial billing within 10 working days following the
date the HAP Contract is executed is generally required to
absorb the family unless the initial PHA is willing to accept
the late submission.
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Porting: Road to Opportunity or
Bridge to Nowhere?
Voucher portability is a relatively new feature of the
Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program. Under
“portability” procedures, families may move outside the
jurisdiction of the originating housing authority that issued
their voucher. The receiving housing authority may bill the
initial housing authority for the voucher, or it may absorb
the family into its pool of vouchers. The right to portability
19
is guaranteed in statute, and families may move with
their vouchers to find improved access to jobs, schools,
diversity, and other opportunities.
Portability first came into existence in 1987 when the
United States Housing Act was amended to give voucher
households the right to move outside their PHA’s
20
jurisdiction and into the metropolitan area. In 1990, the
statute was again amended to give voucher households
the ability to move throughout their home state. The
ability to move from any housing authority’s jurisdiction to
another housing authority’s jurisdiction anywhere else in
the United States was introduced in 1998-99.
Portability represents a vital way to de-concentrate
poverty and increase low-income families’ chances for
success—but it has often been unable to realize its full
potential. Portability procedures are widely regarded as
burdensome both for participants and housing authorities.
Some housing authorities have also put forth their own
additional procedural and practical barriers making it
challenging for voucher holders to take advantage of
porting. Finally, NIMBYism in some communities may
contribute to voucher segregation, because those
communities may either lack an available supply of rental
housing for HCV families or obstruct HCV families who
seek to use their vouchers there.

HCV Program Administration: Potential
Challenges and Barriers to Porting
PHA administration can impact the dynamics of voucher
portability within local housing authorities. In
conversations with housing authorities in Illinois, the
following administrative issues were identified:

PHA Administration
Typically, when a PHA issues a voucher, the new voucher
holder household must first lease up a unit with its
voucher in the PHA’s jurisdiction for at least one year
before being eligible to make a portability move. In any
case, when an eligible voucher household initiates a
portability move, the sending housing authority notifies
the receiving housing authority that the household wishes
to make a portability move. The household is typically
given between 60 and 90 days to complete their housing
search and successfully lease up in their new location.
While many housing authorities will grant extensions for
households who require more time to search, it is possible
to lose the voucher altogether if the search is not
successfully completed or terminated within this time
period.
In many cases, resource constraints prevent program
managers from helping program participants in the
process. While relocation counseling and tenant training
can help program participants transition more easily to
new communities, administrative duties often limit the
amount of time which program staff can spend on
program orientations and one-on-one case management.
Heavy case loads plus running weekly orientation and
intake sessions mean that many program managers have
limited time to work with porting tenants. Perhaps too as
a result of this time constraint, they tend to get involved
only when situations have become dire.

Communication

19

42 U.S.C. § 1437f(r)(1)(A) and 42 U.S.C. § 1437f(r)(3). See also
CFR §982.353 (b): “a voucher-holder or participant family has the
right to receive tenant-based voucher assistance in accordance
with requirements of this part to lease a unit outside the initial
PHA jurisdiction, anywhere in the United States, in the
jurisdiction of a PHA with a tenant-based program under this
part.”
20
See Mary K. Cunningham and Philip Tegeler, “Portability and
Housing Choice: Preserving the Right to Inter-Jurisdictional
Portability Using a Central Reserve Fund,” pp. 57-68. In Keeping
the Promise: Preserving and Enhancing Housing Mobility in the
Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program (Conference Report
rd
of the 3 National Conference on Housing Mobility, published
December 2005). Available at
www.prrac.org/pdf/KeepingPromise.pdf.

Communication between housing authorities can also
significantly impact the smoothness of the portability
process. A lack of standardized communication procedures
and contacts between PHAs often creates barriers to
successful portability moves. Much of the portability
process is handled electronically via the HUD IMS-PIC
system, but nuances of each portability case require
significant communication between program officials at
sending and receiving PHAs. A lag in communication can
negatively impact the time available for a porting
household to search for housing, and can create undue
stress for the family. Such communication problems can
also complicate the process of billing sending housing
authorities for porting households’ housing assistance
payments.
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Finances

To Bill or Absorb

The program’s financial apparatus can create negative
consequences for housing authorities when residents
move under portability. Currently, the majority of Illinois
housing authorities bill each other for porting households’
housing assistance payments. In cases where there are
large differences between local payment standards, but
especially when it is higher in the receiving jurisdiction,
the sending PHA may be billed for two or three times its
local payment standard. In turn, this can reduce the ability
of the sending PHA to serve its local population. Of course,
the opposite situation (i.e. the sending PHA has higher
housing assistance payments) can mean more funds
available for a receiving housing authority.

The number of vouchers which a housing authority is
authorized to administer is outlined on a yearly basis in
the Annual Contributions Contract (ACC). However,
voucher portability can leave some housing authorities
administering more vouchers than their ACC authorizes.

Regardless, PHAs report that administrative fees often do
not cover the cost of administering portable vouchers.
Administering portable vouchers tends to involve more
staff time than local vouchers, both during the initial
processing of the portability move, and then due to
ongoing billing and processing of the financial transactions
associated with portability. While housing authorities
receive a per-household administrative fee to cover the
cost of administering each voucher, in the case of voucher
portability, this administrative fee is split between the
sending and receiving housing authorities (for vouchers
that are being billed back to the sending housing
authority). While this problem may not be acute for those
housing authorities handling a few portability moves
within a year, the problem grows significantly for housing
authorities handling a large number of portability moves in
a year. In particular, smaller housing authorities with large
numbers of portability moves can face significant
administrative resource constraints as a result of this
administrative fee splitting.

Under voucher portability, housing authorities have the
option to either “bill” or “absorb” a voucher from the
housing authority from which a household ports from.
When a housing authority bills for a voucher, the housing
authority from which then tenant moved from remains
financially responsible for the tenant, although their
voucher is administered locally by the housing authority in
their new location. Housing authorities may also absorb
vouchers at (or after) the time of voucher portabilitywhen a voucher is absorbed, the housing authority takes
on full financial responsibility for the incoming (or already
moved) household. Given tight budgets and high rates of
voucher utilization, most housing authorities in Illinois
elect to bill initially at the time of portability, and may
later absorb portable vouchers at such a time when funds
become available. While absorbed vouchers do count
towards the total number of vouchers that can be
administered under the ACC, billed vouchers do not. This
means that voucher portability may result in a housing
authority maintaining administrative responsibility for
21
more vouchers than allowed in their ACC.

21

Announced March 16, 2011 and effective April 1, the Chicago
Housing Authority “will no longer absorb HCV Program
Participants who port in from another Housing Authority. CHA
will bill the initial PHA for the Participant’s Housing Assistance
Payment (HAP) and fees associated with administering the
voucher.” See http://www.thecha.org/.
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The HCV Program in Illinois
As of spring 2010, approximately two percent (72,264) of
Illinois households received voucher-based housing
th
assistance. Illinois has the 6 largest population of
voucher holders in the nation following California, New
22
York, Texas, Florida, and Ohio. Of the 112 housing
authorities within the state, 75 have active Housing Choice
Voucher Programs. The majority of PHAs that administer
the Housing Choice Voucher Program are also responsible
for administering fixed-unit public housing in their
jurisdiction.
The majority of Illinois residents benefiting from the
Housing Choice Voucher program are in families, with
nearly half less than 18 years old. With an average
household size of 2.8, most live in either two or three
bedroom units. Three-fourths are African American with
only a small percentage Latino (6%).
Seven out of ten voucher holder families in Illinois are
extremely low-income, which means they are living at or
below the current poverty level (about $22,000 for a
family of four). Nearly half (49%) of HCV families receive
Social Security Income (disability) or some form of pension
as their main source of income, and about equal numbers
have income from working (37%) and from welfare (37%).
Maps at the end of this report show the distribution of
voucher holder families across the state by county. In
general, we find:
• Counties without any voucher holders tend to be rural
and low density: Brown, Calhoun, Carroll, Cass, Clay,
Edwards, Greene, Hancock, Hardin, Lawrence,
Macoupin, Marshall, Piatt, Pike, Scott, and Union.
• Counties with the largest numbers of vouchers holders
are also counties with larger populations: Champaign,
Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, Peoria, Sangamon, St Clair,
Will and Winnebego.
• Counties with the poorest HCV households (majority
extremely low-income) tend to be rural or have smaller
populations: Bond, DeKalb, Gallatin, Grundy, Kendall,
Perry, Pope, Putnam and Stark.
• Only a few counties have high rates (75% or more) of
HCV households receiving Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF): Clark, Douglas, Gallatin,
Johnson, Kankakee, Madison, Pope and Warren.

22

Table 1. Characteristics of HCV Families in Illinois, 2010
23

Number of Program Participants
Total Households
Total Household Members
Average Household Size
Number of Bedrooms
Studio
1 Bedroom
2 Bedrooms
3 Bedrooms
4 Bedrooms
5+ Bedrooms
Age of Household Members
0 to 5
6 to 17
18 to 50
51 to 61
62 to 82
Older than 82
Family Race
White
Black / African American
American Indian Or Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian Or Pacific Islander
Mixed Race
Ethnicity
Hispanic or Latino
Non-Hispanic or Latino
Annual income
Extremely Low Income (< 30% AMI)
Very Low Income (30%-50% AMI)
Low Income (50% - 80% AMI)
Above Low Income (> 80% AMI)
Information Unavailable
Source(s) of Income (may have more than one)
Wage Income
TANF Income
SSI/SS/Pension income
Other Income
No Income
Length of Stay
Moved in past year
1+ to 2 years
2 to 5 years
5 to 10 years
10 to 20 years
Over 20 years

72,264
199,431
2.8
1%
15%
34%
37%
10%
3%
12%
37%
37%
7%
5%
1%
24%
75%
0%
0%
0%
1%
6%
94%
71%
17%
3%
<1%
9%
37%
37%
49%
31%
20%
13%
9%
20%
33%
21%
5%

th

Illinois ranked 5 nationally in population size in 2009, with an
estimated 12,910,409 residents.

23

Source: HUD Resident Characteristics Report for March 2010.
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Voucher Mobility in Illinois
Between the years 2000 and 2007, the Illinois HCVP
25
cumulatively served 130,697 households. The following
summarizes data on these households found in the tables
in the appendix.
The annual population served by the HCV program in
Illinois rose from approximately 40,000 in 2000 to 70,000
in 2007. During this time the overall number of voucher
holder ports was 9,155 (about 7% of all voucher
households during this time period). In comparison,
46,182 households moved within their jurisdiction (35%).
Given the overall increase in voucher holders, there was
also a noticeable increase in the number of families
moving in the program. Still the annual rate of porting only
grew a small fraction, with the peak during this period less
than 3%. (Table A1)
Relatively speaking more African Americans ported (83%)
and moved internally (79%) when compared to whites in
the HCV program, but also when compared to the racial
distribution of voucher holders in Illinois (only 74% are
African American). Latinos porting (5%) and making
internal moves (7%) are fairly close in terms of overall
proportion of Latino HCV families (6%). (Tables A2-4)

Chicago and Cook County are destination for 55% of instate portability (2000-2007), and home to 56% of state
voucher population in 2007. The other housing authorities
receiving large numbers of families porting with a voucher
were all in the Chicago region. This includes the PHAs in
DuPage County, Lake County, North Chicago, Oak Park,
Park Forest and Waukegan (Table A7).
The 2000-2007 time period was when most of the nearly
6,000 families relocated from CHA developments into the
private market, either permanently or temporarily with a
voucher. Even at the peak of movement, the portability
rate of voucher holders in Chicago in 2004 was lower than
Illinois (compare 1.8% to 2.9%). Most Chicago voucher
holders during this time – whether CHA public housing
relocatees or not – did not even leave the city (see map
below) and few actually ported to another PHA based on
the data available. In contrast, the rate of internal mobility
was higher in Chicago (13.3%) than Illinois (9.2%) during
this same time period.

People with disabilities make up nearly half of voucher
households in Illinois. Within this population, there was a
higher proportion of internal movers (26%) than families
that ported with their voucher (18%). (Table A5)
One concern with porting is that if a family moves to a
better community, their rent is likely to be higher, which
can affect the sending housing authority due to higher
overall rents. On average, the differences in the total rents
and subsequently the housing assistance payments for
porting and internal moves are not that different. During
the 2000-2007 time period both went up and depending
on the year, were nearly the same on average.
Porting rents generally were higher, though that too
depended on the year. At the peak of the porting and
internal move rates during this period, in 2004, rents for
porting families averaged $1,121 and while internal
movers averaged $1,111. The difference in the average
HAP assistance grant was $7. When compared to nonmobile housing choice voucher holders, porting and
internal movers paid more on average for rent (about
$311 in 2004). This suggests that non-movers are lowerincome overall. (Table A6)

Data source: WBEZ Public Radio at http://www.wbez.org/. Link
no longer available. Accessed October 05, 2009.

25

Includes households that left the program during this time
period.
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There has also been the belief that residents from Chicago
without housing assistance, move to jurisdictions with
open Housing Choice Voucher waiting lists, become
eligible for a voucher, and port back to Chicago when they
are able. While the data cannot determine if Chicago
residents without voucher assistance moved to
communities with open waiting lists to access affordable
housing, it does show the number of ports of voucher
households into Chicago. From 2000 – 2007, there were
2,089 voucher households who ported to Chicago, with
over half (1,326) from neighboring Cook County (Table 2
below). Only 43 of the 117 housing authorities had any
ports to Chicago over this time frame, with 108 of the
housing authorities having no more than 24 ports to
Chicago. As well, the other housing authorities processing

a fair amount of ports to Chicago are for the most part
the same Chicago metro housing authorities processing
ports from Chicago. These data suggest that the extent
this phenomenon, if it exists at all, is minimal.
The data in Table 2 also reveals that the use of porting in
Illinois is primarily an exercise conducted in the Chicago
metropolitan area, which may be due to the greater
amount of rental housing stock, access to public transit,
and the size of those housing authorities’ voucher pools.
Otherwise, voucher holders appear not to use porting with
any great frequency in Illinois. See Table A7 in the
Appendix for complete list of flows in and out by PHA.

Table 2: Top 10 Flows Between Housing Authorities, 2000-2007
Port Origin
Chicago Housing Authority
Cook County Housing Authority
Chicago Housing Authority
Lake County Housing Authority
Cook County Housing Authority
Cook County Housing Authority
Waukegan Housing Authority
Chicago Housing Authority
Park Forest Housing Authority
DuPage Housing Authority
DuPage Housing Authority

Port Destination
Cook County Housing Authority
Chicago Housing Authority
DuPage Housing Authority
Waukegan Housing Authority
DuPage Housing Authority
Park Forest Housing Authority
Lake County Housing Authority
Joliet Housing Authority
Cook County Housing Authority
Chicago Housing Authority
Cook County Housing Authority

Moving to Opportunity
Much of the research on voucher portability has
examined the influence of neighborhood conditions in
determining the types of opportunities present for lowincome households. This prior research has suggested
that communities with “better” socioeconomic and
demographic conditions may result in more opportunity
for households porting in with vouchers.
In Illinois, an examination of the characteristics of
neighborhoods associated with the HCV program
reveals mixed results. Table 3 provides an aggregate
snapshot of all porting families, distinguishing the
characteristic of the neighborhood they lived in: 1) prior
to entering the program, 2) when they received and
used their voucher, and 3) when they ported. These
characteristics are commonly used to determine if a
neighborhood presents more or less opportunity.
There are no formal thresholds determined by HUD for
measuring opportunity. However, some PHAs do have
criteria they apply within their own jurisdiction to

Count of Port-Ins
2,186
1,326
239
201
199
185
150
147
140
137
116

determine if a family is making an opportunity move.
For example, when a CHA public housing family is
moving with a voucher in Chicago, the CHA identifies
“low-poverty” neighborhoods (defined as less than
23.49% poverty per census tract) and “opportunity”
neighborhoods (defined as less than 23.49% poverty
and less than 30 percent African-American per census
tract). For all other CHA voucher holders (including
former public housing residents making a second move
with a voucher) the CHA relies upon a formula created
by Ohio State University Law School professor jon
26
powell. Under this formula, “opportunity” areas are
communities that have better schools, lower crime, low
27
poverty, and employment opportunities.
Comparing common indicators of neighborhood
conditions before participation in the housing choice
26

For more explanation of powell’s model of opportunitybased housing, see powell, jon a. "Opportunity Based
Housing." Toward the Livable City. Ed. Emilie Buchwald.
Minneapolis: Milkweed Editions, 2003, pp. 181-211.
27
See Are We Home Yet? for map of CHA opportunity areas.

IHARP—Filling the information gap on assisted housing in Illinois

10

voucher program (pre-program) to the location prior to
making a portability move (sending location) reveals
that the poverty rate, education level beyond high
school, and the proportion of population that are from
an ethnic or racial minority all increase.

school education, and, proportion of population that
are from a racial or ethnic minority all improve. While
portability moves show mixed results in terms of
improvement in neighborhood conditions, it is
important to note that when compared to the general
HCV population, neighborhood conditions for porting
families are significantly improved

When comparing the before (sending) and after
(receiving) locations of households making portability
moves, indicators including poverty rate, post high

Table 3: Neighborhood Conditions for Porting Voucher Households (2000-2007)
Neighborhood Characteristics

Preprogram
4,430

Sending
Location
8,192

Receiving
Location
8,192

HCV General
(2007)
72,534

N for which Location Status is Determined
General Characteristics
Poverty Rate (%)
15.98%
16.66%
14.25%
20.21%
Households with Public Assistance Income
6.00%
6.82%
5.80%
8.43%
Female Headed Families with Children
11.06%
12.85%
11.76%
13.80%
High School Dropouts
23.85%
23.35%
21.53%
25.83%
Unemployment Rate
6.04%
6.22%
5.62%
6.75%
Labor Force Participation Rate
63.53%
63.52%
64.90%
60.92%
Male
48.21%
47.35%
47.55%
47.14%
Female
51.79%
52.64%
52.45%
52.85%
Opportunity
Income > 200% Poverty
66.35%
64.80%
68.78%
60.08%
% 2+ Bedroom Units Renting Below FMR
72.65%
72.51%
68.14%
77.83%
People with Education Beyond High School
66.32%
48.76%
50.82%
45.95%
Owner-Occupied Housing
58.41%
57.11%
61.30%
52.06%
Racial and Ethnic Composition
African American
38.16%
46.03%
41.52%
48.99%
Latino Ethnicity
14.89%
12.32%
11.98%
11.18%
Racial / Ethnic Minority
50.79%
57.09%
52.72%
59.26%
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Longitudinal Analysis of Family Report data, Form 50058.
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Case Studies
Case 1: Danville, Illinois
Danville faces concerns – some real – and some
perceived about the utilization of Housing Choice
Vouchers in the community by residents who are
considered “outsiders”. The current mayor publicly
initiated the process of gathering support for a
reduction in the number of public and Section 8
housing units under the Danville Housing Authority’s
allocation to minimize outsiders coming in.
At a time when many Illinois communities struggle to
cope with intense demand for low-income subsidized
housing, Mayor Scott Eisenhauer’s administration
asserts that local demand for subsidized and
affordable housing remains lower than the supply of
units made available by the Danville Housing
Authority. The administration has also publicly stated
that the availability of public housing units and
housing choice vouchers slots has attracted to Danville
significant numbers of low-income households from
high-demand areas like Chicago.
Data attained from HUD for this report suggest a
different and more complicated story. While the
Danville Housing Authority had a low voucher
utilization rate in 2009 (62% or 326 out of 620 HUDauthorized vouchers), 2008 cuts in HUD funding forced
the housing authority to reduce the number of
vouchers available to anyone. During the same time
period, the housing authority saw an exodus of 103
voucher-assisted households via voucher portability
while only 14 households ported into Danville.
Portability moves into Danville
Location
Number
Chicago, IL
6
Other Illinois PHAs
3
excluding CHA
Other States
5
Total
14
Portability moves out of Danville
Location
Number
Chicago, IL
33

Percent
42.8 %
21.4 %
35.7 %
100 %

Percent
32.0 %

However, In June 2009, when DHA opened the HCV
waitlist for 5 days, it received around 700 applications,
of which 594 were deemed valid applications. Of those
households who applied for assistance, 368 (61.9%)
were currently residing in Danville and Vermillion
County. The remainder of applications came from
other portions of Illinois and from five other states.

Applications to Danville HA, June 2009
Location
Applications
Danville and Vermillion
350
County
Chicago
128
Champaign
13
Other Illinois
77
Other States
8
TOTAL
594

Percent
61.9 %
21.5 %
2.1 %
12.9 %
1.3 %
100 %

Case 2: Park Forest, Illinois
As described above, voucher portability can leave
some housing authorities administering more
vouchers than their ACC authorizes. In the case of the
Park Forest Housing authority, which sits at a
“crossroads” of residential mobility for residents of
the Chicago Housing Authority and the Housing
Authority of Cook County, portability (primarily from
Cook County and Chicago) have resulted in Park Forest
administering a total of 351 vouchers – 174 more
vouchers than provided for in their ACC as of
December, 2010.
While Park Forest Housing Authority and other
housing authorities administering billed port vouchers
carry out the same administrative responsibilities for
such vouchers as they do for absorbed or local
vouchers, these housing authorities must split a
portion of the administrative fee money associated
with each billed voucher with the “sending” housing
authority. This means that billed vouchers come with
80% of the administrative fee dollars of absorbed or
local vouchers. Each month, checks for housing
assistance payments and administrative fees are
drafted and sent across the country from sending
housing authorities to billing housing authorities,
creating another layer of administrative and
accounting burden at the local level.

Case 3: DuPage County
For some housing authorities it’s not a lack of
opportunity that’s a problem for residents looking to
make portability moves in – it’s mobility and
transportation once they arrive. While policy
experiments such as the Moving to Opportunity
demonstration program point out the presence of
stable, supportive communities in many suburban
areas, one of the challenges faced by movers to such
areas is the presence of local transit options to be able
to get to jobs, schools, friends, and family. Particularly
for those families without regular access to an
automobile, the prospect of making a successful move
to suburban areas can at times be bleak. Many
suburban locations with access to quality housing,
schools, and community resources do have some

IHARP—Filling the information gap on assisted housing in Illinois

12

public transit infrastructure, but connectivity and ease
of access is limited when compared to large urban
public transit systems.
For voucher-assisted households making portability
moves to DuPage County (many of whom port out of
Chicago Housing Authority or Housing Authority of
Cook County), jobs, friends, and family remain nearby,
but are difficult to reach without access to a car. Public
transit times from the DuPage County seat in Wheaton
average nearly 40 minutes to the westernmost edge of
Chicago. Similarly, access to the job-rich areas in the
north and west of Cook County all take more than one
hour to access via public transit. For those individuals
without regular access to a car, the benefits of moving
to locations of opportunity can be offset by the new
challenges presented by limited transit options.
This problem is not unique to Illinois or the Chicago
region. Recognizing that access to transportation is a
large issue for many porting voucher households,
voucher-based assisted housing mobility
demonstration programs such as Baltimore
Maryland’s have worked with local charitable
organizations to provide donated used automobiles to
program participants to reduce transportation barriers
for movers to suburban communities. In locations
where opportunity is plentiful but transportation
options are lacking, multiple strategies should be
employed to increase the presence of and access to
local jobs, educational opportunities, and other
community resources. At the same time, increasing
regional connectivity via mass transit can also help
reduce barriers to successful residential mobility.

Case 4: Porting Family’s Experiences
Families who decide to move to another housing
authority’s jurisdiction do so for a variety of reasons,
including employment, proximity to families, school,
etc. For many families, the real challenge begins when
they attempt to port to another housing authority,
particularly if the receiving housing authority is in a
higher cost area. Take one family’s experience moving
from a small, rural community in Minnesota to the
Chicago area. When Karen (not her real name)
decided to move from Minnesota, she did so because
her family was in the Chicago area. Despite being a
new college graduate, there were no local job
opportunities.
From the start, her originating PHA did not make it
easy for her. She was told that she had to contact the
potential receiving housing authorities to see if they
would take her voucher. The originating PHA also
stated that it would only permit her to port if she
found a PHA who would absorb her voucher or had a
payment standard no higher than the originating PHA.
Karen found that these conditions gave her very few
housing options and left her without the opportunity
to even consider communities in the Chicago area that
gave her access to employment, quality schools for
her children, and public transit. Karen ultimately gave
up her desire to move for now, hoping instead to
identify other affordable housing in the Chicago area,
so she can turn in her voucher to the originating PHA
and move elsewhere.

Comparing Cook County, Chicago, DuPage County
Location

Unemployment
Rate

Public Transit to
Work

Mean Travel
Time to Work

Median HH
Income

Family
Poverty Rate

Cook County
12.2%
17.9%
Chicago
13.1%
26.5%
DuPage County
9.8%
6.2%
Source: 2005-09 American Community Survey

31.5 minutes
33.2 minutes
28.8 minutes

$52,539
$68,826
$73,520

12.5%
18.0%
4.6%
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Recommendations
1. Regional Cooperation. The states with the highest
number of voucher holders making portability moves –
California, Massachusetts, and Washington – are not
by accident. Housing authorities in those states found
ways to decrease any administrative difficulties and
voluntarily work together to facilitate widespread
regional mobility. For some housing authorities,
memorandums of understanding or other written
agreements were adopted to facilitate widespread
regional mobility. Ultimately, the key ingredient is a
standing commitment to cooperate with one another,
standardizing procedures or at a minimum to
understand programmatic differences, promote
absorption or billing best practices, simplify
paperwork, rent reasonableness, and to come
together towards a shared goal of helping families
port with their vouchers to communities of
opportunity. Housing authorities in the Chicago
Metropolitan area are working towards a regional
cooperation pilot and we encourage that effort. The
Chicago Metro experience, which will include a diverse
range of small, medium, and large housing authorities,
should set the framework for how other housing
authorities in Illinois can work towards similar
agreements.
2. Statewide Cooperation. Any comprehensive review
of housing needs has the opportunity to evaluate how
housing authorities work together on voucher
portability and make recommendations to improve
cooperation. In Illinois, and in other states, public
housing authorities have been part of efforts to
coordinate affordable housing and fair housing
priorities and resources. For example, upon its passage
in 2006 the Illinois Comprehensive Planning Act, 310
ILCS 110 et seq. required the creation of a Housing
Task Force to develop an Annual Comprehensive
Housing Plan. That plan targets the housing needs of
priority populations including very-low income
families, low-income seniors, and persons who are or
are about to become homeless, and thus should
include a discussion on improving voucher portability
and housing authority cooperation.
At the same time, the State of Illinois’ Consolidated
Plan should take into account how improved
portability practices can increases voucher
households’ opportunities to live near transit,
employment, quality schools, and in areas of racial and
economic diversity. Indeed, the given the large
percentage of voucher holders who are minority, the
State of Illinois is obligated to consider what
impediments to fair housing choice are faced by

minority voucher holders. These two efforts can
facilitate increased dialogue and proactivity among
housing authorities, the State of Illinois, and fair
housing advocates committed to supporting voucher
holders’ moves to communities of opportunity.
The State of Illinois does have a statewide Housing
Locator as of April 2009 that allows people to search
and list rental properties for free. ILHousingSearch.org
is an interactive web portal designed to allow users to
search current listings by a wide range of criteria
including rent range, accessibility features, voucher
acceptance, location, bedrooms, schools, and
proximity to transit. Over the first year of the program
21,000 units were listed and there were over 90,000
searches for available units.
3. Invisible Boundaries. Invisible boundaries enable
PHAs to sidestep formal portability procedures by
permitting their voucher holders to move within the
jurisdictions of other public housing authorities
without it being considered a “port.” The PHA
continues to administer the voucher, even though the
voucher holder is in another jurisdiction, or has the
option to negotiate for the receiving PHAs to handle
certain tasks (i.e., inspections). Numerous agencies
have adopted this tactic to help tenants and
administrators alike. PHAs have recognized that
invisible boundaries can broaden tenant choice while
greatly reducing the associated administrative
headaches. For instance, Orange County’s
memorandum of understanding (MOU) has
established regional invisible boundaries since it was
signed in 1994.
Such formal agreements are not always necessary to
establish invisible boundaries. These invisible
boundary agreements often come after housing
authorities recognize that voucher holders are
consistently moving into another area jurisdiction and
vice-versa. In Illinois, for example, the Danville
Housing Authority and the Vermillion County Housing
Authority each permit their own voucher holders to
live anywhere within Vermillion County (including
Danville) without processing it as a port. Finally,
invisible boundaries are especially helpful for voucher
holders living in PHA jurisdictions with limited rental
housing options. This is likely to increase the chances
that a HCV family will move into an opportunity area.
4. HUD Oversight and Enforcement. A PHA may only
deny a port in a limited number of situations (see, e.g.,
24 CFR Sec. 982.552, Sec. 982.553, Sec. 982.314(e)(1);
PIH 2011-3 (HA)). Too often, however, HCV recipients
do not know this, and there is too little information
publicly available about what to do if their request to
port is denied. PHAs should clearly communicate to all
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HCV recipients not only how to port (both into and
from a jurisdiction), but what to do if a port is denied.
Similarly, HUD should clearly communicate both that
porting is a right guaranteed by statute, and that it will
enforce this right if a PHA improperly denies a port.
HUD has taken some steps towards clarifying this issue
by issuing guidance, PIH 2011-3. HUD should publish
details of its enforcement actions in order to make
clear the importance of the right to port and to deter
other PHAs from potentially violating it.
5. HUD Complaint Process. There is not currently a
clear complaint process for voucher households when
their port requests are denied or obstructed. Some
HCV recipients who have been denied ports have filed
complaints in federal court (which is often expensive
and time-consuming), while others have filed informal
complaints with HUD’s Office of Public and Indian
Housing (PIH). Such unclear procedures can lead to
inconsistent results and statutory/regulatory
interpretation. HUD must establish a clear,
expeditious process for dealing with port denial
complaints, which requires both establishing the
process, including required documentation and
timelines, and informing PHAs, HCV recipients, and
other key stakeholders of that process. For example,
HUD could accept administrative complaints filed with
PIH so long as this process moves sufficiently quickly
so as to not jeopardize an HCV recipient’s voucher.
Without a known, effective process for complaining
about port denials, this statutory right remains elusive,
and HUD’s oversight responsibilities in this area
unrealized ( e.g., see case study #4).
6. Reporting on Ports. Although HUD currently
requires PHAs to collect porting-related data, it does
not then collect it from the PHAs in any formal way or
report on the trends that the data reveals. Collecting
and analyzing port data would assist HUD in its
oversight duties, and would also assist in helping to
understand HVC portability and mobility trends and
issues. This information should be publicly available to
ensure accountability and to help identify additional
strategies to affirmatively further fair housing.
7. Designated port staff committed to portability. All
of the regional agreements in the world will not
generate any greater progress on portability if the
housing authority staff tasked with administering
ports and working with housing choice voucher
holders who elect to port are not likewise committed
to the effort. Therefore, housing authorities should
have designated staff knowledgeable of portability
procedures and committed to facilitating requested
ports. These same staff must also see voucher
portability as an important aspect of the program that

allows voucher holders access to communities of
opportunities. To do that, the staff must be aware of
what opportunity communities may be available to
voucher holders, what hurdles voucher holders may
experience as they move (and help them overcome
those hurdles), and what obstacles landlords may face
with ports. The staff should work with voucher
holders, landlords, and the other housing authority to
facilitate the port.
8. Use a private contract administrator for porting.
Many jurisdictions have experimented with the use of
private agencies to administer ports and handle
certain aspects of the voucher program. For example,
a third party in Virginia offers to handle all billing and
inspections for PHAs and in Baltimore, a private
company handles porting for the PHAs throughout the
region. Using a private contract administrator focused
on these administrative tasks could reduce the
administrative headaches of PHAs and build in
consistency and efficiency.
9. Coupling porting with housing mobility counseling.
If portability is to be used to help create opportunities
for voucher households, it must be coupled with
comprehensive and effective mobility counseling.
Mobility counseling is housing counseling aimed at
helping voucher households move to low-poverty,
racially diverse communities with employment,
school, transit, and other opportunities. Mobility
counseling should be offered by seasoned and
mission-driven fair housing specialists with a proven
track record for helping families successfully relocate
to new communities and to successfully remain in
those communities. As is envisioned with the Regional
Housing Initiative pilot in the Chicago region being led
by the Metropolitan Planning Council, mobility
counselors can also ease portability administrative
headaches by managing paperwork and dialogue
between housing authorities, assisting with
recertifications, and streamlining processes.
10. Extending search times for port families. Housing
authorities with abbreviated search times and that fail
to exercise discretion to grant voucher holders more
time to identify a unit, likely affect voucher holders
intent and ability to port the most. Housing
authorities must recognize that successful ports –
where the voucher holder is attempting to move to a
different jurisdiction with more opportunities for their
household – take time.
11. Landlord outreach and education. Expanding PHA
cooperation is meaningless without sufficient HCV
program participation from property owners with
units in opportunity communities. PHAs who already

IHARP—Filling the information gap on assisted housing in Illinois

15

work together on a regional basis could combine
resources and efforts to create a regional pool of
available property owners.
12. Central reserve fund. As has been suggested by
other advocates, a central reserve fund will enable
PHAs to cover the costs of voucher moves to higher
cost housing authority jurisdictions. This fund could
especially help smaller initiating housing authorities
cover the cost of voucher holders moving to higher
rent jurisdictions.
13. Enact new and enforce existing fair housing
protections. A prohibition on source of income
discrimination and the enforcement of existing laws
prohibiting race and familial status discrimination are
critical to helping voucher households access other
communities in Illinois with more opportunity.
14. Grant exception rents. The need for exception
rents – rents that are higher than the FMR – is
expected to change if / when the new small area FMRs
are instituted. However, in the mean time, Exception
rents must be granted in communities of opportunity
so that voucher holders have a meaningful chance to
make a quality move.
15. Strategically project base vouchers. As portability
practices are improved, housing authorities should
work together to project-base some vouchers in
opportunity communities and thus provide a more
permanent source of affordable housing;
16. PHAs should collectively work to implement
HUD’s new small area FMR program. The
demonstration program presents an opportunity for
PHAs in all of Illinois’ metropolitan areas to consider
how to promote opportunity moves for existing
voucher holders and access to opportunity areas for
new HCV families. As HUD notes, this will require PHAs
to make changes in how they administer the program.
Implementing the recommendations above should
facilitate this transition and enhance the impact of
using small area FMRs, and help the PHAs in these
regions move toward achieving HUD’s goals.
17. Enact proposed federal legislative and regulatory
efforts that could improve voucher portability and a
voucher household’s access to communities of
opportunity. This includes the Section 8 Voucher
Reform Act, the Rental Housing Revitalization Act,
Housing Opportunities Made Equal Act, and new
regulations on portability and the duty to affirmatively
further fair housing.
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APPENDIX
Data, Maps and Methodology
The following maps and data are from various sources.
The data on HCV holders that either moved or ported
is a subset of all households that are identified as
being in the voucher program in Illinois between
January 1, 2000 and December 31, 2007. These data
were provided by HUD and come from the Family
Report (Form 50058) information provided by the
public housing authorities to HUD. At times, missing or
incomplete information makes analysis more difficult.
In particular, incomplete address information makes it
impossible to determine the neighborhood level
(census tract) location of all voucher households. This
missing data issue is reflected in our maps and
analysis, and we attempt to call attention to the issue
and to measure its extent as it arises. Furthermore,
CHA relocatees that have moved with vouchers are
not easily identified in the data, which makes tracking
movement and location more difficult. All 2010 data
on the HCV Program in Illinois comes from the HUD
Inventory Management System Resident
Characteristics Report. These data are as of March 31,
2010.
Porting and Mobility Movers. We used de-identified
Family Report (50058) administrative records to
identify porting and mobility movers. PHAs use the
Family Report as their main data collection and
reporting tool on households to HUD. Family Report
records are updated at least once per year (at the time
of the annual re-exam), with records being updated
with any new information or changes in household
characteristics including family composition, income,
voucher status, and voucher mobility. This includes a
coding system to indicate changes in voucher-assisted
household status: entering and exiting the program,
changing residential locations, and voucher portability
moves.
We transformed administrative data into longitudinal
data to analyze mobility and porting by following the
work of Feins and Patterson (2005) and Climaco, et al.
(2008). In both cases, the researchers linked together
multiple years of data from the Family Report into a
database keyed to a unique voucher household ID
number. By ordering household-level records
chronologically, a longitudinal record of each voucher
household’s status, residential location, and mobility
28
can be created.

28

For the state of Illinois, there is an average of 7.2 records
per household for the seven-year study period, 2000-2007.

There are some distinct benefits and detractors to this
approach. First, any portability moves that occurred
between states are not well-documented, as only one
29
side of the portability record is present. Still, the data
does at least indicate that a port-in from out of state
occurred 1,252 times, and that 22 of these households
subsequently made at least 1 portability move
between Illinois housing authorities.
Second, despite the promise for reconnaissance on
portability, discussions with regional HUD program
records officers and a spot-validation check by HUD
staff found some moves that were administratively
conducted as portability moves were not recorded as
30
such in Family Report records. Feins and Patterson
(2005) and Climaco, et al. (2008) also noted similar
inconsistencies. To mitigate this problem, we followed
the guidance of Climaco, et al and used a series of
validation criteria to analyze record changes for
evidence of portability. First, several essential criteria
for portability moves must be met:
Essential Characteristics of Portability Record Changes
• Does the PHA managing the voucher change?
• Does the census tract location of the voucher
change?
• Does the destination record indicate continued
participation in the program?
These criteria confirm the presence of a move
between two PHAs. A series of supplemental criteria
were also used to identify additional (though not
essential) characteristics of moves that reflect
portability.
Supplemental Characteristics
• Do the origin and destination records indicate
portability?
• Is there a change in unit owner?
• Was the record flagged by the PHA as a portability
move?
Records that met all essential portability
characteristics were automatically included whether
or not they had any supplemental criterion. Moves
were then analyzed by tract and housing authority
location.
29

In some cases, out-of-state location can be inferred by
examining records indicating that an Illinois housing
authority is billing an out of state housing authority for the
voucher household’s HAP.
30
According to a HUD regional data official, much of the
variability in whether portability moves get recorded
correctly lies with local PHA officials. Although HUD has also
constructed and implemented validation routines to flag and
reject the entry of records or actions that do not follow
program rules, some moves, including portability moves are
entered incorrectly into the system.
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Table A1. Percent of HCVP Households with Portability Move or Internal Mobility by Year (2000-2007)
Year
Portability
Internal
No Move
Total
N
%
N
%
N
%
N
%
2000
150
0.37%
1,907
4.75%
38,075
94.87%
40,132
100.00%
2001
366
0.63%
3,711
6.35%
54,357
93.02%
58,434
100.00%
2002
673
0.98%
4,914
7.14%
63,238
91.88%
68,825
100.00%
2003
1,399
1.90%
8,093
10.97%
64,264
87.13%
73,756
100.00%
2004
2,183
2.86%
9,680
12.66%
64,597
84.48%
76,460
100.00%
2005
2,095
2.79%
9,405
12.53%
63,563
84.68%
75,063
100.00%
2006
1,390
1.92%
6,625
9.13%
64,567
88.96%
72,582
100.00%
2007
899
1.15%
1,847
2.36%
75,557
96.49%
78,303
100.00%
Total
9,155
7.00%
46,182
35.34%
75,359
57.66% 130,696 100.00%
Table A2. Voucher Internal Mobility by Race
Year
White
Black
AIAN
2000
379
1,519
5
2001
751
2,349
3
2002
967
3,926
9
2003
1,607
6,466
17
2004
1,836
7,837
15
2005
1,711
7,697
18
2006
1,170
5,457
18
2007
326
1,522
5
Total
8,747
36,773
90
Table A3. Voucher Portability by Race
Year
White Black AIAN
Asian
2000
24
81
0
0
2001
64
279
0
2
2002
140
532
1
0
2003
251 1,150
2
1
2004
366 1,807
6
6
2005
272 1,823
2
3
2006
224 1,175
5
2
2007
131
774
1
0
Total
1,472 7,621
17
14

Asian

HPI
1
8
10
19
11
9
20
7
85

HPI
0
3
1
0
4
0
0
0
8

Table A5. Head of Household Disability Status
Year
With Disability
Total Movers
Portability
Internal
Portability
Internal
2000
25
429
150
1,907
2001
92
1,043
366
3,711
2002
130
1,446
673
4,914
2003
270
2,086
1,399
8,093
2004
331
2,409
2,183
9,680
2005
374
2,309
2,095
9,405
2006
303
1,745
1,390
6,625
2007
160
488
899
1,847
Total
1,685
11,955
9,155
46,182

1
3
5
5
4
5
2
1
26
Table A4. Voucher Mobility by Latino Ethnicity
Year
Internal
Portability
2000
69
3
2001
320
14
2002
413
40
2003
716
67
2004
803
126
2005
758
111
2006
439
55
2007
130
38
Total
3,648
454

Percent Disabled
Portability (%)
Internal (%)
16.67%
22.50%
25.14%
28.11%
19.32%
29.43%
19.30%
25.78%
15.16%
24.89%
17.85%
24.55%
21.80%
26.34%
17.80%
26.42%
18.41%
25.89%
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Table A6. Rent Composition
Year
Gross Rent
Portability
Internal
2000
$927.36
$880.02
2001
$961.61
$928.95
2002
$987.77
$963.93
2003
$1,080.24
$1,079.56
2004
$1,121.18
$1,111.40
2005
$1,130.72
$1,106.87
2006
$1,057.73
$1,064.38
2007
$1,017.36
$1,044.16

Tenant Contribution
Portability
Internal
$289.84
$262.20
$286.57
$283.68
$294.23
$280.01
$315.52
$299.86
$313.22
$311.18
$312.87
$328.44
$324.15
$344.21
$323.19
$327.93

HAP to Owner
Portability
Internal
$637.52
$617.81
$675.04
$645.27
$693.54
$683.92
$764.72
$779.70
$807.96
$800.22
$817.85
$778.43
$733.58
$720.17
$694.17
$716.23

Table A7. Cumulative Housing Choice Voucher Portability Moves (2000-2007) by Housing Authority
PHA Name
Cumulative
Mobility Counts
Mobility Rates
PHA
Internal
Port
Port In
Internal
Port
Port In
Residents
Mobility
Out
Mobility
Out
2000-2007
Aurora Housing Authority
1,621
208
221
196
13%
14%
12%
Bloomington Housing Authority
1,033
312
47
60
30%
5%
6%
Boone County Housing Authority
590
16
44
19
3%
7%
3%
Bureau County Housing Authority
241
18
8
9
7%
3%
4%
Champaign County Housing Authority
2,226
317
83
89
14%
4%
4%
Chicago Housing Authority
50,230
21,783
3,111
2,140
43%
6%
4%
Christian County Housing Authority
183
13
2
5
7%
1%
3%
Cicero Housing Authority
550
22
36
41
4%
7%
7%
Clark County Housing Authority
106
6
3
2
6%
3%
2%
Cook County Housing Authority
20,233
4,964
2,128
2,950
25%
11%
15%
Cumberland County Housing Authority
47
0
0
0
0%
0%
0%
Danville Housing Authority
1,487
105
52
32
7%
4%
2%
Decatur Housing Authority
2,332
378
51
29
16%
2%
1%
DeKalb County Housing Authority
1,418
77
95
62
5%
7%
4%
DuPage Housing Authority
5,196
545
505
747
10%
10%
14%
E. St. Louis Housing Authority
1,140
239
8
14
21%
1%
1%
East Peoria Housing Authority
466
39
10
22
8%
2%
5%
Edgar County Housing Authority
219
12
1
3
5%
0%
1%
Elgin Housing Authority
1,793
161
158
89
9%
9%
5%
Ford County Housing Authority
78
3
0
0
4%
0%
0%
Franklin County Housing Authority
154
28
0
2
18%
0%
1%
Freeport Housing Authority
139
14
93
39
10%
67%
28%
Fulton County Housing Authority
916
71
9
5
8%
1%
1%
GMAHA (Rock Island County)
912
72
70
56
8%
8%
6%
Henderson County Housing Authority
167
2
3
2
1%
2%
1%
Henry County Housing Authority
421
45
2
3
11%
0%
1%
Illinois DCEO
638
28
9
8
4%
1%
1%
Jackson County Housing Authority
1,262
174
51
23
14%
4%
2%
Jefferson County HA
302
24
9
6
8%
3%
2%
Jersey County Housing Authority
510
22
5
4
4%
1%
1%
Jo Daviess County Housing Authority
122
2
1
1
2%
1%
1%
Joliet Housing Authority
2,142
339
237
359
16%
11%
17%
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Table A7. Cumulative Housing Choice Voucher Portability Moves (2000-2007) by Housing Authority (continued)
PHA Name
Cumulative
Mobility Counts
Mobility Rates
PHA
Internal
Port
Port In
Internal
Port
Port In
Residents
Mobility
Out
Mobility
Out
2000-2007
Kankakee County Housing Authority
1,142
157
39
23
14%
3%
2%
Kendall County Housing Authority
472
21
31
72
4%
7%
15%
Knox County Housing Authority
770
87
33
25
11%
4%
3%
Lake County Housing Authority
5,158
722
417
403
14%
8%
8%
LaSalle County Housing Authority
1,744
142
27
17
8%
2%
1%
Lee County Housing Authority
96
5
5
7
5%
5%
7%
Livingston County Housing Authority
190
10
7
7
5%
4%
4%
Logan County Housing Authority
204
13
5
5
6%
2%
2%
Madison County Housing Authority
1,908
267
32
22
14%
2%
1%
Marion City Housing Authority
345
37
3
4
11%
1%
1%
Marion County Housing Authority
880
150
12
9
17%
1%
1%
Mason County Housing Authority
379
3
5
5
1%
1%
1%
Maywood Housing Authority
966
78
111
86
8%
11%
9%
McDonough County Housing Authority
349
19
25
8
5%
7%
2%
McHenry County Housing Authority
2,049
326
69
56
16%
3%
3%
McLean County Housing Authority
464
77
8
22
17%
2%
5%
Menard County Housing Authority
252
5
3
5
2%
1%
2%
Mercer County Housing Authority
99
3
3
2
3%
3%
2%
Moline Housing Authority
546
39
45
49
7%
8%
9%
Montgomery County Housing Authority
230
15
2
1
7%
1%
0%
Morgan County Housing Authority
450
84
10
6
19%
2%
1%
Mt. Vernon Housing Authority
170
18
4
1
11%
2%
1%
North Chicago Housing Authority
959
72
180
128
8%
19%
13%
Oak Park Housing Authority
959
104
131
138
11%
14%
14%
Ogle County Housing Authority
341
8
10
1
2%
3%
0%
Park Forest Housing Authority
599
101
158
221
17%
26%
37%
Peoria Housing Authority
3,050
681
49
68
22%
2%
2%
Quincy Housing Authority
349
4
1
1
1%
0%
0%
Randolph County Housing Authority
139
12
2
1
9%
1%
1%
Richland County Housing Authority
303
21
4
3
7%
1%
1%
Rock Island City Housing Authority
502
38
32
40
8%
6%
8%
Rockford Housing Authority
2,959
473
87
90
16%
3%
3%
Saline County Housing Authority
416
41
6
5
10%
1%
1%
Shelby County Housing Authority
78
0
4
3
0%
5%
4%
Springfield Housing Authority
3,692
819
113
58
22%
3%
2%
St. Clair County Housing Authority
3,755
589
24
43
16%
1%
1%
Vermilion County Housing Authority
278
36
4
3
13%
1%
1%
Warren County Housing Authority
275
18
7
2
7%
3%
1%
Waukegan Housing Authority
1,549
150
264
340
10%
17%
22%
Wayne County Housing Authority
249
49
1
1
20%
0%
0%
Whiteside County Housing Authority
704
62
21
7
9%
3%
1%
Williamson County Housing Authority
414
31
14
13
7%
3%
3%
Winnebago County Housing Authority
873
109
62
128
12%
7%
15%
Woodford County Housing Authority
758
19
33
9
3%
4%
1%
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Figure 1. Vouchers by County, 2010
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Figure 2. Extremely Low-Income Vouchers by County, 2010
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Figure 3. Very Low-Income Vouchers by County, 2010
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Figure 4. Average Household Income of Voucher Holders by County, 2010
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Figure 5. Voucher Holder Households with Wage Income by County, 2010
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Figure 6. Voucher Holder Households Receiving TANF by County, 2010
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Figure 7. Average Monthly Payment of Voucher Holders by County, 2010
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Figure 8. Female Headed Household Voucher Holders by County, 2010
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