













































































statistically different from the 6 percent of unassisted, eligible
renters.

D. Presence of Other Persons

About 25 percent of public housing tenants had relatives other than
their spouse or children residing vith them, as did 19 percent of
certificate/voucher tenants, 16 percent of private, project-based,
subsidized tenants, and 17 percent of total, income-eligible
renters.

Few households in any of the assisted programs had non-
relatives residing with them.

E. Household Income

Median household income was 1lowest among public housing
tenants at $6,571. 1In contrast, the median incomes for the other
groups were $7,060 for certificate/voucher tenants, $8,074 for
private, project-based, subsidized tenants, $8,145 for income-
eligible, unassisted renters, and $18,192 for total renters.

Only 35 percent of public housing tenants reported income
received from wages and salaries, compared to 43 percent of both
certificate/voucher households and private, project-based,
subsidized tenants. The proportions in all three program types are
substantially 1lower than the 59 percent of income-eligible,
unassisted tenants and the 77 percent of total renter households
who receive wage and salary income. The lower proportions of
assisted tenants receiving income from employment 1is partially
attributable to the high proportions of elderly households and
female-headed, one adult households with children.

Almost half of public housing and private, project-based,
subsidized tenants received income from Social Security or
pensions, reflecting the high concentration of elderly households
in these programs. Only 32, 30 and 20 ©percent of
certificate/voucher, income-eligible, unassisted and total renter
pouseholds, respectively, received Social Security or pension
income.

Public housing and certificate/voucher households are much
more likely to receive welfare and Food Stamps than private,
project-based households and unassisted, income-eligible
households.
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Primary Income Sources and Median Income

Public Certificate/ | Private Unassisted
Income Source Housing | Voucher Project- | Income-
Based Eligible
Renters
Wages/salaries 35% 43% 43% 59%
Social Security/ 47% 32% 49% 30%
Pensions
Welfare/SSI 45% 51% 24% 26%
Food Stamps 49% 56% 25% 30%
Median Income $6,571 $7,060 $8,074 $8,145

F. Rent

Median rents followed roughly the same pattern as median
incomes, with the lowest median of $168 for public housing tenants,
$185 for certificate/voucher tenants, $224 for private, project-
based, subsidized tenants, and $418 for total renters. Not
unexpectedly, income-eligible, unassisted renters paid
substantially more rent, $334, than any of the assisted renters.

G. Rent to Income Ratios

The median rent/income ratio was 30 percent for the public
housing and private, project-based, subsidized tenants, 32 percent
for the certificate/voucher tenants, and 28 percent for total
renters. The income-eligible, unassisted renters fared much worse,
with a median rent/income ratio of 46 percent. The median
rent/income ratios exclude households who pay no cash rent or
report negative incomes.

The distributions of median rent/income ratios for public
housing and private, project-based, subsidized households were more
dispersed than expected, given the program requirements in these
two programs that tenants pay 30 percent of their adjusted incomes
for housing. According to the AHS data, 18 percent of public
housing tenants and 20 percent of private, project-based,
subsidized tenants paid 40 percent or more of their income for
rent. At the other end of the rent/income ratio distribution, a
considerable proportion of tenants in all three types of assisted
housing paid less than 20 percent of their income for housing.

The median rent/income distributions among certificate/voucher
holders was not expected to be 30 percent, since tenants in the
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voucher program can elect to pay more or less than 30 percent of
their income for rent; that is, the subsidy payment is fixed but
the proportion of income paid is flexible and depends on the unit
selected by the tenant. However, the observed number of households
with low and high rent/income ratios in the certificate/voucher
group was greater than contemplated.

Rent/Income Ratios of Assisted Tenants

Rent/Income Ratio Public Certificate/ | Private
Housing Voucher Project-

Based
Less than 20% 12% 13% 15%
40% or more 18% 25% 20%
Median 30% 32% 30%

Multiple efforts were made by HUD and the Census Bureau to
explain why there was such high dispersion in the rent/income
ratios reported. Possible problems with data collection and
tabulation were investigated and corrected when necessary,
including:

o the Census Bureau'’s practice of allocating missing data
(when no rent or income data are reported for a specific
respondent, the computer writes in data from a previous
household with similar other characteristics);

o address verification to make sure correct matches had been
identified in cases reporting high rent/income ratios; and,

o the incorrect tabulation of total housing costs (including
such things as trash collection and property insurance)
rather than gross rent.

Two other possible explanations were also explored:
inadequate utility allowances for assisted tenants resulting in
higher than intended gross rents and rent/income ratios; and, the
requirements of some states that welfare recipients pay as rent
the greater of either 30% of adjusted income or the entire
shelter component of the welfare payment. A detailed discussion
of all of these investigations is included in Appendix II.

After investigation of the above possibilities and
adjustments to the data where appropriate, much of the enigma
remains, leading to the conclusion that the basic problem appears
to be response error in the survey. With regard to the high
rent/income ratios, there is some reason to believe that lower
incomes and higher gross rents are being reported in the AHS.
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This conclusion has been corroborated both by comparing AHS data
with data from other national surveys and from income data
collected directly from public housing authorities on about half
of the certificate/voucher cases (see Appendix II).

A contributing factor to response error in rents is the
standard survey practice to collect information on total market
rents for units. In some cases, parents, children, or others
regularly pay portions of the monthly rent, so the tenant is
asked for the amount of rent paid by all sources. 2Among tenants
who report they occupy public housing or have a portion of their
rent paid by Federal, State, or local government, a follow-up
question asks how much of the reported rent this household is
required to pay. Two problems may occur here: some tenants
erroneously report that no subsidy is received and so are not
asked the follow-up question; and, some tenants do not respond to
the follow-up question so that tabulation of data reflects the
total rent reported (including the subsidy amount).

Since there is no way to satisfactorily adjust the data for
all of the possible problems, the distributions must be used with
caution and with full awareness of their limitations and biases.
The median rent/income ratios, however, seem reasonable, and the
problems with some of the reported rents and incomes in the AHS
are not felt to affect or compromise other AHS data reported in
this analysis.

Section 3; ral Char rigti
A. Units in Structure

There are significant differences in the type of housing
between the certificate/voucher program and the project-based
programs (both public housing and privately-owned projects).
Certificate/voucher holders more often live in single-family
detached houses, while project residents more often live in large
buildings with 50 or more units. In general, the distribution of
certificate/voucher tenants by type of units is similar to the
distribution of income-eligible, unassisted renters and total
renters.
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Structure Type of Assisted Units

Structure Type Public Certificate/ | Private Unassisted

Housing | Voucher Project- Income-
Based Eligible
Renters
Single-family 18% 32% 9% 29%
Detached 4% 22% 2% 23%
Attached 14% 10% 7% 6%
2 to 9 units 30% 40% 31% 41%
10 to 49 units 20% 16% 29% 18%
50 units or 33% 10% 31% 8%
more

B. Year Structure Built

Units occupied by private, project-based, subsidized tenants
were newer than any of the other types of rental units, with 24
percent built since 1980 and 71 percent built since 1970. 1In
contrast, only about 40 percent of public housing and
certificate/voucher units were constructed since 1970. Income-
eligible, unassisted renters occupied the oldest units, with over
30 percent built before 1940.

Age of Assisted Housing Units

Year Built Public Certificate/ | Private Unassisted
Housing | Voucher Project- | Income-
Based Eligible
Renters
Pre-1940 7% 22% 8% 31%
1980 or later 3% 15% 24% 108 |

C. Regional and Metropolitan Location

Assisted housing serves a larger proportion of eligible
renters in the Northeast (36%) than any other region. The

proportions in the other regions are South, 32%, Midwest, 26%,
and West, 22%.

The distribution of assistance by program varies markedly
among the regions. The Northeast census region contained a much
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higher proportion of public housing tenants than would appear to
be indicated by its share of total income-eligible renters
(assisted and unassisted), 40 percent vs. 23 percent. The West,
on the other hand, contained only 7 percent of the Nation’s
public housing, although 21 percent of total income-eligible
renters resided there. Certificate/voucher units were somewhat
more concentrated in the South, at 37 percent, than were income-
eligible renters (32 percent), while the Northeast had a less
than proportional share of these units. Of the three program
types, private, project-based, subsidized units were distributed
most similarly to total, income-eligible renters.

Regional Location

Region Public Certificate/ | Private Total
Housing | Voucher Project- Income-
Based Eligible
Renters
Northeast 40% 18% 25% 23%
Midwest 19% 22% 24% 25%
South 34% 37% 32% 32%
West 7% 22% 18% 21%

Public housing units were also more heavily concentrated in
central cities and less often in suburbs, compared to the total
population of income-eligible renters. Otherwise, the geographic
distribution of units occupied by assisted households between
central cities, suburbs and nonmetropolitan areas is about the
same as the distribution of units occupied by income-eligible,
unassisted renters.

Metropolitan Location

Metropolitan Public Certificate/ | Private Total
Location Housing | Voucher Project- | Income-
Based Eligible
Renters
Inside MSA 83% 81% 87% 83%
Central cities 69% 50% 55% 53%
Suburbs 14% 32% 33% 31%
Outside MSA 17% 19% 13% 17%
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Of total,
percent lived in assisted housing in central cities,
and 28 percent in nonmetropolitan areas.

in suburbs,

income-eligible renters in each location type,
25 percent
Additional

nonmetropolitan renters also receive various forms of Federal
housing assistance from the Farmer's Home Administration, which
are not included in this analysis.

D. Bedrooms and Bathrooms

The size distribution of households in the various programs
is reflected in the size distribution of housing units.

About

32

half of the units in public housing and private assisted projects

have only one or no bedroom,

compared to 30 percent for units in

the certificate/voucher program and 40 percent for income-

eligible, unassisted renters.

At the same time,

however, all

three programs have as many or more units with 3 or more bedrooms
as occur in the stock of housing occupied by income-eligible,

unassisted renters.

About 92 percent of public housing tenants reported exactly

one full bathroom for their exclusive use, as did 81 percent of
certificate/voucher households and 80 percent of private,

project-based,
eligible, unassisted renters.

tenants had more than one full bathroom.

Bedrooms and Bathrooms

subsidized renters and 82 percent of income-
Almost all of the remaining

Public Certificate/ | Private Unassisted
Housing | Voucher Project- | Income-
Based Eligible
Renters
Bedrooms
None or one 48% 30% 49% 39% "
Three or more 25% 28% 20% 20% [
Bathrooms
None 1% 1% 0% 3%
One 92% 81% 80% 82%

A small proportion of tenants
program reported having no complete bathroom for their exclusive

use, which is problematic,

(1 percent or less)

in each

since all programs require that no
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assisted units are rented without complete plumbing facilities.
The small number of cases reporting this problem are probably due
to response errors or errors in processing.

Section 4: Unit and Neighborhood Condition

A. Equipment Problems

In general, assisted housing tenants and income-eligible,
unassisted renters did not have a significantly higher incidence
of problems with equipment in their units than did total renters
(see Table 4). Water supply stoppage was reported by 6-7 percent
of tenants in each assisted program, about the same as total
renters. No working toilet was reported most often by public
housing tenants (12 percent), not surprising due to the higher
proportion of public housing units with only one toilet. Rates
for the other two assisted programs were 7-9 percent, about the
same as for total renters. Heating equipment breakdowns were
also reported a little more frequently (5 percent) by public
housing tenants, as were minor electrical problems (15 percent),
than among the other two types of assisted renters or income-
eligible, unassisted renters.

Water leakage from inside the unit (toilets, pipes, etc.)
was reported more frequently by certificate/voucher households
(22 percent) than by the other two types of assisted households
(17-18 percent) or income-eligible, unassisted renters (17
percent); however, leakage from outside the unit was reported
more frequently by total renters and income-eligible, unassisted
renters (both at 14 percent) than by any type of assisted
household (8-12 percent).

B. Selected Deficiencies

Assisted tenants in the three programs did not experience
the selected deficiencies reported in the AHS at generally higher
rates than total renters, and often reported the specific
deficiencies with less frequency (see Table 4). The exception is
that a higher proportion of public housing tenants reported signs
of rats in the last three months and broken plaster and peeling
paint than did anyone else. Income-eligible, unassisted tenants
experienced slightly higher incidences of holes in floors, open
cracks or holes (interior), broken plaster or peeling paint,
exposed wiring and rooms with no electrical outlets.
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C. Severe Physical Problems

Severe physical unit problems with plumbing, heating,
electric, upkeep and hallway conditions were reported less
frequently among units in any program (4-5 percent) than among
units occupied by income-eligible, unassisted renters (7 percent)
(see Table 4). As with tenants reporting no complete bathrooms
for exclusive use, a seemingly high proportion of all types of
assisted tenants (3-4 percent) reported severe plumbing problems,
a condition which should not exist in assisted units.

D. Moderate Physical Problems

Moderate physical unit problems were also less common in all
programs than among income-eligible, unassisted renters (11

percent). These problems were least frequent in private,
project-based units (3 percent, compared to 8 percent in each of
the other programs) (see Table 4). The moderate problem reported

most often, regardless of program type, was upkeep, cited by 5
percent of certificate/voucher renters and income-eligible,
unassisted renters, 4 percent of public housing tenants, 3
percent of total renters, and 1 percent of private, project-
based, subsidized tenants.

E. Neighborhood Problem Conditions

About 47 percent of public housing tenants reported
neighborhood problem conditions, as did 41 percent of the
certificate/voucher renters, and 40 percent of private, project-
based, subsidized tenants (see Table 4). These proportions were
similar to the 40 percent of income-eligible, unassisted renters
and 42 percent of total renters reporting such conditions.
Specific conditions reported most frequently by public housing
tenants were crime and the dual category, litter or housing
deterioration. Certificate/voucher tenants were bothered more
than other assisted tenants by noise, traffic and people-related
problems.

Public housing units also were located more frequently than
other assisted units or income-eligible, unassisted renters near
buildings vandalized or with their interiors exposed (9 percent),
near buildings with bars on windows (11 percent), and in
neighborhoods with trash, litter, or junk on streets or
properties (32 percent). Certificate/voucher units were about as
likely as income-eligible, unassisted rental units to be in
neighborhoods with these conditions present, while private,
project-based, subsidized units were generally less likely.
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