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CR-05 - Goals and Outcomes
Progress the jurisdiction has made in carrying out its strategic plan and its action plan.  91.520(a) 
This could be an overview that includes major initiatives and highlights that were proposed and executed throughout the program year.

Milwaukee County continues to focus on low- to moderate- income areas, job creation, and services to those most in need.  There was a push to complete infrastructure projects funded in 2014 and in previous years resulting in a higher than expected number of persons served by infrastructure projects.  This push was done to address timeliness. 
Comparison of the proposed versus actual outcomes for each outcome measure submitted with the consolidated plan and explain, if applicable, why progress was not made toward meeting goals and objectives.  91.520(g)
Categories, priority levels, funding sources and amounts, outcomes/objectives, goal outcome indicators, units of measure, targets, actual outcomes/outputs, and percentage completed for each of the grantee’s program year goals.

	Goal
	Category
	Source / Amount
	Indicator
	Unit of Measure
	Expected – Strategic Plan
	Actual – Strategic Plan
	Percent Complete
	Expected – Program Year
	Actual – Program Year
	Percent Complete

	Develop economy and employment
	Non-Housing Community Development
	CDBG: $
	Jobs created/retained
	Jobs
	1300
	11
	         0.85%
	61
	11
	        18.03%

	Develop economy and employment
	Non-Housing Community Development
	CDBG: $
	Businesses assisted
	Businesses Assisted
	163
	192
	       117.79%
	0
	0
	 

	Effective administration of HOME program
	HOME administration
	HOME: $
	Other
	Other
	1
	1
	       100.00%
	1
	1
	       100.00%

	Effective administration/planning of CDBG program
	CDBG Administration
	CDBG: $
	Other
	Other
	1
	1
	       100.00%
	1
	1
	       100.00%

	Improve/develop infrastructure
	Non-Housing Community Development
	CDBG: $
	Public Facility or Infrastructure Activities other than Low/Moderate Income Housing Benefit
	Persons Assisted
	225000
	541350
	       240.60%
	225000
	46194
	        20.53%

	Improve/develop infrastructure
	Non-Housing Community Development
	CDBG: $
	Housing Code Enforcement/Foreclosed Property Care
	Household Housing Unit
	25000
	574
	         2.30%
	 
	 
	 

	Increase the supply of standard affordable housing
	Affordable Housing
	CDBG: $ / HOME: $
	Rental units constructed
	Household Housing Unit
	42
	10
	        23.81%
	8
	10
	       125.00%

	Increase the supply of standard affordable housing
	Affordable Housing
	CDBG: $ / HOME: $
	Rental units rehabilitated
	Household Housing Unit
	42
	0
	         0.00%
	8
	0
	         0.00%

	Increase the supply of standard affordable housing
	Affordable Housing
	CDBG: $ / HOME: $
	Homeowner Housing Rehabilitated
	Household Housing Unit
	107
	18
	        16.82%
	21
	18
	        85.71%

	Increase the supply of standard affordable housing
	Affordable Housing
	CDBG: $ / HOME: $
	Direct Financial Assistance to Homebuyers
	Households Assisted
	83
	6
	         7.23%
	17
	6
	        35.29%

	Provide access to services to selected populations
	Non-Homeless Special Needs
Non-Housing Community Development
	CDBG: $
	Public Facility or Infrastructure Activities other than Low/Moderate Income Housing Benefit
	Persons Assisted
	0
	0
	 
	0
	0
	 

	Provide access to services to selected populations
	Non-Homeless Special Needs
Non-Housing Community Development
	CDBG: $
	Public service activities other than Low/Moderate Income Housing Benefit
	Persons Assisted
	4290
	163
	         3.80%
	4290
	163
	         3.80%

	Provide access to services to selected populations
	Non-Homeless Special Needs
Non-Housing Community Development
	CDBG: $
	Housing Code Enforcement/Foreclosed Property Care
	Household Housing Unit
	5250
	574
	        10.93%
	5250
	574
	        10.93%


Table 1 - Accomplishments – Program Year & Strategic Plan to Date


Assess how the jurisdiction’s use of funds, particularly CDBG, addresses the priorities and specific objectives identified in the plan, giving special attention to the highest priority activities identified.
Municipal partners during the consolidated plan process identified serving seniors as a priority and the majority of public service funds were used for senior services (05A).  There was an increase in funds used for parks and recreational facilities this program year, which is not anticipated for the remainder of the plan years. 
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[bookmark: _Toc309810474]CR-10 - Racial and Ethnic composition of families assisted
Describe the families assisted (including the racial and ethnic status of families assisted). 91.520(a) 
	
	CDBG
	HOME



	
	
	
	

	White
	11,508
	17

	Black or African American
	4,340
	12

	Asian
	465
	0

	American Indian or American Native
	175
	0

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	9
	0



	
	
	
	

	Total
	16,497
	29



	
	
	
	

	Hispanic
	1,330
	0

	Not Hispanic
	15,167
	29


Table 2 – Table of assistance to racial and ethnic populations by source of funds

Narrative
The racial and ethnic data of clients served as a percentage is very similar to the composition of the population of the jurisdiction.  For example, the 2006-2010 ACS data shows the Black/African American population for the jurisdiction to be 26%.  Currently 26% of clients served with CDBG in 2014 were Black/African American. 


CR-15 - Resources and Investments 91.520(a)
Identify the resources made available
	Source of Funds
	Source
	Resources Made Available
	Amount Expended During Program Year

	CDBG
	 
	5,200,000
	1,709,360

	HOME
	 
	4,000,000
	1,501,197


Table 3 - Resources Made Available

Narrative
Staff updated "amounts expended" using the PR 26 and PR 33 to show disbursements in each program including program income. 

Identify the geographic distribution and location of investments
	Target Area
	Planned Percentage of Allocation
	Actual Percentage of Allocation
	Narrative Description

	Milwaukee County HOME Consortium
	20
	53
	Participating Jurisdiction

	Milwaukee County Urban County
	80
	47
	CDBG


Table 4 – Identify the geographic distribution and location of investments

Narrative
Milwaukee County only funds projects that serve the jurisdiction.  For CDBG the jurisdiction is Milwaukee County excluding the Cities of Milwaukee, West Allis, and Wauwatosa.  For the HOME program the consortium is the Urban County plus the Cities of West Allis and Wauwatosa.  Staff is very strict with sub-recipients regarding the issue of jurisdiction. 
Leveraging
Explain how federal funds  leveraged additional resources (private, state and local funds), including a description of how matching requirements were satisfied, as well as how any publicly owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that were used to address the needs identified in the plan.

Municipalities in Milwaukee County have been generous in the past with the use of Tax Incremental Financing (TIF) to make HOME and Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) projects a reality.  Often participating communities use TIF to fund infrastructure for developments.  West Allis has also utilized TIF to expand the housing rehabilitation program in target areas. 

	Fiscal Year Summary – HOME Match

	1. Excess match from prior Federal fiscal year
	1,902,497

	2. Match contributed during current Federal fiscal year
	129,502

	3. Total match available for current Federal fiscal year (Line 1 plus Line 2)
	2,031,999

	4. Match liability for current Federal fiscal year
	325,920

	5. Excess match carried over to next Federal fiscal year (Line 3 minus Line 4)
	1,706,079


Table 5 – Fiscal Year Summary - HOME Match Report



	Match Contribution for the Federal Fiscal Year

	Project No. or Other ID
	Date of Contribution
	Cash
(non-Federal sources)
	Foregone Taxes, Fees, Charges
	Appraised Land/Real Property
	Required Infrastructure
	Site Preparation, Construction Materials, Donated labor
	Bond Financing
	Total Match

	TD1301, West Allis
	03/31/2014
	19,912
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	19,912

	TD1303, West Allis
	04/21/2014
	6,128
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6,128

	TD1305, West Allis
	05/02/2014
	31,803
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	31,803

	TD1306, West Allis
	06/20/2014
	9,998
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9,998

	TD1307, West Allis
	08/22/2014
	15,393
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	15,393

	TD1311, West Allis
	07/31/2014
	8,102
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8,102

	TD1312, West Allis
	07/03/2014
	17,488
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	17,488

	TD1314, West Allis
	10/15/2014
	7,848
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7,848

	TD1315, West Allis
	08/06/2014
	12,800
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	12,800


Table 6 – Match Contribution for the Federal Fiscal Year

HOME MBE/WBE report
	Program Income – Enter the program amounts for the reporting period

	Balance on hand at begin-ning of reporting period
$
	Amount received during reporting period
$
	Total amount expended during reporting period
$
	Amount expended for TBRA
$
	Balance on hand at end of reporting period
$

	142,800
	910,438
	909,459
	14,825
	128,953


Table 7 – Program Income


	Minority Business Enterprises and Women Business Enterprises – Indicate the number and dollar value of contracts for HOME projects completed during the reporting period



	
	Total
	Minority Business Enterprises
	White Non-Hispanic

	
	
	Alaskan Native or American Indian
	Asian or Pacific Islander
	Black Non-Hispanic
	Hispanic
	



	Contracts

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Dollar Amount
	823,251
	69,080
	0
	42,470
	34,964
	676,737

	Number
	30
	1
	0
	2
	2
	25



	Sub-Contracts

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	Dollar Amount
	234,000
	0
	0
	0
	234,000
	0



	
	Total
	Women Business Enterprises
	Male



	Contracts

	
	
	
	

	Dollar Amount
	823,251
	584,535
	238,716

	Number
	30
	8
	22



	Sub-Contracts

	
	
	
	

	Number
	2
	2
	0

	Dollar Amount
	523,164
	523,164
	0


Table 8 – Minority Business and Women Business Enterprises

	Minority Owners of Rental Property – Indicate the number of HOME assisted rental property owners and the total amount of HOME funds in these rental properties assisted



	
	Total
	Minority Property Owners
	White Non-Hispanic

	
	
	Alaskan Native or American Indian
	Asian or Pacific Islander
	Black Non-Hispanic
	Hispanic
	

	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Dollar Amount
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Table 9 – Minority Owners of Rental Property

	Relocation and Real Property Acquisition – Indicate the number of persons displaced, the cost of relocation payments, the number of parcels acquired, and the cost of acquisition



	
	Number
	Cost

	Parcels Acquired
	0
	0

	Businesses Displaced
	0
	0

	Nonprofit Organizations Displaced
	0
	0

	Households Temporarily Relocated, not Displaced
	0
	0



	Households Displaced
	Total
	Minority Property Enterprises
	White Non-Hispanic

	
	
	Alaskan Native or American Indian
	Asian or Pacific Islander
	Black Non-Hispanic
	Hispanic
	

	Number
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Cost
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Table 10 – Relocation and Real Property Acquisition


[bookmark: _Toc309810475]CR-20 - Affordable Housing 91.520(b)
Evaluation of the jurisdiction's progress in providing affordable housing, including the number and types of families served, the number of extremely low-income, low-income, moderate-income, and middle-income persons served.

	
	One-Year Goal
	Actual

	Number of Homeless households to be provided affordable housing units
	525
	530

	Number of Non-Homeless households to be provided affordable housing units
	1,830
	2,313

	Number of Special-Needs households to be provided affordable housing units
	300
	383

	Total
	2,655
	3,226


Table 11 – Number of Households

	
	One-Year Goal
	Actual

	Number of households supported through Rental Assistance
	2,190
	2,186

	Number of households supported through The Production of New Units
	11
	10

	Number of households supported through Rehab of Existing Units
	80
	18

	Number of households supported through Acquisition of Existing Units
	4
	6

	Total
	2,285
	2,220


Table 12 – Number of Households Supported

Discuss the difference between goals and outcomes and problems encountered in meeting these goals.
Milwaukee County and West Allis have seen a decline in housing rehabilitation applications for homeowners.  Underwriting requirements have been adjusted to address a lack of equity due to the declining home values.  Outreach has also been increased. 
Discuss how these outcomes will impact future annual action plans.
Staff will continue to work toward better outreach and promotion of the housing rehab programs. 
Include the number of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income persons served by each activity where information on income by family size is required to determine the eligibility of the activity.
	Number  of Persons Served
	CDBG Actual
	HOME Actual

	Extremely Low-income
	3
	21

	Low-income
	6
	14

	Moderate-income
	2
	4

	Total
	11
	39


Table 13 – Number of Persons Served

Narrative Information
Milwaukee County strives to address the housing needs of the lowest income residents.  


CR-25 - Homeless and Other Special Needs 91.220(d, e); 91.320(d, e); 91.520(c)
Evaluate the jurisdiction’s progress in meeting its specific objectives for reducing and ending homelessness through:
Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and assessing their individual needs
Street Outreach reached 1642 total individuals for 2014.  This was achieved through a coordinated outreach system with several community organizations.  This included outreach to youth, those dealing with mental illness, homeless families, veterans and their families. There were 815 people assisted with Homelessness Prevention in 2014 and 1016 veterans and families served through The Center for Veterans Issues SSFV program.
Addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless persons
In 2014, 4021 individuals were served through emergency shelters. 
Helping homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and families, families with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) make the transition to permanent housing and independent living, including shortening the period of time that individuals and families experience homelessness, facilitating access for homeless individuals and families to affordable housing units, and preventing individuals and families who were recently homeless from becoming homeless again
In 2014, 1837 individuals received Rapid Re-Housing assistance.  This program provided housing search assistance and financial assistance which included rental assistance, security deposit, utility deposit, and utility payments.  This allowed individuals the opportunity to quickly obtain permanent housing.  Currently there are 452 beds for single adults and 263 beds for families and families with children in various emergency shelters.
Helping low-income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, especially extremely low-income individuals and families and those who are:  likely to become homeless after being discharged from publicly funded institutions and systems of care (such as health care facilities, mental health facilities, foster care and other youth facilities, and corrections programs and institutions);  and,  receiving assistance from public or private agencies that address housing, health, social services, employment, education, or youth needs
The City of Milwaukee receives ESG funds and is the lead agency for the CoC.  In 2014 there were 315 people in CoC funded programs that came from the following programs: psychiatric facility, substance abuse treatment facility, hospital, jail, prison or juvenile detention facility and foster care.  As of 2014 there was an inventory of 1257 CoC PSH an increase of 300 units from 2013.
CR-30 - Public Housing 91.220(h); 91.320(j)
Actions taken to address the needs of public housing
South Milwaukee is very proactive in maintaining the only 60 units of public housing in the jurisdiction.  Each year a capital project is undertaken.   
Actions taken to encourage public housing residents to become more involved in management and participate in homeownership
The only public housing in the jurisdiction is 60 units in South Milwaukee.  South Milwaukee requires that residents (excluding those with disabilities and the elderly) provide 8 hours of community service per month. 
Actions taken to provide assistance to troubled PHAs
There are no troubled PHAs in the jurisdiction. 
CR-35 - Other Actions 91.220(j)-(k); 91.320(i)-(j)
Actions taken to remove or ameliorate the negative effects of public policies that serve as barriers to affordable housing such as land use controls, tax policies affecting land, zoning ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth limitations, and policies affecting the return on residential investment. 91.220 (j); 91.320 (i)
In 2014, Milwaukee County negotiated a new cooperation agreement with 15 municipalities.  In that agreement there is a menu of actions each municipality will have to undertake to affirmatively further fair housing and promote affordable housing.  Two municipalities have had a local fair housing agency review their zoning ordinance.  Milwaukee County completed a presentation on fair housing to all municipal leaders at a meeting of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Council. 
Actions taken to address obstacles to meeting underserved needs.  91.220(k); 91.320(j)
Milwaukee County used HOME TBRA for security deposits to allow Housing Choice Voucher clients to move to the suburban HOME jurisdiction.  The concept is to promote the use of vouchers in choice neighborhoods and work on the segregation issues of Milwaukee County.  The program was featured in a civil rights research article by Loyola University Chicago.  Rosenblatt, Peter and Cossyleon, Jennifer (2015).  Take a Chance on Me: A Review of the Milwaukee County Security Deposit Assistance Program, Poverty & Race Research Action Council. 
Actions taken to reduce lead-based paint hazards. 91.220(k); 91.320(j)
Milwaukee County as part of the home repair program utilizing both HOME and CDBG funds requires a lead risk assessment in accordance with 24 CFR 35 Subpart J and Wisconsin Administrative Code DHS 163.  Each loan client is given a grant up to $12,000 to address lead issues found in the risk assessment.  Milwaukee County Housing employs 5 Wisconsin Certified lead risk assessors. 
Actions taken to reduce the number of poverty-level families. 91.220(k); 91.320(j)
Several program funded by CDBG target poverty-level families including providing mental health services to assist extremely low-income clients succeed in living independently.  Taking that concept a step further persons with mental illness are also being assisted in obtaining jobs created for clients with mental illness.  Business technical assistance and job creation worked towards assisting in moving clients out of poverty. 
Actions taken to develop institutional structure. 91.220(k); 91.320(j)
Over the past few years great effort has been made to improve the application, allocation, and sub-recipient management.  In 2014, Milwaukee County staff encouraged non-profits and municipalities to collaborate on projects and programs.  As a result a few projects were funded that were collaborations between non-profits and municipalities to address job creation and homeless populations. 
Actions taken to enhance coordination between public and private housing and social service agencies. 91.220(k); 91.320(j)
Milwaukee County has a strong network of private providers of special needs housing.  The County provides case management, rent subsidy, and connects housing providers with service providers to help clients succeed in living independently. 
Identify actions taken to overcome the effects of any impediments identified in the jurisdictions analysis of impediments to fair housing choice.  91.520(a)
Milwaukee County conducted fair housing training for municipal leaders as well as staff.   Milwaukee County funded Metropolitan Milwaukee Fair Housing to take complaints and conduct outreach and education.  The security deposit program also worked toward allowing voucher holders the opportunity to move to the suburbs. 
CR-40 - Monitoring 91.220 and 91.230
Describe the standards and procedures used to monitor activities carried out in furtherance of the plan and used to ensure long-term compliance with requirements of the programs involved, including minority business outreach and the comprehensive planning requirements
Milwaukee County continues to increase staff and local funding to work towards ending homelessness.  As a provider of mental health services the County is a key partner in reducing and ending homelessness.
Milwaukee County uses a risk analysis to select sub-recipients to be monitored.  Factors looked at include funding amount, previous monitoring findings, and experience.  Each sub-recipient is monitored at least every 3 years. 
Milwaukee County staff works with various organizations to recruit minority businesses including the Milwaukee County Community Business Partners and the Latino Entrepreneurial Network.  Staff sends information to firms registered with the County as Disadvantaged Business Enterprises to become home repair contractors.  All sub-recipients are asked to use the DBE list to solicit bids.  Staff attends other events to recruit contractors. 
Citizen Participation Plan 91.105(d); 91.115(d)
Describe the efforts to provide citizens with reasonable notice and an opportunity to comment on performance reports.
Milwaukee County posts reports on the Housing web site.  Sub-recipients and municipal partners are notified of all postings. 
CR-45 - CDBG 91.520(c)
Specify the nature of, and reasons for, any changes in the jurisdiction’s program objectives and indications of how the jurisdiction would change its programs as a result of its experiences.
None.
	Does this Jurisdiction have any open Brownfields Economic Development Initiative (BEDI) grants?
	No


[BEDI grantees]  Describe accomplishments and program outcomes during the last year.

CR-50 - HOME 91.520(d)
Include the results of on-site inspections of affordable rental housing assisted under the program to determine compliance with housing codes and other applicable regulations 
Please list those projects that should have been inspected on-site this program year based upon the schedule in §92.504(d). Indicate which of these were inspected and a summary of issues that were detected during the inspection. For those that were not inspected, please indicate the reason and how you will remedy the situation.
All 71 units in the 7 projects were inspected and passed inspection. See attached spreadsheet. 
Provide an assessment of the jurisdiction's affirmative marketing actions for HOME units. 92.351(b)
Milwaukee County has utilized HOME in projects that are designed for clients with special needs and disabilities.  Property managers work with the County to fill units in accordance with affirmative marketing plans. 
Refer to IDIS reports to describe the amount and use of program income for projects, including the number of projects and owner and tenant characteristics
Program income is used prior to the use of grant funds. 
Describe other actions taken to foster and maintain affordable housing.  91.220(k) (STATES ONLY: Including the coordination of LIHTC with the development of affordable housing).  91.320(j)
Milwaukee County is working with municipal partners to create and inventory of sites suitable for high-density affordable housing to market to developers. 

CR-60 - ESG 91.520(g) (ESG Recipients only)
ESG Supplement to the CAPER in e-snaps
For Paperwork Reduction Act
1. Recipient Information—All Recipients Complete
Basic Grant Information
	Recipient Name
	MILWAUKEE COUNTY



	Organizational DUNS Number
	134191738



	EIN/TIN Number
	396005720



	Indentify the Field Office
	MILWAUKEE



	Identify CoC(s) in which the recipient or subrecipient(s) will provide ESG assistance
	



ESG Contact Name 
	Prefix
	



	First Name
	



	Middle Name
	



	Last Name
	



	Suffix
	



	Title
	



ESG Contact Address
	Street Address 1
	



	Street Address 2
	



	City
	



	State
	



	ZIP Code
	-



	Phone Number
	



	Extension
	



	Fax Number
	



	Email Address
	



ESG Secondary Contact
	Prefix
	



	First Name
	



	Last Name
	



	Suffix
	



	Title
	



	Phone Number
	



	Extension
	



	Email Address
	



2. Reporting Period—All Recipients Complete 
	Program Year Start Date
	01/01/2014



	Program Year End Date
	12/31/2014



3a. Subrecipient Form – Complete one form for each subrecipient
	Subrecipient or Contractor Name

	City

	State

	Zip Code

	DUNS Number

	Is subrecipient a vistim services provider

	Subrecipient Organization Type

	ESG Subgrant or Contract Award Amount



CR-65 - Persons Assisted
4. Persons Served
4a. Complete for Homelessness Prevention Activities 
	Number of Persons in Households
	Total

	Adults
	

	Children
	

	Don’t Know/Refused/Other
	

	Missing Information
	

	Total
	


Table 14 – Household Information for Homeless Prevention Activities

4b. Complete for Rapid Re-Housing Activities
	Number of Persons in Households
	Total

	Adults
	

	Children
	

	Don’t Know/Refused/Other
	

	Missing Information
	

	Total
	


Table 15 – Household Information for Rapid Re-Housing Activities

4c. Complete for Shelter
	Number of Persons in Households
	Total

	Adults
	

	Children
	

	Don’t Know/Refused/Other
	

	Missing Information
	

	Total
	


Table 16 – Shelter Information

4d. Street Outreach
	Number of Persons in Households
	Total

	Adults
	

	Children
	

	Don’t Know/Refused/Other
	

	Missing Information
	

	Total
	


Table 18 – Household Information for Street Outreach

4e. Totals for all Persons Served with ESG
	Number of Persons in Households
	Total

	Adults
	

	Children
	

	Don’t Know/Refused/Other
	

	Missing Information
	

	Total
	


Table 17 – Household Information for Persons Served with ESG

5. Gender—Complete for All Activities
	
	Total

	Male
	

	Female
	

	Transgender
	

	Don't Know/Refused/Other
	

	Missing Information
	

	Total
	


Table 18 – Gender Information

6. Age—Complete for All Activities
	
	Total

	Under 18
	

	18-24
	

	25 and over
	

	Don’t Know/Refused/Other
	

	Missing Information
	

	Total
	


Table 19 – Age Information

7. Special Populations Served—Complete for All Activities
Number of Persons in Households
	Subpopulation
	Total
	Total Persons Served – Prevention
	Total Persons Served – RRH
	Total Persons Served in Emergency Shelters

	Veterans
	
	
	
	

	Victims of Domestic Violence 
	
	
	
	

	Elderly
	
	
	
	

	HIV/AIDS
	
	
	
	

	Chronically Homeless
	
	
	
	



	Persons with Disabilities:

	
	
	
	
	

	Severely Mentally Ill
	
	
	
	

	Chronic Substance Abuse
	
	
	
	

	Other Disability
	
	
	
	

	Total (unduplicated if possible)
	
	
	
	


Table 20 – Special Population Served

CR-70 – ESG 91.520(g) - Assistance Provided and Outcomes
10.  Shelter Utilization 
	Number of New Units – Rehabbed 
	

	Number of New Units – Conversion 
	

	Total Number of bed - nigths available
	

	Total Number of bed - nights provided
	

	Capacity Utilization
	


Table 21 – Shelter Capacity

11.  Project Outcomes Data measured under the performance standards developed in consultation with the CoC(s) 
CR-75 – Expenditures
11. Expenditures
11a. ESG Expenditures for Homelessness Prevention
	
	Dollar Amount of Expenditures in Program Year

	
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Expenditures for Rental Assistance
	
	
	

	Expenditures for Housing Relocation and Stabilization Services - Financial Assistance
	
	
	

	Expenditures for Housing Relocation & Stabilization Services - Services
	
	
	

	Expenditures for Homeless Prevention under Emergency Shelter Grants Program
	
	
	

	Subtotal Homelessness Prevention
	
	
	


Table 22 – ESG Expenditures for Homelessness Prevention

11b. ESG Expenditures for Rapid Re-Housing
	
	Dollar Amount of Expenditures in Program Year

	
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Expenditures for Rental Assistance
	
	
	

	Expenditures for Housing Relocation and Stabilization Services - Financial Assistance
	
	
	

	Expenditures for Housing Relocation & Stabilization Services - Services
	
	
	

	Expenditures for Homeless Assistance under Emergency Shelter Grants Program
	
	
	

	Subtotal Rapid Re-Housing
	
	
	


Table 23 – ESG Expenditures for Rapid Re-Housing

11c. ESG Expenditures for Emergency Shelter
	
	Dollar Amount of Expenditures in Program Year

	
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Essential Services
	
	
	

	Operations
	
	
	

	Renovation
	
	
	

	Major Rehab
	
	
	

	Conversion
	
	
	

	Subtotal
	
	
	


Table 24 – ESG Expenditures for Emergency Shelter

11d. Other Grant Expenditures
	
	Dollar Amount of Expenditures in Program Year

	
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Street Outreach
	
	
	

	HMIS
	
	
	

	Administration
	
	
	


Table 25 - Other Grant Expenditures

11e. Total ESG Grant Funds
	Total ESG Funds Expended
	2012
	2013
	2014

	
	
	
	


Table 26 - Total ESG Funds Expended

11f. Match Source
	
	2012
	2013
	2014

	Other Non-ESG HUD Funds
	
	
	

	Other Federal Funds
	
	
	

	State Government
	
	
	

	Local Government
	
	
	

	Private Funds
	
	
	

	Other
	
	
	

	Fees
	
	
	

	Program Income
	
	
	

	Total Match Amount
	
	
	


Table 27 - Other Funds Expended on Eligible ESG Activities

11g. Total
	Total Amount of Funds Expended on ESG Activities
	2012
	2013
	2014

	
	
	
	


Table 28 - Total Amount of Funds Expended on ESG Activities
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1 UNEXPENDED CDBG FUNDS AT END OF PREVIOUS PROGRAM YEAR
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03 SURPLUS URBAN RENEWAL
04 SECTION 108 GUARANTEED LOAN FUDS
05 CURRENT YEAR PROGRAM INCOME
053 CURRENT YEAR SECTION 108 PROGRAM INCOME (FOR S1 TYPE)
06 RETURNS
07 ADIUSTMENT TO COMPUTE TOTAL AVAILABLE
08 TOTAL AVAILABLE (SUM, LINES 01-07)
PART I1: SUMMARY OF CDBG EXPENDITURES
09 DISBURSEHENTS OTHER THAN SECTION 103 REPAYMENTS AND PLARNING/ADNINISTRATION.
10 ADIUSTENT TO COMPUTE TOTAL AMOUNT SUBJECT TO LOW/MOD BENEFIT
11 AMOUNT SUBJECT TO LOW/MOD BENEFIT (LINE 09 + LINE 10)
12 DISBURSED IN IDIS FOR PLARNING/ADMINISTRATION
13 DISBURSED IN IDIS FOR SECTION 108 REPAYMENTS
14 ADJUSTMENT TO COMPUTE TOTAL EXPENDITURES
15 TOTAL EXPENDITURES (SUM, LINES 11-14)
16 UNDIPENDED BALANCE (LINE 08 - LINE 15)
PART I11: LOWMOD BENEFIT THIS REPORTING PERIOD
17 EXPENIDED FOR LOW/MOD HOUSING IN SPECIAL AREAS.
18 EXPENDED FOR LOW/MOD MULTE-UNIT HOUSING,
19 DISBURSED FOR OTHER LOW/MOD ACTIVITIES
20 ADIUSTMENT TO COMPUTE TOTAL LOV/MOD CREDIT
21 TOTAL LOW/MOD CREDIT (SUM, LINES 17-20)
22 PERCENT LOW/IOD CREDIT (LINE 21/LINE 11)
LOW/MOD BENEFIT FOR MULTI-YEAR CERTIFICATIONS.
23 PROGRAM YEARS(PY) COVERED IN CERTIFICATION
24 CUNULATIVE NET EXPENDITURES SUBJECT TO LOW/HOD BENEFIT CALCULATION
25 CUMULATIVE EXPENDITURES BENEFTTING LOW/MOD PERSONS
26 PERCENT BENEFIT TO LOW/MOD PERSONS (LINE 25/LINE 24)
PART IV: PUBLIC SERVICE (PS) CAP CALCULATIONS
27 DISBURSED IN IDIS FOR PUBLIC SERVICES
25 PS UNLIQUIDATED OBLIGATIONS AT END OF CURRENT PROGRAM YEAR
29 S UNLIQUIDATED OBLIGATIONS AT END OF PREVIOUS PROGRAM YEAR
30 ADIUSTMENT TO COMPUTE TOTAL PS OBLIGATIONS.
31 TOTAL PS OBLIGATIONS (LINE 27 + LINE 25 - LINE 29 + LINE 30)
32 ENTITLEMENT GRANT
33 PRIOR YEAR PROGRAM INCONE
34 ADIUSTMENT TO COMPUTE TOTAL SUBJECT TO pS CAP
35 TOTAL SURJECT TO PS CAP (SUM, LINES 32-34)
36 PERCENT FUNDS OBLIGATED FOR PS ACTIVITIES (LINE 31/LIN 35)
PARTV: PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION (PA) CAP
DISBURSED IN IDIS FOR PLANNING/ADMINISTRATION
PAUNLIQUIDATED OBLIGATIONS AT END OF CURRENT PROGRAN YEAR
PAUNLIQUIDATED OBLIGATIONS AT END OF PREVIOUS PROGRAM YEAR
ADIUSTMENT TO COMPLITE TOTAL PA OBLIGATIONS
TOTAL PA OBLIGATIONS (LINE 37+ LINE 38 - LINE 39 +LINE 40)
42 ENTITLENENT GRANT
43 CLRRENT YEAR PROGRAM INCOME
44 ADIUSTMENT TO COMPUTE TOTAL SUBJECT TO PA CAP
45 TOTAL SUBJECT TO PA CAP (SUM, LINES 424)
46 PERCENT FUNDS OBLIGATED FOR PA ACTIVITIES (LINE 41/LINE 45)
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LINE 17 DETAIL: ACTIVITIES TO CONSIDER IN DETERMINING THE AMOUNT TO ENTER ON LINE 17
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LINE 18 DETAIL: ACTIVITIES TO CONSIDER IN DETERMINING THE AMOUNT TO ENTER ON LINE 18
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LINE 19 DETALL: ACTIVITIES INCLUDED IN THE COMPUTATION OF LINE 19
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2014 Total
LINE 37 DETAIL: ACTIVITIES INCLUDED IN THE COMPUTATION OF LINE 37

Plan Year _1DIS Project _ 115 Actvity """ _ activity Name i) Drawn Amount

e T £ SeaTs70 2013 Adin Py 000

4 s 3595 5722608 CoBG Admin 2014 218 sussna

m s 8% 765656 CDBG Admin 2014 28 s1ar.4058

28677736

Total
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Matrix Code
144

Matrix Code
188

Matrix Code
05A

osc

05

050

05w

Matrix Code
03

03

03

03F

03

oL

HOUSING

Eligible Activity
Rehab; Single-Unit Residential

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Eligible Activity
ED Technical Assistance

PUBLIC SERVICES

Eligible Activity

Senior Services

Legal Services

Fair Housing Activities (if CDGS, then subject to 15% cap)
Mental Health Services

Food Banks

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Public Facilties and Improvement (General)
Senior Centers

Neighborhood Facilties

Parks, Recreational Facilties

Water/Sewer Improvements

Sidewalks

Number of Households Assisted
12

Total Number of Households Assisted: 12
Number of Jobs Created/Retained

6

Total Number of Jobs Created/Retained: 6

Number of Persons Benefitting
7,956

p2]

414

x|

574

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 9,000

Number of Persons Benefitting
7,726

666

12675

234,605

3,493

17,880

Total Number of Persons Benefitting: 277,045
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MILWAUKEE COUNTY

Count of CDBG Activities with Disbursements by Activity Group & Matrix Code

Underuay Compltea
Activiy Group Actiiy Category Underway A Completad Adtwies Prosram Year Total Activies
ot Dibursed o Dlsbursed ot Diiursed
Economic Development ED Direct Financial Assistance to For- 0 $0.00° T $0.00° T $0.00
ED Technical Assistance (188) 1 $96,263.49 1 $100,000.00 2 $196,263.49
Total Economic Development 1 $96,263.49 2 $100,000.00 3 $196,263.49
Housing Rehab; Single-Unit Residential (14A) 3 $256,621.15 5 $72,248.45 8 $328,869.60
Code Enforcement (15) 1 $4,620.23 2 $6,319.00 3 $10,939.23
Toat Housing A T emseras T amn
Pusic s and Iprovements ok Fols o Inprovement > Pl o S L e
S e (038 o S000 T e T e
Neighborhood Facilities (03€) 0 $0.00 3 $89,826.00 3 $89,826.00
ot Resesiona Facie (03) 3 amees 3 s o seamss
V5o mprovement (0) . 000 > Sonomw > o
Sidewalks (03L) 1 $0.00 5 $238,593.55 6 $238,593.55
Asbestos Removal (03R) 0 $0.00 X $0.00 X $0.00
Total Putiic FEckities aind 6 $315,432.69 19 $598,259.55 25 $913,692.24

Imrovemnts
Public Services ‘Senior Services (05A) 1 $23,842.64 15 $135,535.50 16 $159,378.14
Legal Services (05C) 0 $0.00 2 $24,416.59 2 $24,416.59
Employment Training (05H) 0 $0.00 1 $0.00 b4 $0.00
Fair Housing Activities (if CDGS, then o $0.00 2 $47,600.24 2 $47,600.24
Mental Health Services (050) 1 $18,000.00 X $7,200.00 2 $25,200.00
Food Banks (05W) 0 $0.00 1 $3,000.00 1 $3,000.00
ToatPuic Senvices F——T 7 s ERE T
General Administration and General Program Administration (21A) 1 $266,167.30 1 $20,610.06 2 $286,777.36
ping To Genera Adntaton s T s 1 swetoos 2+ saerras
Grand Total 14 $980,947.50 51 $1,015,189.39 65  $1,996,136.89

(CDBG Sum of Actual Accomplishments by Activity Group and Accomplishment Type

_— " ok rogram vear
Group. Matrix Code Accomplishment Type Open Count _Completed Count Totals
T S B O e R e O g T T

ED Technical Assistance (188) Jobs. 5 192 197
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Total Econormic Development g 203 208

Housing Rehab Single-Unit Residential (144) Housing Units 186 9% P

Code Enforcement (15) persons 0 18,000 18000

Housing Units o 755 755

Total Housing 86 18851 5,057

Publc Faiites and Improvements Publc Facilties and Improvement (General) (03)  Persons 11,000 7726 18727

Public Facities o 1 1

Senior Centers (034) Public Fecites o &6 o6

Neighborhood Faciltes (03E) Public Feciltes 0 12675 12675

Parks, Recreatonal Faciities (03F) Pubiic Faciites 3420 469,501 503,704

Water/Sewer Improverments (03) persons 0 6,994 6994

Sidewalks (03L) Persons 0 26,097 26,097

Publec Facites 9% 1769 18,680

Total Public Facilties and Improvements 46194 541,350 587,544

Public Servces Senior Services (054) Persons 3 10576 10607

Legal Services (056) Persons 0 ) %

Fai Housing Acties (I CDGS, then subjectto  Persons 0 m m

Mental Health Services (050) persons = 130 163

Food Banks (05W) Persons o 574 574

Total Public Services ) FEEED) T2197

Grand Total 6449 572537 518,986
CDBG Beneficiaries by Racial / Ethnic Category

. Total Hispanic

i) e Totat ersons Total Households " Households

Towsng Winte 0 7 7

Black/African American 0 0 8 3

Asian o o 2 o

Total Housing o g 2 N

Non Housing white 13,746 1263 o o

Black/Afican American 4398 o 0 0

Asian 469 0 0 0

American Indian/Alaskan Native 74 0 0 0

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacifc siander s 0 0 0

American Indian/Alaskan Native & White 9 0 o o

Asian & White 1 o 0 0

Amer.Indizn/Alaskan Native & Black/Afrcan 1 1 0 0

Other mutracel 29 2 0 o

Total Non Housing 5613 1276 o g

Grand Total white 14246 1347 197 2

Black/Afican American 4453 o & 3

Asian a5 0 2 0

American Indian/Alaskan Native 175 0 0 0

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacifc Isiander 9 0 0 0

American Indian/Alaskan Native & White 10 0 o o




image9.jpeg
Asian & White 5 0 0 0
Black/African American & White 5 0 0 [

Amer. Indian/Alaskan Native & Black/African 2 1 0 0

Other multi-racial 809 12 0 [

Total Grand Total 20,187 1,360 282 21

CDBG Beneficiaries by Income Category

Income Levels Owner Occupied _Renter Occupied Persons

Tiousing Eremely Low (<= 3 0 0
Low (>30% and < 6 0 0

Mod (>50% and <=80%) 2 0 [}

Total Low-Mod 1 0 0

Non Low-Mod (>80%) 0 0 0

Total Beneficiaries 1 0 0

Non Housing Extremely Low (<=30%) 0 0 1430
Low (>30% and <=50%) 0 0 10,621

Mod (>50% and <=80%) 0 0 2,153

Total Low-Mod 0 0 14,204

Non Low-Mod (>80%) 0 0 2,201

Total Beneficaries 0 0 16,405
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Demographic

CPD Maps
Consolidated Plan and Continuum of Care Planning Tool gfgr“lﬁ ,}g
oEvELOPMENT

Target Report Area Name: For Milwaukee County
Reference Report Area Name: For CNSRT-MILWAUKEE COUNTY Jurisdi
Demographic
Summary Information for Basic Demographic and Socioeconor Target Reference
Total Population: 937,616 347,976
Total Households: 379,372 149,202
Homeownership Rate: 53 6
Average Household Size of Occupied Housing Units: 2
‘Average Household Size of Owner occupied Housing Units: 3
Average Household Size of Renter occupied Housing Units: 2
Median Household Income In The Past 12 Months: 43215 -
Aggregate Household Income In The Past 12 Months: 21,744,368,400  10,944,871,700
Median Family Income In The Past 12 Months: 54539 -
Median Nonfamily Household Income In The Past 12 Months: 30524 -

2005.104C5
Person-level Information Target Reference

Number Percentage  Number Percentage

Population 5 years and over that speak English 'not at all 8,189 0.94% 810 0.25%
Persons in Poverty (Universe: Persons whose poverty status is determined): 176,196 25,507
Poverty Rate: 19.25% 7.47%
Persons in Poverty in Family Households: 126,829 71.98% 14,676 57.54%
Persons in Poverty in non-Family Households: 49,367 28.02% 10,831 42.46%

2006-10AC5




image11.jpeg
Race

White alone (not Hispanic)

Black or African American alone (not Hispanic)

American Indian and Alaska Native alone (not Hispanic)

Asian alone (not Hispanic)

Native Hawaitan and Other Pacific Islander alone (not Hispanic)
Some other race alone (not Hispanic)

Two or more races (ot Hispanic)

Persons of Hispanic Origin

Total

Age

Population Age 0-17
Population Age 18-24
Population Age 25 - 64
Population Age 65 and over
Total

Household-level Information
Households with one or more people under 18 years:

Households with one or more people 60 years and over:
One person Household:

Demographic

Target

Number Percentage
519,621 55.42%
245,664 26.20%
4,987 053%
30457 3.25%
349 0.04%
1,734 0.18%
17,759 1.89%
117,045 12.48%

937,616
Target

Number Percentage
235,544 25.12%
104,897 11.19%
487,643 52.01%
109,532 11.68%

937,616
Target

Number Percentage
120,159 3167%
106,935 28.19%
129,949 34.25%

Reference
Number Percentage
293,328 84.30%
15,870 4.56%
1533 0.44%
9,883 2.84%
59 0.02%
537 0.15%
6,240 1.79%
20526 5.90%
347,976
20061045
Reference
Number Percentage
74,064 21.28%
27,744 7.97%
190,515 5475%
55,653 15.99%
347,976
2006.10AC5
Reference
Number Percentage
41,182 27.60%
51,107 34.25%
50,710 33.99%

2006:10AC5
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Household Income in the Past 12 Months

Less than $14,999
$15,000 to $24,999
$25,000t0 $34,999
$35,000 to $44,999
$45,000 to $59,999
$60,000to $74,999
$75,000t0 $99,999
$100,000 to $124,999
$125,000 to $149,999.
$150,000 or more
Total

Family-level Information

Families with Income in the past 12 months below poverty level:
Families in poverty, owner occupants:
Families in poverty, renter occupants:

Income
Total Households

Small Family Households*

Large Family Households*

Household contains at least one person 62-74 years of age
Household contains at least one person age 75 o older
Households with one or more children 6 years old or younger®
the highest income category for these family types s >80% HAMFI

Demographic

Target Reference
Number Percentage Number Percentage

50974 15.81% 13,980 937%
49,406 13.02% 14,121 9.46%
46,332 12.21% 15,289 10.25%
40326 10.63% 14,401 9.65%
49,636 13.08% 20,036 13.43%
38117 10.05% 16,910 11.33%
41,801 11.02% 21,075 14.13%
24392 6.43% 14,235 9.54%
12,646 333% 7,852 5.26%
16,742 2.41% 11,303 7.58%

379372 149,202
2006-104C5

Target Reference
Number Percentage Number Percentage

32,585 4320
5,741 17.62% 1,089 25.21%
26,844 82.38% 3231 74.79%
2006-104c5
0-30% >30-50% >50-80% >80-100% >100%
HAMFI HAMFI HAVIFI HAVIFI HAMFI
64,355 53,000 72,035 39355 150,630
20545 17,075 24,325 14,655 77,465
5215 4225 5,945 3,500 10,585
7,085 8135 10,945 5,800 20,565
9,045 10,300 10,060 3,635 9,475
13,500 10,490 12,315 6,065 11,965
2008 10 cHas
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Income (Reference)

Total Households

Small Family Households*

Large Family Households*

Household contains at least one person 62-74 years of age
Household contains at least one person age 75 or older
Households with one or more children & years old or younger*
“the highest income category for these family types i >30% HAMFI

Demographic

0-30% >30-50%
HAMFI HAMFI
13,740 14,820

2,844 3,140

m 527

2,063 2722

4,065 5170

1,441 1,611

>50-80%
HAMFI
25,240
6,909
1,044
4,619
5278
3138

>80-100%
HAMFI
15335
5390
983
2674
1844
2,457

>100%
HAMFI
80,065
43,525
5,670
11,490
5,829
6,585

200610 CHas
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Vear
Complete

6/7/2006

12/23/2011

4/18/2012

4/11/2013

6/26/2012
7/31/95,
6/3/%

4/23/2013

IDis#  Project Name
Water Tower View
3059 Apartments

3737 Northport Village

3738 Berkshire Greendale

3759 Bradley Crossing |
Cedar Glen Senior
3739 Housing
Courtyard Apartments,
106,219 MsP
Beloit Road Senior
3824 Housing

Hof
Project Address

39835, Prarie Hill Lane,
Greenfield, W1 53228 6
7303 N. Port Washington Rd,
Glendale, Wi 53217 10
7010 Grange Avenue,

Greendale, W 53129 1
4305 W. Bradley Road,

Brown Deer, W1 53223 1
1661 Rivers Bend,

Wauwatosa, Wi 53226 1
11505 Greenfield Avenue,

West Alls, W1 53214 u
Multiple, 72nd & Beloit u

Lbed Lbed 2bed 2bed 3bed 3-bed Fixed/
Units  High

low  Floating
floating

floating

floating
4 2floating
floating.
floating

floating

HOME S

$ 30000000
$ 42332900
$ 61500000
$ 57500000
$ 55000000
$ 40000000
$  1,000,000.00
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Supervisor Patricia Jursik, Chairperson,
From the Committee on Economic and Community Development, reporting on:

File No. 13-745

(TEM ) From the Director, Department of Health and Human Services,
requesting authorization to allocate anticipated 2014 Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) funding.

A RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, as part of the annual Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
process, all applicants were invited to attend a public hearing and to present their
proposals to the Economic and Community Development Committee on September 16,
2013; and

WHEREAS, for 2014, a review process was put in place by staff to objectively
rank projects based on a scoring system to make final recommendations and a panel
was arranged to score each project based on this system; and

WHEREAS, once the County Board approves the projects, the 2014 Annual Plan
will be published for comment for 30 days, as required, then any public comments wil
be incorporated into the final 2014 Annual Plan which will be submitted to the Federal
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for approval by November 15,
2013; and

WHEREAS, the 2014 Milwaukee County CDBG allocation totals $1,391,173; and

WHEREAS, twenty percent of the anticipated 2014 allocation can be used for
administration ($278,235); and

WHEREAS, fifteen percent of the total funds can be set aside for public service
projects ($208,676); and

'WHEREAS, the allocation continues to be split between at large competitive
projects and municipal projects; and

WHEREAS, although the municipal projects were not scored and ranked for the
purpose of this report, they are included to show the complete allocation; and

WHEREAS, if projects are not able to provide specific documentation that they
are serving the Milwaukee County CDBG jurisdiction and that they are serving low-to-
moderate income individuals, Milwaukee County will not be able to provide
reimbursement per HUD regulations; and

WHEREAS, in no case will program expenditures exceed available revenue;
now, therefore,
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48
49
50
51
52

53
54

BE IT RESOLVED, the County Board of Supervisors authorizes the Director,
Department of Health and Human Services, or his designee, to allocate the total
anticipated 2014 Community Development Block Grant funds to the following projects:

[County-wide Projects Public  [Non Public  [Application
|Service _|Service |Score

[Metropolitan Milwaukee Fair Housing Council [$34,780 [300

[Hope House of Milwaukee — Supportive (544,780 97

Housing Services

Dewish Family Services — Peer Support (24,778 [290

[Wisconsin Women's Business Initiative [§53,361 [92

|Corporation — Microenterprise

Milwaukee County Housing, Emergency Home [§120,000  [290

Repair

IMilwaukee County Housing, Architectural (540,000 [290

Barrier Removal

[Grand Avenue Club - Employment [6100,000 _ [286

[Hunger Task Force — Water Distribution [§52,560 [286

[Human Concerns — Electrical Upgrades (520,000 [282

[Milwaukee County Parks — Sheridan Park [§66,210 [282

[AtTarge total 6104338 [$452,131  [556,469

[Suburban Set-Aside Projects Public [Non Public

|Service _|service

Brown Deer — Senior Club [§9.933

[Cudahy — Property Maintenance 86,319

[Cudahy - Interfaith 85,176

[Frankiin — Senior Travel [$8.643

[Greendale — Adult Program Services (10,200

[Greenfield — Senior Services Staff 11,194

interfaith Senior Program (various municipalities) [$25,533

[Shorewood — Senior Resource Center [$8,340

|St. Francis — Code Compliance 10,000

[West Milwaukee — Community Center 159,000

Maintenance

[Cudahy — Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 545,835

|Accessibilit





image17.jpeg
[Frankiin — Senior Dining Americans with

Disabilities Act (ADA) Fire Alarm 145,538
(Glendale — Sidewalk Replacement
$24,127

[Greendale — Historical Society 128,731
|Greenfield — Farmers Market 1$41,343
[Shorewood — Home Repair with Milwaukee County| [$10,000
[Shorewood — Alley Repair 513,903
[South Milwaukee — Senior Center Energy Project 52,362
|St. Francis — Trail Project Phase Il 143,096
|St. Francis — Sidewalk and Ramp Project /528,731
[West Milwaukee — Community Center Exterior 571,826
WWBIC (Oak Creek) — Business Development 146,639
[Suburban Total [$452,131

1$104,338
[TOTAL — Public and Non-Public Service (not 161,112,938
fincluding administration)
[Total Allocation from Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) including reallocation [$1,391,173
[Administration cap per regulation, 20% [5278,235
[Public service cap per regulation, 15% [5208,676
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Introduction

Nationwide, nearly a quarter of a million children
whose families parcicipate in the Housing Choice
Voucher Program (HCVP) live in extreme poverty
neighborhoods (Sard and Rice 2014). These neigh-
borhoods, with poverty rates in excess of 40 percent,
often have high rates of violence and can influence
children’s educational achievement as well as adult
employment or health outcomes (Burdick-Will et
al. 2011, Ellen and Turner 1997, Gennetian et al.
2012). While the HCVP should theoretically allow
families o aecess safer, lower-poverty neighborhoods
‘with high achieving schools, in practice the program
falls short of this potential, with only about one in
five families with children in the voucher program
living in low-poverty neighborhoods (Sard and Rice
2014).

“This report examines an innovative program in M
waukee County that can help address these disparities
and assist the HCVP in expanding its potential to
help families and children reach higher opportunity
neighborhoods. The Milwaukee County HOME
Security Deposit Assstance Program (SDAP) provides
families in the voucher program with a grant of up
0 $1,000 that can be used to pay for their security
deposit, but only on housing units in suburban mu-
nicipalities outside of the City of Milwaukee. These
suburbs are overwhelmingly white and low-poverty
(see Table 3 and Figure 1). The Milwaukee County
program was originally developed to assist families
facing financial barriers to moving after an unexpected
loss of their current housing. But because of geo-
graphic restrictions attached to the Security Deposit
(related to funding program jurisdiction), and the
lack of any other significant “mobility counseling”
efforts by the county PHA, the program presents an
opportunity to study a particular kind of targeted

intervention to facilitate moves by HCV families to

lower-poverty areas and meet the goal of affirmatively
furthering fair housing.

Using surveys and interviews, we examine the influence

of the Milwaukee County Security Deposit Assistance

‘Program on families housing search and neighborhood
We find that the sccurity deposit incentive.
had a strong impact on tenants’ housing search,
encouraging them to look for housing in higher
‘opportunity, less segregated communities. However,
other barriers to entry to these communities continued
o frustrate many of these families. "Tb achieve mas-
imum effeet, the security deposit incentive needs to
be combined with other policy changes t improve
access to suburban communities.

outcome

While the voucher program shoud
theoretically alow farniles to access safer
lower-poverty neighborhoods with high
achieving schools, in practice the program
fals short of this potential.

Background

Families and children who live in high-poverty and
racially segregated communities face a host of dis-
advantages compared to their counterparts in middle
class neighborhoods. High rates of violent crime,
bleaker job prospects, and generally weaker per-
forming schools are often correlated with the uneven
‘geographic distribution of families in American met-
ropolitan arcas (Briggs 2005). For young people
especially, living in disadvantaged neighborhoods
contributes 1o inequalites in socio economic mobility
and cognitive skills that can be seen across multiple
generations and can result in school dropout, ado-
lescent childbearing, and criminal and delinquent
behavior (Sharkey 2013; Sharkey and Elvert 2011;
Harding 2003; Brooks-Gunn et al. 1997; Sampson,
Morenoff, and Gannon-Rowley 2002).

One approach t ameliorating the harms of growing
up in neighborhoods of concentrated poverty is o
enable children and fumilics to move to better-off
places, often in the same metropolitan region. Low-
income mothers and their daughters who make such
2 move have shown long-term improvements in
health (Gennetian et al. 2012), while poor students
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who attend low-poverty schools have seen their aca-
demic achievement scores increase over the long
term (Schwartz 2011). For almost four decades,
housing policy advocates and their clientele have
had a tool that theoretically could support poor
familis in making such moves. The Housing Choice
Voucher Program (HCVE, formerly Section-8) pro-
vides rental payments to lindlords on behalf of
eligible! low-income families, enabling them to afford
housing in a wider range of neighborhoods than
their income level might other dictate. The
vouchers cover the difference between a set amount
ofa familyk income (generally 30 percent) and a fed-
erally-calculated Fair Market Rent (FMR) in their
Tocal housing market. Compared to traditional fami
housing projects, which are ofien found in high
poverty and segregated neighborhoods (Bickford
and Massey 1991; Sard and Rice 2014), the HCVP
allows families o rent from private market landlords
across a range of neighborhoods in the metropolitan
area, provided they can find a unt that meets payment
standards and a landlord willing to rent to them,

However,facilitating such moves under the auspices
of the Housing Choice Voucher Program has proven
challenging. While the HICVP should theoretically
allow families to move t better-off, well-resourced
ncighborhoods, in practice voucher holders are no
more likely than poor unassisted renters to move to
low-poverty communities, and minority voucher
users in particular struggle to reach such places
(Metzger 2014; McClure 2008). Minority voucher
holders also tend to be more concentrated in high
poverty, racially segregated neighborhoods than
white houscholds (Julian and Daniel 2009; Wang
and Varady 2005). Research focusing on the location
of housing voucher households in the country’ 50
Hargest metropolitan areas finds that they are more
segregated, more spatially clustered, and more con-
centrated in poor tracts than a comparison group of
isted low-income familics (Metzger 2014).
Compared o renters and poor householdsin general,

unas

voucher holders tend to live in neighborhoods with
poorer performing clementary schools that rank
well below the state median on test scores (Ellen
and Horn 2012).

The Milwaukee County Security Deposic Asistance
Program providesa way toaddress these shortcomings
in the voucher program through a straightforward
incentive to which many families have responded.
“The structure of the program, which for jurisdictional
reasons only provides seeurity deposit grants in sub-
urban municipalites, s wellas the lack of other sig-
nificant counseling efforts to promote opportunity
moves in the

cgion, offers a compelling situation
for a study examining how this particular type of in-
tervention might help the HCV program deliver on
its potential of assisting familics to reach low pove

neighborhoods across the metropolitan area. Before
describing the program i detal, we give an overview
of our study location.

Milwaukee City and Suburbs

The most segregared metropolitan area in the
country, the Milwaukee region (sce Figure 1) has a
history of deep divisions between the city and its
surrounding suburbs. Since the tun of the 20th
century, Milwaukees suburban municipalities were
resistant to the expansion of the city. Industrial
suburbs like West Alls successfully ressted attempts
at annexation in the 19205, as did the eastern mu-
nicipalities of Whitefish Bay and Shorewood, both
retrears for wealthy residents who worked in the
city (Orum 1995). The political struggle between
the city’s push to incorporate such affluent towns
into its tax base and the suburbs’ resistance o an-
nexation characterized much of the 20th century,
culminating in a favorable decision for the suburbs
by the Wisconsin Supreme Court in 1955 that
permited even small townships to incorporate them-
selves (ibid). By the 1960s, the boundaries between
Milwaukee city and its suburbs were well set.

1 In contastto othermeans-tesed soial programs that prvide assistance 1 all efigle famiics, the supplyofvouchers i e, with fewer than
1 outof 4 eliblefamies curtentyserved by the pogram (Rceand Sard 2009),
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This regional balkanization was complemented by
the migration of African Americans to Milwaukee
beginning the 19505 and 60s. Unlike many other
northern cities, Milwaukee was nota destination for
cither the first or second Great Migrations of blacks
from the south—by 1950, the city was only four
percent non-white (Orum 1995). Just as black families
were arriving in the city, the industrial jobs that had

played an important ole in Milwaukee? deselopment
and growth were beginning to leave for other parts
of the country and eventually the world, part of the
widespread move of industry out of US cities that
began in the 1960s. With working class jobs evapo-
rating and the city unable to adjust to the exodus of
the upper and middle casses by expanding its bound-
arics, further metropolitan divisions were inevitable.

Figure 1. Map of the Milwaukee Region with Location of Surveyed Families.
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The secunty depasit program presents
an aoportunity to stucly a particulr kind of
targeted intervention to faciltate moves by

HCV families to lower poverty areas.

Contemporary Milwaukee is the most racialy seg-
regated metropolitan region in America (Logan and
Stults 2011). Figure | emphasizes this division. The
Figure shows high concentrations of black families
in north Milwaukee surrounded by suburban mu-
nicipalities that are for the most part less than 10
percent black, with only one portion of one suburb
(Brown Deer) measuring as much as 30 percent
Affican-American. This picture differs from many
other contemporary metropolitan areas, which have
seen a noticeable growth of non-white suburbs in
the past ten to twenty years (Hanlon et al. 2010).
“This racial division has decp implications for neigh-
borhood inequality—in metropolitan Milwaukee,
the average white household lives in a neighborhood
that is 8.5 percent poor, while the average black
houschold livesin a neighborhood that s 27 percent
poor (Logan 2011). This ratio of black-to-white
neighborhood poverty isthe second worstin Americ,
and is largely unaffected by social class—afiluent
blacks in Milwaukee live in neighborhoods that are
205 percent poor on average (ibid).

Clearly, the historical and contemporary context of
Milwaukee presents achallenge to fair housing poli-
cies. We can only expecta program like the Milwaukee
County Security Deposit Assistance Program to ad-
dress a small part of this legacy. Yet a nuanced look
at the policy and its impact allows us to appreciate
the ways families can be asisted in moving against
this gradient of place-based inequality, as well as
understand how the specific features of the region
inhibit wider successes.

Data and Methods

‘The primary aim of this study is to understand the
influence of the Milwaukee County Security Deposit
Assistance Program (SDAP) on families’ housing
search and neighborhood outcomes. We also explain
the origins and operation of the SDAP, and provide
an overview of programmatic outcomes from the
firstyear of s operation. We use survey and interview
data to summarize neighborhood outcomes and
profile the ways voucher users searched for housing.
We also draw on these data to understand the
ongoing challenges and barricrs faced by familics
attempting to use the SDAP.

Our central research questions are:
1. Who Used the Security Depusit Aistance Program?
a. How many families were able to use the
security deposit grant® What type of HCV
holders were most likely to use the security
deposit program?
2. Where did Families Search for Housing?

a. Did they look in suburban areas? What influ-
ence did the SDAP have in that search?

3. What was the Process Bebind the Housing Search?

2. Whatsearch methods were used? Flow extensive
were the searches? How did houschold heads
weigh the offer of sceurity deposit assistance,
and what other housing or neighborhood
needs did they consider when conducting their
housing search?

4. What Other Factors Shaped the Housing Search?

a. What barriers to lease-up! did families
encounter?

Study Design

We use survey and administrative data collected by
the Metropolitan Milwaukee Fair Housing Council
(MMFHC), supplemented by 20 in-depth qualicative

2 Weuse the term lease-up” o refer to participants n the Housing ChiceVoucher rogram sgning a lease ith a andlord who has agred fo ac

ceptvoucher payment.
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intersiews. This mixed methods approach s important
for understanding both trends in how the SDAP is
being used and the mechanisms behind how
viduals are using it

Survey and Administrative Analysis

Between the 12th of February and the 29th of June
2014 the MMFHC conducted telephone surveys
with families who expressed an interest n the security
deposit program. These fumilies were all in the
Housing Choice Voucher Program, and were in-
formed of the SDAP when they expressed an interest
in moving from their current unit* The MMFHC
routinely received lists of all of the individuals who
signed up at the Milwaukee County Housing Division
(MCHD; the housing authority administering the
SDAP) office to receive more information about
the security deposit program. These individuals
were surveyed in the order in which they signed up.
All names on the list were called, often multiple
times in an attempt to secure a survey, and household
heads were offered a $15 gift card for completing
the telephone survey. The surveys were also suppl
mented with administrative data on voucher fumilies.
We use data from 72 of these surveys, completed as
of the end of June 2014.* Surveys asked heads of
households where they scarched for housing, the
sources of information they used to search, where
they ended up moving, and whether or not they
were successful in using the securiy deposic assistance.
The surveys also collected basic demographi
formation including employment status and number
of children.’

Qualitative Interviews

Qualitative interviews are used to understand how
families responded to the offer of security deposit
assistance, as well as to gain a more detailed under-

sanding of the housing search process and any
barriers to leasc-up. This portion of the study
primarily addresses rescarch questions two, three,
and four, although it also contributes to our overall
understanding of program outcomes.

For our interviews, we conducted a stratified random
sample of 40 clients who had been surveyed by the
MMFHC. We chose two strata for our interview
1) whether or not the client was successful in
using the Security Deposit Assistance; and 2) the
‘number of children in the household. Children can
impact the housing search by determining the
number of bedrooms a client needs. This is also

cases:

fined by voucher regulations, which stipulate that
different-sex children over a certain age must have
separate rooms. Since larger units may be harder to
find in suburban areas (Rosenblart and Deluca 2012)
families with more kids may face different search
pressures. Also, landlords may discriminate based
on family size. We oversampled clients who suc-
cessilly leascd-up using the SDAP, to ensure that
we would talk to enough clients who were able to
use the program to gain a picture of how it works.
We also oversampled on clients with large families
(three or more children) because of the anticipated
impact of family size on the housing search. We
completed 20 Juring September and Oc-
tober of 2014.

Interviews focused on clients’ recent residential
history, particularly their housing scarch process,
the role of Security Deposit Assistance, and any
challenges or barriers clients faced in their housing
scarch. Because many things may influence the
housing search, the interviews included probes for
experiences with landlords, family dynamics, neigh-
borhood experiences, and employment. Most inter-

3. Afea g hatusthe MCHO began akingnew Famles o the voucherproga n the summer f 2014, ater the survey e draw on was con
ducted. This means that all SOAP partcpants sunveyed nthisrepotwere estabiished voucher users.

& Bythebegianng o December 2014, the MMFHC compleed 100 surveys, out of 178 Tndiduals who had sined up for mare nformation, e
Sponse ateof 56 ercent. These surveys were 1ot comleted in fme 0 be ncluded T 1 report, but we prowde hese numbers a an indication
ofoverall program nteest (178 ndhidualssgned up) and 0 give  sense o survey response ats.

5 Addresses and demogiaphic nformation wer verfed using MCHD records,
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views were held at a centrally located office space in
downtown Milwaukee, although we also met re-
spondents at their homes or in nearby public spaces
(ke a Starbucks or McDonalds) if they were unable
to meet downtown. Participants were compensated
with a $25 gift card. Tnterviews ranged from one o
three hours in length, with mostlasting an hour and
ahalf.

Stakeholder Interviews

In addition to our participant interviews, we also
conducted a small number of interviews with relevant
stakeholders. These stakeholder interviews inform
our discussion of the program’origins and operations,
aswell s provide context for the scale of the voucher
program in Milwaukee County. Relevant stakeholders
were identified with assistance from MMFFIC.

Findings

Origins of the Security Deposit
Assistance Program

Lam telling you T bad 0 muck negative going
on because actually the coordimator for rent as-
sistance was tellng e about it [Security Deposit
Asistance]. But I bad so much negative going
o in e, like tbis loud... I though i [Secur
Depusit Asistance] was some kind o trick or
whatever; but it was perfect because I didn’t
bave two red nickels, pennics o whatever, 1o
yub together so it was perfict for my stuation
because without that 1 would bave bad to ask
sommebody el 0 belp me ith the security depasit
and 1 did't want 1o do that because then 1, s

6 Allnames used n therepotare pseudonyms chosen by th responderts

a bad thing when you buve 1o ask for belp
becanse 1 fle like 1 was selling my soul just 10
get belp, but yea... 1 was glad, 1 was like like
yes! Tt sas right on time, without that I would
be dootie out of k. (Susan)*

The Milwaukee County Security Deposit Assistance
Program originally arose from concerns for families
whose housing units fuled the annual HCVP in-
spection process (personal communication with
MCHD staff). These families were forced to vacate
their units and generally did not have time to save
for a security deposit on their next place. Because
security deposits are not covered by the housing
voucher program, familics generally need to come
up with this money on their own. The disruption of
a faled inspection put families at risk of not being
able to afford to sign a lease on another unit before
the time to use their voucher ran out, meaning they
could lose housing assistance altogether.

Tn response to this issue, staffat the MCHD applied
10 the County Board for approval to use HOME
funds for sccurity depositassistance. This proposal
was adopted by the county board and by September
of 2013 the SDAP was underway (a copy of the
adopted resolution can be found in the Technical
Appendix)* Clients ible for the SDAP are families
holding a County-issued Housing Choice Voucher
in the City of Milwaukee as wellas the suburbs, and
those in the Milwaukee County Shelter Plus Care
and Safe Haven programs. The program has a short
application process, which tenants (not landlords)
undertake. Security deposit assistance takes the form
of a payment to landlords on behalf of voucher
tenants, but is not paid back to the housing author-
ity—in fact, the landlord agreement states that

7 The HCHD has anurban county designaton under 24 CFR 570 and awrten agesment iththe municpaicessuounding he Citof Mitaukee
thatar nside Mibvaukee oty Th's llowed themt be rcipents o Block Grant Funding personalcommurication with MCHD stf). Under 24
PR 92, aneof the elgble actvtie forfursdictions partcipaing i the HOME IvestmentPatnerships Program fs provding loans o grans o

verylow and low-ncome familes for secrity deposis.

8 ormare on everaging federa unding opportunites to encourage opportunty movessee Expanding Choice: Practcl Stoteges forBuding a

Succesful Housing Mobily Pogram (Scot et al. 2013).
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The historical and contemporary context
of Miwaukee presents a challenge to fair
housing policies.

tenants will receive the security deposit amount
(plus any applicable interest) back at the conclusion
of their lease. This means that the money is potentially
available o tenants for future security deposits (per-
sonal communication with MCHD staff). The
amount of security deposit assistance is equal to one.
month’ rent and cannot be more than $1,000. The
figure of $1,000 was adopted after considering FMR
standards in Milwaukee County, and also finding
that landlords in the area generally charge only one
month’ rent as security deposit (personal commu-
‘nication with MCHD staff). Forms used to establish
and operate the SDAP can be found in the Technical
Appendix.

One final administrative fact is necessary for under-
standing the link between the Security Deposit
sistance Program and the potential to increase op-
portunity moves in the voucher program. Because
the City of Milwaukee has ts own housing authority,
iction for the MCHD HOME funds is
d 10 the 18 suburban municipalites outside of
the city, but within Milwaukee County (personal
communication with MCHD staff). Staff at the
MCHD and the Metropolitan Milwaukee Fair
Housing Council quickly realized that in addition
to helping familics with a much needed source of
funding, the SDAP could also address the goal of
increasing neighborhood opportunity and affimatively
furthering fair housing, by supporting moves to
suburban areas that are rarely reached by voucher
families.

Susan, quoted above, is one of the six respondents
(out of twenty) we interviewed who were successful
in using the SDAP to lease-up in the Milwaukee
suburbs. These respondents’ reasons for leasing up
vary: 24-year-old Amber said the SDAP was the

reason she was able to rent her fist apartment on
her own in Brown Deer—a suburb just ten minutes
away from her parents’ home in the Gity of Mil-
waukee. Ashley, 2 53-year-old interviewee, gave
credit to her Housing Authority case worker for
finding her current house, which she explained was
the “nicest place” she had ever lived. Lee, a 36-year-
old respondent who brought her 6-month-old infant
along o her inerview; exphained she moved to the
suburbs because of the SDAP and did so because

she wanted to live in a better area. But after six
‘months of living alone with her infant in a one-bed-
room apartment, Lee was looking to move again.
Her $625 voucher did not buy her the space she
needed or wanted in the suburbs, she was far from
family, and she was confident she could find a bigger
place in the city for the same amount of rent.

These stories help to illustrate the different factors
that led families to the Security Deposit Assistance
Program, as well as the different challenges each
faced. Tn the following sections, we combine an
analysis of survey daw with information gleaned
from our interviews—both with those houschold

heads like Susan, Amber, Ashley, and Lee who
leased-up with the SDAP, as well as with several
others who did not. As we show, respondents dealt
with housing instability, faced discrimination based
on both race and source of income, and often
struggled to find a unit that met the payment
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standard afforded by their voucher. Yet despite these
challenges, almost all of our respondents expressed
interest in using the SDAP to help with the cost of
‘moving into a unit, and on the whole the program
appears o have played a substantial role in influencing
them to search for housing in the suburbs.

Who Used the Security Deposit
Assistance Program?

Table 1 gives a basic profile of all families who ex-
pressed interest in the program, those who applied,
and those who successfully used Security Deposit
Assistance to lease-up in 4 suburban municipality.

cs of Households
Leased up
AllFamilies  Submitted application usingthe SDAP
N 72 57 11
Gender
Female 67 55 10
Male 3 2 1
Race
Black 53 3 7
White 6 5 ol
Hispanic 3 3 i
Multi-racial 5 4 1
Age
1824 2 2 1
2534 20 19 3
3544 20 16 3
4554 15 12 3
55-64 8 3 o
6574 2 2 0
75+ 1 S 0
Children
No children 23 13 4
1-2 children 29 27 4
3 ormore children 16 15 2
Warital Status
4 2 0
54 45 10
10 8 o
Disability in Household 42.75 34.6% 30.0%
Household Head Employed 348% 37.5% 30.0%

N shows numberin 7oup,but ot al s completed sunvey. Some categries iay havefeeranswers.

9 Sinceout it datacollction more il ave been surveyed.AsofDecemiber 2014, 100 frifes ad beensurveyed, outof 178 whosigned
0 receive more nformaton o the MCHD. Eghteen of these 100 familes had successuly used SDAP o ease-up in a qualying suburban u-
isiction. Fullurvey data onthse 100 familes was ot avalablefor analsis t th ime ofthis repor,butwe ncude thse figures o provide.
a1 updated count of ol program nerest 178 ndividual) and successfllese-ups withthe SOAP (18 househalds).
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Interested families (left column of Table 1) were
mostly black women, and most were between the
ages of 2544 Most houscholds had at least one
child, although roughly one-third (23 out of 72)
had no children. Few houschold heads were marricd,
and more than four out of ten houscholds had
someone with a disability. The MCHD normally
administers roughly 1,750 vouchers, and roughly
ten percent move in a given year, By December of
2014, 178 families had signed up for more information
about the SDAP, which suggests that roughly the
same number of voucher tenants were interested in
the program as there are movers in a given year."”

The program appears to have played a
substantial role n influericing these familes to
search for housing i the suburbs.

Fleven families had successfully used Security Deposit
Assistance as of our survey collection point in July
2014, using their voucher to lease-up in a suburban
municipality. This is 15 percent of all families who
expressed interest in the program, and 19 percent of
those who applied.!! As it was not possible to identify
the overall proportion of MCHD voucher users
who move to the suburbs in any given year, we used
HIUD data to get a picture of the total ratio of city
1o suburban voucher holders in Milwaukee County
in 2012, the last full year before the SDAP went
into effect. In that year, 86.5 percent of the voucher
holders in the region were in the city, compared to
13.5 percent in the county."? Clearly this is a lower

‘percentage of suburban voucher dwellers than among
those in our survey, although it is uncertain the
extent o which higher percentage of suburban lease-
upsin our survey population are directly attributable.
10 the SDAP.

“The middle and rightmost columns of Table 1 show
the demographic profile of those who applicd to use
the SDAP (57 houscholds) and those who leased-up
using Security Deposit Assistance (11 houscholds).”
There are some notable differences between the
houscholds who were able to use the assistance and
those who did not. Households that leased-up with
the SDAP were less likely to have children (four out
of ten o 40 percent of SDAP leasc-up houscholds
had no children, compared to only 23 percent of
applicant houscholds); lss likely to have a houschold
head over 55 (zero SDAP lease-up houscholds com-
pared to sixapplicant households and 11 total inter-
ested houscholds), and slightly less likely to be

10112012, there were 173 "move ous” inthe MCHD program, which incluces ot only famies moning 0 3 new destination but alsoterminatins,
port outs, an deceased tenans.The comparable“ove out” number for 2013 was 150. (ersonalcommuricaton with WCHD ta) These data
should b nterpreted with caution as 5 ot possble 1 separateoutth b f new moves nany given earfom the number of faies

movingofofthe pogram.

1 Atthetimeofthe sy, 15 househod heads eportd thatthey were il nthe process of sercing. f wedo not nclude these familes rom
ouralculatons,we gt a succes ate of 19 ercent of all nterested failes (11 outof 57, and 26 percent ofal appicants (11 out of 42).

12 Source: HUD's Picture of ubsidized Households, 2012.1naddidon tothe WCHD, the iy of Wiwaukee and the Ciy of est Allsoperate HCV pro-
rams, This prcentagethus does no electthe opeatin of the MCHD,but athr thetotal istbution ofvouches hlers T Miwaukee County.

13 Application approval ates are very igh an areBased on whetheror o appficants are currntly fceiingvoucher assistance, WCHD stalfcould

ot remember refecing any applicat fr the SDAP.
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Table 2. Neighborhood Characteristics

Leasedup  Did not use
using the SDAP  the SDAP

Percent White 61.6% 31.7%
Percent Black 321% 61.2%
Percent Hispanic 7.5% 5.4%
Poverty rate 17.1% 26.4%
Median Household
Income $43.643  $37,420
Unemployment
rate 9.6% 15.7%
Percent college
grads 25.4% 17.6%

Comparison’s between all Familles who were suneyed, and ho
gave an address. N=10 for SDAPlaseups, 56 0 those who di
ot use the SOAR.

headed by an African American (70 percent of SDAP
lease-up houscholds compared to 75 percent of ap-
plicant households). Household heads who leased-
up using the SDAP were also less likely to be
working (30 percent employed compared to 37.5
percent of applicant household heads).

In our interviews, household heads ofien expressed
gratitude toward the program and mentiond that
the two-page SDAP application was “quick and
easy” and “everything went through so fast” The
main challenge was finding a place to live. Laura ex-
plained how the program helped her move from the
City of Milwaukee, where she reported being “on
edge” about her children’s safety, ofien carrying
mace for protection, to the suburb of West Allis
where she said it was “totally different. 1 don't have
0 worry about not feeling like I can let [my kids] go
to the store, and T drop my daughter off at the after
school and before school program, and I'm [not]
worricd about what’s going to happen to me on my
way to work.”

Families who used the SDAP lived in notably
different neighborhoods than those who did not.
‘Table 2 shows the neighborhood characteristics of
those who used Security Deparsit Assstance compared
o all other familics who were surveyed. The pro-
portion of black and white neighborsis reversed for
the two groups; those who used the SDAP were
living in neighborhoods that were 616 percent
white, while those who did not were living in neigh-
borhoods that were 61.2 percent black. Households
who leased-up with the SDAP were also in less poor
neighborhoods (17 percent poor compared to 26
percent poor for non-SDAP households), with higher
median incomes and lower unemployment rates.
Figure 1 further contestualizes the findings from
“Table 2 by displaying the locations of all families
who took the survey. The map shows that most
families (dots) were living in northwest Milwaukee,
but some were in the surrounding suburbs.

Where did Families Search for
Housing?

Program and neighborhood outcomes are only part
of our assessment of the Milwaukee County Security
Deposit Assistance Program. As we show below, a
number of factors ultimately impacted whether or
not a family with a voucher was able to leasc-up;
from the supply of rental housing to the willingness
oflandlords to rent, household heads faced a variety
of challenging situations. Because these factors can
impact whether or not a fumily leased-up using the
SDA, we broaden our examination of the program
o include the housing search itself. This section of
the report gives an overview of where families
searched, while the following section explores the
scarch process.

Families who applied to the SDAP overwhelmingly
scarched for housing in the suburbs. Only four of
the 42 families who had applied to the SDAP and
completed their housing search at the time of our
survey had not searchd at all in the suburbs. Figure

14 Wenwer abe 1o succssfull geocode 66 of the 72 adresses proided by surveyed familes (92%).
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Figure 2. Total Number of Suburban Commu

15

Number of Households

0 1 2

3

a 5 6 7

Number of Communities Searched
Among thoss who appled and wers o ongern e procsss of searching (N=42)

2 displays the number of suburban communities in
which household heads reported scarching for hous-
ing.!* The Figure shows that more than three
quarters of families looked in at least two suburban
‘municipalities, with the modal number of communities
searched at three.

Our interviews suggest that the SDAP was an im-
portant motivation for this suburban scarch. Terry,
an clderly man who we interviewed in his senior
housing complex, explained that the offer of security
deposit assistance was a “onetime in a liferime”
opportunity. He added: I thought thar great, you
can't go wrong with thatl” Terry scarched in the
suburb of Brown Deer, with the expressed purpose
offinding a unit that qualified o the grant, but was
unable to find a place that accepted his voucher.
‘When we interviewed James, a 60 year old respondent,
he was just about to move out of a downtown high
rise with his wife, daughter, and granddaughter. He.

explained that his recent housing search was different
from prior ones “mainly because of the sccurity
depositprogram. Other than thar, I probably wouldn't
have looked in the suburbs period.”

Our interviews complement Figure 2 by showing
that the SDAP offer provided a strong incentive for
a suburban search. Tabetha had never lived in the
suburbs before, but explained:
Tas kind of trying to branch a lile more,just
ometbing different 1o get away from some of
the negativity...omewhere a linle better 10
yaise my kids. But when they sent me [the
SDAP information] 1 was like “ok”, but then
when they said not in Mikwaukee [City) [ said
0", 1 told my bustand “we are going 1o bave
10 branch out, we got to find something.

15 orthisand the fllowing guantitative analyses intis section, e focus o thos ailes who actuall appled o the SOAP, and discoun those
howere i the proces of searcing en they were surveyed,sincethey may ot have had s much search ime a other families simply by

virtue ofwhen they were asked th survey questions.
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Ulkimately afier calling over 30 apartments, Tabetha
ing the
SDAP because she could no find an aparament she
could afford and that would take her voucher.

was unable to secure a suburban unic

Tabetha, Terry, and James were three of the many
houschold heads in our interviews who were not
able to receive the sceurity deposit grant, but who
nevertheless searched in the suburbs. This partern
can also be seen from Table 3, which uses survey
data to list each of the 18 suburban municipalities in
Milwaukee County according to popularity of search.
‘W also include the City of Milwaukee as a rference
point. The sccond column of Table 3 shows the
number of houscholds that searched in each com-
munity. The most popular search destinations were
the nearby western suburbs of Wauwatosa and West
Allis, each searched by 25 families. Houschold heads

reported looking in all but one suburb (Bayside, a
wealthy community in the fur north-castern portion
of the county).

The third column of Table 3 shows in which com-
munities households acrually leased-up with the
SDAP. While Wauwatosa was one of the most
popular scarch destinations, no families actually
leased-up there, and only two of the 25 who searched
in West Allis managed to lease-up in that suburb.
The highest lease-to-scarch ratio was in Brown
Deer, where six of the 14 families (43 percent) who
reported searching there ended up moving in. Table
3 also includes data on the racial composition and
poverty rate of each suburb. From these figures, we
can see thatall of these suburbs are low-poverty and
‘majority white, which underscores the potential of
the SDAP 1o encourage familis to search for housing

Table 3. Where Households Searched For Housing

NumberofHouse-  Number of lease- Percent Percent Percent Poverty
Suburb holds That Searched  upswiththe SDAP  White  Black Hispanic Rate
Wauwatosa city 25 0 87.5 44 31 4.8
West Alls city 2 2 820 35 96 142
Glendale city 16 1 770 138 36 88
Brown Deervillage 14 6 59.8 282 39 9.1
Greenfield city 10 0 83 22 84 7.7
Cudahycity 6 1 841 24 97 129
0k Creekity 6 0 830 26 75 630
South Milwaukee city 6 1 868 18 80 103
Fox Point village 5 0 89.6 21 24 32
St. Frandis city 4 0 836 26 9.4 10.4
Whitefish Bay vilage 4 0 897 19 28 36
Franklincity 3 0 838 48 45 48
Greendale village i 0 895 10 72
Shorewood village 3 0 858 29 95
Hales Coners village 2 0 96 09 66
River Hills village 1 0 80.0 6.0 21
West Milwaukee village 1 0 588 97 188
Bayside village 0 0 884 33 30
Milwaukee city Reference Reference 37.0 392 283

Note: Commauity Racial composition fom 2010 Census: povety at rom 2008-12 Amercan Communty Survey
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in low-poverty areas whilealso affirmarively frthering
fair housing.

‘While the results thus far show that families searched
extensively in the suburbs, our interviews did uncover
a smaller number of household heads tha did not
appear to have had their housing search influenced
by the SDAP. Two such respondents were already
planning to five in the suburbs, and so qualified for
security deposit assistance without changing their
housing search plans—as one of these respondents,
Amber, explained, “T already knew T didn't want to
live in Milwaukee, period.” Two other respondents
were confused by the program’ scarch requirements.
Out of our 20 interviews, only two completely
refused to search in the suburbs because they felt
that they were “to0 far away.” Kim was one of the
respondents who “wasn' thinking about going that
far.” She further explains:

1t [the SDAP] sounds good, but that ain’t where

1like 10 be. Foerybody bas their aon way of

living. Ifbave to frove 1 the suburbs), il

don't get e wrong, ' not saying I wouldn't,

but 1 never tried living in that area. Most of

those areas, they don't accept rent assitance.

Far out like Oak Creek, and all that. They

don't accept rent asisance.
Kim’s explanation reveals the complex dynamics
that shape how families search for housing. Her re-
luctance to search in the suburbs was not based
solely on a preference for where she was already
living, but also on her belief (shaped by a previous
search when a landlord in West Alls did not accept
her voucher), that landlords in general in the suburbs
‘would not rent to voucher tenants.

What was the Process Behind the
Housing Search?

Tasha lives with her nine-year-old son and is pursuing
4 degree in nursing. Like many of our respondents,

she had been forced to move in the past due to cir-
cumstances outside of her control. She explained

that her prior landlord “was basicall evicting every-
one” in the building she had been living in. She
continued:

He gate us] 30 daysto mave instead of bringing
the property up 1o code.... And the only thing
that was wrong with my apartment was that it
bad...if youwalk into go up the stairs, the light
was hanging from the ceiling. And instead of
bim fixing it be told me 1 bad to move. And I
cven asked bim, Taslike cell you koocs Ljust
maved bere, and 1 don' just bave fiends 1o be
moving again. o 1 asked bim can 1 have
someone fix i? 1 knew people that can fix it
and it would ook like a professional bad dome .
Taas like T even pay a profesional o come fix
it and Tl just stay bere. But be was like no, I
buave 1o [get] out of bis apartment. I though it
was really inconsiderate because my mom bad
Jjust found she bad kidney faiture, and 1 didn't
bave the finds, because 1 bad just moved, 1
wasn't working, and it was just o much on my
plate at that time. 1 zas a full time student,
and then 1 had my child, and it s like where
do ot
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‘Whille Tasha was ultimately able to secure an avalable
apartment using the SDAP, her experience highlights
the insecurity and stress that accompanies the moving
process. Landlord-initiated changes were the most
common reasons our respondents gave for past
moves. These varied from new management not ac-
cepting vouchers to houses being foreclosed upon,
and in most cases left residents faced with an unex-
pected housing search. This stress was compounded
by the time limits imposed on a voucher search
(usually 60 days but with 30 day extensions sometimes.
available). Respondents reported feeling a time
crunch due to this process, which crept into their
housing scarch.'” As Tabetha cxplains:

o like ‘ob my god 1 bave 10 bustle, bustle,
bustle? And thar’s what 1 don't like becanse
awhen you bustle ike that you have to take any-
thing just 10 get in and 1 don’t ant 1o do hat.
Twant 1o take my time and observe stuff and
look around and see if Like t,if it comfortable,
dowe fee like bome? Is it roomy? Is it cozy? Bt
when you've bustling like that and you have 1
burvy up and get into a place before your time
expires... It bard, then you end up taking
something you really don's even want, hut you
bave no choice.

The prevalence of unplanned moves and limited

housing search time are significant for understanding

‘how families searched for housing within Milwaukee

County: Even families who were not forced out by

Tandlords sometimes faced unforescen circumstances

that caused them to move, such as a serious conflict

that broke up the family or the infringement of
neighborhood erime or violence into their lives.”

The frequency of this residential instability under-

scores the limits on “choice” in the voucher program,

although choice is not climinated altogether, Within
this contest, funilies elied on several search strategies

Table 4. Housing Search Strategies

Leased up Did not
usingthe use the
AL SDAP  SDAP

N 30 11 19
Avg number
different
search strategies 1.63 1 2
Type of Search (count)
Online 17 5 12
In person 10
Help from
Housing Authority 6 0 6
Any Media
(including online) 19 5 14
Help from
another person 6 2 4

Among those who applied for the SDAP and whose
search was complete at the time of the survey and
‘who also responded to type of housing search
questions (N=30). Familes reported multiple
search sources. Terms defined:

Onlin: internet +Craigslist

In person: drovesbus+for rent sign

Help from Housing Authority: HA lists+HA personnel
Any Media (including online): oline rnewspaper
Help from another person: HA personsrealior
network+LL referal

and used different criteria to evaluate potential
destinations.

‘The survey provides some insight into the different
search strategies that families employed. Table 4
presents these findings, for those families who
applied t the program and were not sill in the
process of searching when they were surveyed.
Houschold heads reported using an average of 1.63

16 Otheresearchhas documented a simlar procss offorced moves and a eactive “tme runch* amang voucher holders and ow-Income renters n
eneral.See DeLucs, Garboden and Rasenblat 2013; Deluca, Wod, and Rosenbiat 2011,

17 These processes also show up nather resarch o lwrincome failes in Moble, Alabama and Balimore, Naryland (DeLuca,Woad,and

Rosenblatt 2011).
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sources of information for their search, These sources
ranged from driving around and looking at places,
0 asking landlords for  referral, to searching online
websites like Craigslst. For case of interpretation
we have combined the 12 different reported sources
into five “search types™ the assignments of specific
search strategies o search type is given in the
footnotes for Table 4. The most popular form of
search was using newspapers or the Internet, with
online searches the most utilized strategy. One-
third of respondents also looked for housing in
person, which included driving around and looking
for “For Rent” signs.

W can only expect a program like the
Mitwaukee County Security Deposit
Assistance Program to address a sl part
of this legacy

We also explored factors related to the geographic
extent of a family’s housing search. We defined a
more-extensive scarch as one that was looking in
threc or more suburbs, and a less-cxtensive scarch as
Tooking in less than three suburbs. Results of our
comparison can be secn in “Table 5. Extensive here
refers solely to the geographic scope of the search,
not 1o the amount of time spent searching or the
number or type of sarch strategies used. However,
we found there was a correlation between the geo-
graphic extent of the search and the mumber of
different strategies used to search. Those who had a
more extensive geographic search used an average of
o different search strategies (identified in Table 4)
tolocate housing, while those who had a less extensive
‘geographic search used only 1.2 strategies on average.
Overall,these two elements of the search were highly
correlated, with a correlation cocfficient of .73.

“The lower rows of Table 5 present a comparison

between “less-extensive searchers” and “more-ex-

tensive searchers” who looked in at least three
suburbs. More-extensive searchers were more likely
o be African American (79 percent compared to 61
percent of less-extensive searchers). They were also
less likely to have children (one-third of more-ex-
tensive searchers reported having no children in the
household compared to only 22 percent of less-ex-
tensive searchers) and not as likely t be working
(only one quarter of more-extensive searchers had a
job, while almost half of less-extensive searchers
were working). Childeare and paid employment
take up time and energy, and appear to have had an
impact on the geographic extent of the housing
search, which our interviews indicated was a time-

consuming process, particularly in getting to and
from suburban communities.

Our interviews highlight the significance of trans-
portation in shaping the housing search. “Tina did
not search in the suburbs, in part because these
areas were unfamiliar to her, but also because her
car was not working. She explained that “if L had re-
fiable transportation, T would probably consider it
[moving to the suburbs].” Half of our respondents
had a car when we interviewed them; the other half

relied on family or friends to get around or rode the
bus. Bus riders described a recent change in the
Milwaukee County Transit System that made buses
express and unconducive to frequent housing search

18 1 2012, the ilwaukee County TansitSystem changed somefoutes o “express” which made lessfequent (and futher apart)stos, something
some o urfespondents noed as an inconerience. See g fiwnsonlne.com(news milvaukee] newyear il bing <hanges tomilwaukee:

Countytansitap3itk1-136400103 il
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Table 5. Extensive Search Comparison
Less Extensive Search  More Extensive Search
N e e
~ Avgnumber communittes searched 12 38
gies used o search 12 2
17 %
1 0
11 19
2 1
Hispanic 1 2
Multi-racial 2 2
Age
1824 1 0
2534 5 8
3544 6 7
4556 2 8
5564 2 1
6574 0 0
75+ [ 0
Children
No children 4 8
12 children 8 1
3 or more children 4 5
Marital Status
Married 0 2
Single 13 19
Divorced/Separated 3 3
i chol 35.70% 37.50%
Household Head Employed 47.10% 25%

Number successfulin using the SDAP

7 4

Comparison Among those who appled forthe SORP and whose seach was complet a th tim o the survey (N=42).More Etensvedefined a5
Searching 1 hree of e suburbs. Seach stategy iures from those responding o reevant questons (N=30).

stops.™ Laura,  lifetime resident of Milwaukee in
her mid-30%, said that it was *horrible” using the
bus to search for housing in the suburbs; “If you
don't know a certain area, you have to ask the bus
driver ‘can you let me know when you get to such
and such street?, and then you're looking at addresses
10 see where you have to go.” Withouta car, Ashley
made prosimity to a bus stop one of her key search
criteria. She explained how limited bus access i the
suburbs shaped her sarch: “I wouldn't move way

out to Brown Deer, and Fox Point, and Glendale,
thark to far out for me. Like South Milwaukee.
Especally if you don't drive, and you have to get on
abus,if there isn't a bus that goes there, you're shit
w0 hell out of huck”

A common strategy was to turn to social nevworks
for help in the housing search. Sometimes friends
or relatives had cars, which helped respondents
avoid the limits of bus-based searching. But often
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these social ties were used for more than trans-
portation. Respondents had family members in other
parts of the region act s their eyes and ears, looking
out for rental housing, and also reported turning to
friends, landlords, or cven strangers on the job to
help them find out about available places. These
weak or even “disposable” ties (Desmond 2012)
were key sources of assistance in the housing scarch.
The role of social ies was especially significant in
understand the SDAP, as extended social networks
played a crucial role in helping to find housing in a
suburban area. Susan described how a friend from
her previous neighborhood helped broker a lease
with her current landlord in a nearby suburb, and
Ashley was referred to her current home in West
Allis (her favorite) by a Housing Authority case
worker. Mariah, who ultimately was not able to
Tease-up in the suburbs, asked customers at her job
in West Allis about their housing in order to extend
her knowledge of availability and cost.

These strategies tell us about bow families looked
for housing, but they don't tell us as much about
why they looked where they did. Our interviews
give us insight into the eriteria by which household
heads evaluated potential destinations, particularly
when it came to searching in the suburbs. Three
ignificant factors are Proximity, Unit vs. Neigh-
borhood concerns, and Diversity.

A common thread throughout the interviews was
the desire to be close to family. Respondents als
alked about wanting t be near doctors or even f-
miliar retail and grocery shopping areas. Generally
respondents did not feel the need to live in the
neighborhood as family members, but preferred
being within a short car or bus ride. Overall these
things precluded houschold heads from scarching
in those suburbs that were “too far away” rather
than in suburbs in general. Suburbs in the far
southern or eastern portions of the county were
most often considered too far away. This finding is
supported by Table 3, which shows that suburbs
bordering on Milwaukee City to the west (Wauwatosa,
West Allis, Greenfield) north (Brown Deer) or close

ne

on the east (Glendale) were the most popular.
Respondents tended to evaluate both housing unit
and neighborhood together in their search. The
most common means of evaluating neighborhood
was to avoid “bad” or high crime areas. While
almost all respondents acknowledged tha “there’
crime everywhere,” most were keen to avoid areas
they associated with heavy drug trafficking or gang.
activity. Many respondents referred specifically
the region just north of downtown as a place to be
avoided at al costs. More than one respondent re-

ported ruling out units with street numbers in the
teens, 20s, or 30s during their search, as these street
numbers were indicative of “’hood” areas to be
avoided (generally these street numbers correspond
with the previously mentioned region just north of
Tracy, a mother of four, re-
capped how she evaluates both neighborhoods and
rental units during her housing search:

downtown Milwaul

My nain thing just is your surroundings, your

area, once you check the inside the bouse make

sure there’s o bugs and stuff like that, thar’s

pretty bandy but, you need to as fir as like when

you frent, espeially when you bave kids, you

need to ko your surroundings.
The primary concern respondents voiced around
housing units wasa need for space. Many respondents
described living situations where there was not
enough room for everyone in the household, whether
itwas a son sleeping on the living room sofa because
he could not share a bedroom with his teenage
sister, or a grandmother doing the same to make
room for an uncle who needed a place to stay in
order to avoid being out on the street. Lee moved
into her current one-bedroom apartment in the

suburbs with her infant from a two-bedroom unitin
the city, but she was unhappy with the lack of space
at her new apartment, which she referred to as a
“bread box.” She felt she had to “settle for less™
because of her inability to efficiently get around on
the bus. In the following quote Lee explained how
she decided on her current unit and was planning to
move:
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1just took tbis apartment hecause 1 didn't want
10 move fto the imner city- 25th and Well, no

way, form, o fusbion. 1 didn't know where e
1o turn. Everyashere el I called did not bave
any openings, or it wasn't comvenient for me.
T on the bus, I had 1o find a place that wwas
ase 10 the bus in case T bave o catch the bus..I
Jolt eally last, Iefi out, 1 didn’t ez where 0
swrn 1o o what 1o do. By the grace of God,
[ebey] bad openings. And bis place looked like «
bread box. 1 bad 10 go 1o a smallr place. My
baby docsn't e room, she con't even play with
toys like that becanse e dom't bave any space
Jir it She bad o bave all ber stuffn the living
room. And it just so incomvenient, 0 1 hace to
moe again and go through the same process. T
Jeel like if 1 bad to move last year; I should just
bave to mave e time, ot e

ear:

Concerns about having enough living space were
common, especially among families with children
o tecnagers. Respondents also voiced a preference
for houses or duplexes (often meaning a single house
shared between two different renters, upstairs and

downstairs) over apartments, because of amenities
like yards or basements, but also because of safety.
Elderly respondents especially felt uncomfortable
being in a building where they could not control
who was coming and going (i.c. where other tenants.
could let strangers into halls and common areas). At
the same time however, those interviewees who
were happy with their current unit or location gladly
‘made other sacrifices. Ashley, who considered herself
“lucky” in her single family “dream home” for ex-
ample, took two buses from West Allis to travel an
hour and a half to make it to work in the city by
6:30am every day.

One finalsignificant factor that respondents used o
evaluate potential destinations was neighborhood
racial composition. This is particularly significant
for understanding the context of searching under
the guidelines of security deposit assistance, as Mil-
waukee’s suburbs are predominantly white (Figure
1and Table 3). Respondents were open to |
arcas where they were not the majority. Only one of
42 respondents who had completed their housing
search at the time of our survey reported a preference
for black neighborhoods. However, many also ex-
pressed a reluctance to be the lone person of color
inaneighborhood. Amber used a colorful metaphor
0 explain that, when looking for a neighborhood in
which to live:
Ldow'twant tobe the yell skide in a bunch of
orange hittes o i works in my firvor in a way
because when I go out, 1 don’t like, I don’t meet
racits, ] don's fel looked at as the only Afvican
cAmerican female in the neighborhood and when
Igoout everybody stares. Which I've experienced
before, when my mom used 10 live in the
Southside
Past experiences with prejudice were esp
nificant in shaping the desire for diverse neighbor-
hoods. Mariah, an Affican American mother of two,
recounted an experience from her childhood where
a white neighbor threw shoes and other things at
her whenever she went outside, and explained that:
“Tlooked for places that were very diversified, where
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they had Latinos, where they had like people, black
people, Indian people, whatever culture because I'd
like for my kids to know about culture because T
don't want them teasing people for being a certain
way”

What Other Factors Shaped the
Housing Search?

1t very bard because you think you're going 1o
ice place like “ob tbis s very beauiful” ..but
mast of thern that were really wice don't aceept
Rent Assistance and some of the ones that did
accept Rent Asistance were mainly concerned
about credi bistory, so you couldn’t get in. So
that would be a problem, so it’s like you got o
st pray 10 god that you can find somebody that
accepts it and that doesn't ook kind of 100 deep
and can trust you on first time basis, as to ‘is
thisa good temant or no? (Tabetha)

Tabetha's thoughts on the housing search reveal the

importance of several different factors. More than

three-quarters of our interview respondents talked

The most pronounced barier o using the
SDAP was findlng a piace that would acoept
rent assistance in suburban areas in

Minaukee G

about housing discrimination, cither in the form of
landlords not accepting vouchers or racial discrimi-
nation, as something they encountered in their
housing scarch. A second major source of difficulty
inleasing up in the suburbs was the dynamics of the
rental housing market, where suburban units tend
10 be prohibitively expensive, even for families with
vouchers. I this section we discuss these two factors
and their influence on the housing search in greater
detal. Tmporandly, our interviews show that re-
spondents were often well aware of the prevalence
of discrimination. For some, this precluded looking
very hard in the suburbs, because they thought that
it would be too diffiult to find a uni, especially
given the stress of finding housing before the allotred
voucher scarch period ran out.

Figure 3. Challenges

No challenges
Landiords didn't know about program
General diffiulty with program

Didn't know where to look

Couldn't ind unit ikedlarge enough it
Lack of transportation

Ran out of time

Suburbs too expensive.

Hard to find unit

Landlord wouldn't accept voucher

5 10 15 20

Number of Households Reporting Challenge

Among hose who appled and were 1o longer I the rocess of seatching (N=42)
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Figure 3 lists several different challenges that came
up in the survey, and shows the number of families
who reported facing them. Encouragingly, four fam-
ilies reported facing no challenges in using the pro-
gram. Others faced time constraints on their scarch,
or had trouble finding a unit that they liked or that
was large enough for their families. Yet the most
common problem encountered by houschold heads
was landlords who would not accept their voucher.
Sixteen household heads reported this problem, far
more than any other challenge reported. Our analysis
ofthe interviews further shows how landlord’ refsal
0 accept vouchers shaped the housing search.

The most pronounced barrier to using the SDAP
was finding a place that would accept rent assistance
in suburban arcas in Milwaukee County. Many re-
spondents described being denied duc to being a
voucher holder. They explained that the firststep in
locating a unit was calling a landlord and immediately
asking “do you take rental assistance?” in order o
save time, This was because many times the answer
was no one respondent explained that she had been
“rurned down” for apartments in this manner dozens
of times during her most recent search. Past experi-
ences with source of income discrimination' also

shaped how respondents thought about moving
the suburbs. We interviewed Kim in her living
room, which was decorated with an autunn theme
and filled with picrures of her grandchildren. She
exphained that she was not interested in scarching
the suburbs in order to use the SDAP, because of
her past experience with discrimination against
voucher users:

1 bad been calling places when Tvas first rying
10 find a place [during a previous bousing
search], and they said o, they don't accept rent
asvistance. That'swhy I'm sticking to where 't
at nowe. Because every time 1 want 10 get out
sumewhere, they're ot aceeting rent asistance.
Like o the south side, going o the airport, the

apartments out there don't take rent assistance.
Butler: Places that T've been calling, 1 want to
et away from the North side, and move some-
where, different exviromment, and theyll be
decent buildings, decent bomes, but they don't
accept rent asisanee.

Another all-too-common oceurrence was racial dis-
crimination. James shared with us storics about
speaking with landlords over the phone. He said
several times suburban landlords would confirm
available units over the phone; but when he arrived
for a tour of what he thought might be a perfect
apartment he would be told there were no units
available, Other respondents shared similar stories,
and talked about having friends call a place where
they had just been told there were no vacancies,
only to find that the place was in face still available.
Another respondent, Mariah, who worked in the
suburbs, exphained how she had been told that a
particular unit was not for rent, only to later sce
white families moving in as she drove past on her
way 10 work.

As with source of income discrimination, respondents
sometimes generalized from these experiences o

19 Wisconsi's Open Housing Law prtecs awful soutce of ncome, bt pecilcally excudes ent asistancefom this defnition
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conclude that searching in some suburbs would be
fruitless. Mariah explained about Wauwatosa, where
she believes she was wrned down because of her
race, “They don't accept Rent Assistance hecause
a predominandly white neighborhood so they re-
alistically don't want mix. Do you understand what
P saying?” Red shared a story about finding a
“beautiful house” for rent, being told over the phone
that it was available, but then denied when the
andlord “saw my face.” She exphained to the inter-
viewer how prior experiences she attributed to racial
prejudice made her feel like in certain suburbs
“you're not wanted...and T want to have my home
feel welcomed by neighbors.”

The dynamics of the Milwaukee County housing
market also played an important role in shaping the
housing search. Table 6 shows the whulations of
housing search and successful SDAP leasc-up by
suburb, as first reported in Table 3. Yet this time we
sort the suburbs in order of median rent (shown in
the third column from the right), from St. Francis
with a median rent of $671, to Bayside, with a
median rent of $1,208. The next column to the
right shows the percentage of all rental unts in each
suburb that costless than $800. This figure s helpful
because median rents can obscure variation in the
suburb, and also because the figure of $800 approx-
imates the Fair Market Rent for a two-bedroom

Table 6. Housing Market Dynamics

Numberof Households ~ Numberof Median  Percent renting Rental
Suburb That Searched SDAlease-ups  Rent forless than $800 Vacancy Rate
. Frandis city 4 0 $671 6938 373
West Milwaukee village 1 0 $677 60.65 3.40
South Milwaukee city 6 1 925 6637 383
West Allscity 2 2 su3 6024 335
Cudahy city 6 1 $750 53.80 3.68
Shorewood village 0 $789 5139 319
Greenfield 10 0 9826 542 315
Brown Deer village 14 6 $882 40.72 2383
Greendale village 3 0 $885 39.91 1.65
Wauwatosa city 2% 0 5899 2869 276
Frankiin city 0 $910 30.62 1.86
OakCreek city 6 0 $930 26.15 2.68
Hales Comers village 0 $975 31.02 3.54
Glendale city 16 1 $1,019 36.49 2.00
Whitefish Bay illage 4 0 $1,073 18.65 131
Fox Point vilage 5 0 $1,165 0.00 167
Bayside village ) 0 $1,008 0.00 3.04
River Hills village 1 0 NJA 0.00 0.62
Witwaukee city Reference  Reference  $768 5521 W8

Note:RentalVacancy at fom 2010 Census, Median Rent and Percent of s reting o e than $800 from 220812 Ameican Communiy

Survey
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Despite these challenges, aimost all of
our respondents expressed interest in using
the SDAP to help with the cast of moving
into a unit

unit in Milwaukee County in 2013 Thi
tells us that 69 percent of the rental units in St.
Francis would be accessible to a family with a two-
bedroom voucher, compared to only 29 percent of
the units in Wauwatosa, or none of the units in
River Hills or Bayside.

column

Focusing on the second column, we can see that the
less expensive suburbs were popular search destina-
tions, particularly places such as West Allis (with a
median rent of $743 and with 60 percent of its
rental units accessible to 2-bedroom voucher holders).
Greenfield and Brown Deer were popular search
destinations too. However, fmilies did not limit
their search to such places—Wauwatosa, with a me-
dian rent of $899, was just as popular a plce to
search as more affordable West Allis, and Glendale,
with 2 median rent of more than $1,000, was the
third most popular destination. In other words,
families did not base their search on the affordability
of rental properties in a suburb.

However, the affordability of rental properties clearly
shaped where families ended up leasing. The middle
column of the table shows the number of actual
Jease-ups by families who used SDA, for cach suburb.
Here we can see that all but one successful SDAP
lease-up was in the top half of affordable suburbs,
and four (in South Milwaukee, West Alls, and Cu-
dahy) were among the five most affordable places to
live. The top destination suburbs also had at least
40 percent of their rental housing cost less than the
EMR for a two-bedraom voucher. Thus, while
families searched extensively throughout the entire
region, they were generally only successful in leasing

20 $828 fora 2-bedroom uni; 51,056 o a thre bedroom (HUD 2013)

up in the suburbs with the least-expensive rental
housing.

Respondents were often familiar with the difficulty
of finding affordable housing in the suburbs.
explains that:

The problen going into the suburbs of any city
with the froucher rent] cap that 1 bave is, you're
ot going 10 find a place fir the amount that
they give you. [1just bad] my current landlord
10 drop my rent for me so 1 coudd ful into that
area, because 1 bad 10 find a place by a certain
dateor ese Txwould lase my spot, L would ose my
vent assistance. So they suid ok well drop the
rent down 10 the amount it needed 10 be dropped
down o,

Her assessment that “you're not going to find a
place for the amount that they give you™ is partially
supported by "Table 6, which suggests that the cost
of housing in the suburbs had a significant impact
on where families ended up being able to use security
deposit assistance. This quote also supports another
finding from our interviews—the significance of
Tandlord persuasion. Susan acknowledges “I can be
persuasive...I've talked my way into some situations
and so T know depending on what type of person T
am talking to, T know how to ...turn the situation
into positive and such.” She explained to us how
she had convinced a previous landlord, who was a
“closet racist” and who was reluctant to rent to
voucher holders, to give her a chance with her
rental voucher.

Stories like Susan’s underscore the importance of
landlord-tenant relationships in the housing search.
Respondents reported begging and cajoling landlords
0 get them to rent. Ashley reports, “I really have to
Deg them. T was literally begging him to give me 2
chance to let me prove myself.” Mercedes works o
keep a clean rental record, with no evietions or late
payments, which she relied on to make her case to
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her landlord. “I said, love, you can check my record,
Thave not kept up any trouble in any of my places
Others relied on referrals to landlords from friends
or used service agencies to advocate for them, and
one respondent even threatened a discrimination

suit after she overheard the couple who owned the
unit arguing about whether to rent to her. Overall
the difficulty of scarching in the suburbs put even
more pressure on the ability of tenants to advocare
on their own behalf, “Begging” and “talking [their]
way into units” was for many a necessary strategy
for having landlords “take a chance” on renting to
them.

One final factor is important to understanding the
effectiveness of the Security Deposit Assistance Pro-
gram. Three of our respondents searched extensively
in suburban areas with the intent of utilizing the
curity deposit offer to move outside of the
Milwaukee. However, Milwaukee' city and suburban
boundaries were confusing for respondents who did
not have aceess 1o the internet or GPS enabled

maps on their phones. These household heads went
through a great deal of trouble to find a landlord
who would rent to them with their voucher. But
they did not find out until afier they had surted the
process of tenancy approval that the unit was actually
ot in the suburbs, but still within the city. Mariah,
who was looking forward to sending her tecnage
son to the suburban Brown Deer school

istrict
that she had rescarched, explained that “the place T
have now I thought it was in Brown Deer and so
when I learned that it wasn’t in Brown Deer I was
devastated. So T had to come up with nearly a
thousand dollars for the deposit...and then pay my
first months rent.” James, who tilored his scarch
specifically 1o take advantage of the SDAP, was
likewise dismayed to find that the unit he found on
100th street “was in Milwaukee; T was hoping it was
out of Milwaukee. But the 7ip code is a Milwaukee
2ip code...f T was on 102nd, T would be cligible.”
After months of looking for a wheelchair-accessible
unit in his price range, James decided to continue
his plan to move in, despite the fact his decision
incligible for the SDAP grant.

made

Discussion

On the whole, our study suggests that families re-
sponded positvely to the Milwaukee County Security
Deposit Assistance Program and sought housing in
the suburbs. Our survey showed that the housing
search undertaken by program applicants was geo-
graphically quite broad, and included most of the
suburban municipalites in Milwaukee County: Our
interviews suggest that many families searched for
housing in the suburbs in response to the promise
of security deposit assistance, even though most
were unable to successfully lease-up in a qualifying

The interviews also provide important context for
understanding how fumilies search for housing in
the suburbs. Respondents shared stories of forced
moves due to filed unit inspections, foreclosures,
fam

circumstances, and instances of erime and
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violence. Barriers to lease-up included discrimination
based on source of income as well as race, and the
difficulties of negotiating the increase in prices
between rental housing in the city and suburbs was
familiar to most respondents. The task of securing 2
suitable and affordable suburban unit in order to
take advantage of the SDAP the allowable
timeframe was difficult for most families.

Landlord relationships and social networks were
major components influencing the housing search
process. A number of respondents who were able to
sceure a unit with the SDAP did so partially because
they convinced their landlord to work with them to
lower rent or include utiliies. These respondents
shared stories of persuading landlords to “tke 2
chance” on them, and tried to explain histories of
low eredit scores or expunge eviction records. Social
networks played a significant role in finding housing
within limited search time, in which an unsuccessful
search could put clients at risk of losing their rent
assistance altogether. Respondents talked about
friends, family, and even strangers who offered them
Teads on units or contact information for landlords.

Our study also sheds new light on the relationship
between neighborhood and housing needs. Many
interviewees talked about avoiding inner-city neigh-
borhoods, while others discussed sacrificing space
in available suburban nits for what they decmed a

better neighborhood. Previous experiences made
respondents hesitant to live in both all-white and
all-black communities, with their main neighborhood
desires often focused on living with a range of eth-

nicites,religions, races and ages where their fumilies
could interact with different groups of people.

Our study takes advantage of the unique opporcunity
presented by the jurisdictional boundarics of the
Housing Choice Voucher program within Milwaukee
County and the lack of other significant “mobility
counseling” cfforts by the local PHA to study the
role of a housing incentive in promoring opportun
moves. Because our data come from families who

expressed interest in the program (and our survey
analysis of search behavior focuses on those who
applied to the program), we cannot say how all
voucher holders might respond to such a program.
Furure work might test the conclusions we draw
here by building a more purposive experiment, such
as a randomized trial, into the design of a similar
program. Whill such a study could help to better
draw causal inferences about how the neighborhood
search is affected by an incentive program like the
SDAR, it is sill important to understand the way
such interventions are viewed by the individuals
they are meant to assist, as well as detail the ways
they interact with the existing contours of the
housing search. To this end, we offer some policy
implications of our study below.

Policy Implications

The high levels of suburban searching among
program applicants and the finding that the SDAP
was a motivation for promising indi-
cation that this kind of incentive program could
help improve neighborhood conditions for voucher
familics. Before making suggestions about ways to
improve the effectiveness of this kind of incentive
program, it is important to recognize how the Mil-
waukee County policy context aided the SDAP. The
‘most significant detail is that families with a Milwaukee
County voucher were able to use it in a number of
‘municipalitics without having to go through a time
consuming portability process. This administrative
process s required when switching between agencies
that administer the voucher program in different

el





image48.jpeg
‘geographic regions. The fact that Milwaukee County
voucher holders did not need to “port out” in order
10 take advantage of the SDAP meant they avoided
a significant barrier. Housing Authorities looking
to adapt a program such as the SDAP in their own.
jurisdictions would do well o consider ways t©
avoid requiring portability, perhaps by consolidating
with other local PHAs or forming consortia (for
more on this see Seortetal. 2013; Sard and Douglas
2014).

While the abilty to use the voucher without first
switching agencies was a key element of the SDAP,
our rescarch also reveals a number of ways that
families continue to struggle to procure housing in
the suburbs. Below we make a number of recom-
mendations for expanding the SDAP and imple-
menting additional policy changes that could, when
combined with an incentive like the SDAP, make it
more likely that families would succeed in leasing-
up in a high opporcunity neighborhood

1. Extend the Security Deposit
Assistance Program in Milwaukee
County and other jurisdictions around
the country

Our respondents were overwhelmingly enthusiastic
about the SDAP, not just because they saw it as a
much needed source of financial assistance, but also

because it allowed those who were successful in
leasing-up a chance to live in areas they felt were
“safer” or better places to raise their children. On
the whole we found that the SDAP worked as an in-
centive, encouraging fumilies to search for housing
in the suburbs of Milwaukee. These municipalities
have lower poverty rates and higher-performing
school districts than the ity of Milwaukee and
are also predominantly white, Our findings suggest
that similar programs in other jurisdictions could
encourage familiesin the voucher program to search

To achieve meximum effect, the sec
depost incentive needs to
other policy changes to improve access to
suburban commy

s,

for housing in higher opportunity areas, and poten-
tially help housing authorities meet the goal of af-
firmatively furthering fair housing. Such effores
should also include further rescarch o assess program
impacts on housing scarch and neighborhood out-
comes. Our remaining recommendations outline
ways that programs like the Milwaukee County
SDAP could be made even stronger.

2. Enact and enforce laws prohibiting
discrimination against voucher holders

The refusal oflandlords to accept vouchers was one
of the most consistent findings of our study: This
was by far the most common challenge reported in
the survey (Figure 3) and our interviews revealed
how respondents incorporated the expectation of
rejection into their search behavior, often making
the first question to a landlord “do you accept rent
assistance?” The expectation of discrimination was

a pernicious effect of diserimination, as prior expe-
riences led multiple respondents to rule out entire
segments of the suburbs from their housing search,
claiming that in those arcas “they don’t accept rent
ince.” Laws barring “source of income” dis-
crimination, which have been passed in thirteen
states and a number of cities and counties, have

been shown to increase voucher utilization rates
(Freeman 2012). Our research suggests such laws
could also make scarching in suburban arcas more
promising for voucher holders, provided that they
include HCVP rent asistance asa lawfully protected
source of income.”

21 According o Wisconsin Department o Pubicnstuction Distict Report Cr fo 201314, school distrcs T he suburban municipaies of i
waukee Countyoutperformed the itwauke school distric in math and eading exams. Soutc: s/ foea.dp v go/accrepot cards

22 Wisconsin does have aaw prtecing agaist soutc o ncome discriminatio, butt spcificall excudes Section8 ent asistance from the df-

iton of avful sourceof ncome.
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3. Use smaller geographies for
calculating FMR, or use exception
payment standards

Small Area Fair Market Rents are another policy
intervention that could work n tandem with sccurity
deposit assistance to inerease the chances that familics
will move to higher opportunity areas. Currently
HUD uses metropolitan-wide housing costs to de-
termine Fair Market Rent (FMR) in most jurisdictions.
But our interviews and analysis of survey data in
Table 6 suggest that in Milwaukee County payment
standards based on this metro-wide FMR were often
00 low for families to find housing in the suburbs.
Itis possible that some of this difficuly is rooted in
4 preference for certain types of housing; other re-
search on voucher holders has suggested that they
rate single family houses higher than apartments
(Wood 2014), which can make leasing up in places
where all units are more expensive problematic.
Metropolitan-wide FMRs can further exacerbate
this issue by allowing voucher holders to rent larger
units (such as stand-alone houses) in higher-poverty
neighborhoods. Yet our interviews did not show
ehis to be as big an issue as we had expected. Most
respondents in our interviews rated neighborhood
safety as more important than the type of unit
in which they lived, and it is instructive that a
number of respondents who did lease-up in suburban
areas either rented smaller units than they had lived
in previously, or went out of their way to bargain
with landlords so that they would “come down
on the rent.” In short, we did not find that a desire
for a specific kind of house trumped the desire to
ke advantage of the Security Deposit Assistance
Program.

Using FMRs based on smaller areas, such as ZIP
codes, could make ita lot easier for voucher holders
o find housing in suburban jurisdictions. We reviewed
hypothetical ZIP-code based FMRs for Milwaukee
(available from HUD for FY 2015). These were up
t0 40 percent higher than current FMR levels in
popular search areas like Wawautoss, Glendale,
Greenfield, and Oak Creck. Switching to small area

EMRs would give respondents who searched in
these kinds of low poverty suburbs a better chance
o leasing up.

Exception payment standards of up to 120 percent
of the current metropolitan FMR can also be used
0 help dlients successfully lease-up in specific towns
or ZIP codes. This process requires HHUD approval,
but does not entail changing to a smaller area FMR
(for more on how to implement exception payment
standards see Scott et al. 2013).

4. Extend search time for voucher hold-
ers looking in high opportunity areas

Our interviews revealed the hurried and ofien
stressful nature of the voucher housing search. The
difficulties of kndlord discrimination and the struggle
0 find a unit that met voucher affordability sandards
were made more tense for many respondents who
knew they had only 60 days to find a suitable place,
or they would risk losing assistance altogether.
A stmaightforward way to support searches in the
context of an incentive program like the SDAP is to
increase the amount of time respondents have to
search in high opportunity areas. A policy that au-
tomatically granted an additional 60, 90, or 120
days if respondents had proofof such a sarch might
make a difference in increasing lease-ups, especially
if voucher holders were widely aware of such a
policy.

5. Provide information to voucher holders
about landlords in higher-opportunity
areas

When faced with constraints like landlord discrimi-

nation and fecling the time crunch to find a unit o

rent, a number of voucher holders in Milwaukee

turned to “che book” a lst of participating landlords
on file at the MCHD office. T general this strategy
does not appear 1 have been as helpful as it could
have been, as no one from our interviews or survey

reported using the MCHD list to lease-up with a
Iandlord in the suburbs, and some inerviewees ex-
phained that they could not find any units outside of
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the inner city when using this search method. This
corresponds with previous rescarch that has found
housing authority lists to be over-populated with
landlords in high poverty or racially segreguted
areas, and thus not helpful for fumilics looking to
move to higher opportunity neighborhoods (Del.uca,
Garboden, and Rosenblatt 2013). HUD could
support incentive programs like the SDAP by re-
quiring that HA lists include landlords in a range of
neighborhoods, which would likely require some
degree of landlord outreach on the part of housing
authorities (Scort et al. 2013, Sard and Rice 2014).
Ourinterviews suggest that these lsts can potentially
be helpful for making opportunity moves work
One parcicularly savvy respondent used the landlord
Jist at a separate suburban PHA, and was able to
find a unit that qualificd for the SDAP in this
manner.

6. Implement housing search counseling
toinform families about program
possibilties, regulations, and to
educate them about fair housing rights
and responsibilities

Housing search counseling could complement an
incentive like the SDAP in a number of significant
ways. Counseling assistance can range from providing
clients with more information, such as how to discuss
the benefis of the program with landlords to letting
them know about fair housing rights and how t©
spot and report illegal discrimination. Housing
counseling can also provide basic support services
like helping clients search online or verifying whether
or not the location of a housing unit qualifies for
the sceurity deposit. Our interviews revealed thre
cases in which respondents either did not pursue a
housing search or moved to a non-qualifying area
because they did not know the boundaries of the
city well enough. In addition to information, trans-
portation assistance of some kind, from bus passes
o neighborhood tours, could help facilitate moves
(see Seott et al. 2013 for more on types of mobiliry
counseling).

These sis policy recommendations could enhance
the effectiveness of an incentive program like the
Milwaukee County SDAP. Many of these recom-
‘mendations can be implemented without significant
financialinvestment. On the whole thisstudy suggests
Galthough does not prove) that low-income vouch-
er-assisted families will readily search for housing in
higher opportunity arcas when given an incentive
10 do so. Providing additional support to help make
their scarches fruitful could make a significant dif-
ference in the lives of families and children.
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Technical Appendix: Forms and Regulations
pertaining to the Milwaukee County HOME
Security Deposit Assistance Program

‘This appendix contains the forms used by the Milwaukee County Housing Division
to establish and operate the Security Deposit Assistance Program. In addition to
the forms listed below, 24 CFR 92, the HOME Investment Partnership Program
Final Rule, was consulted as a guideline forthe program.

This appendix contains:

Resolution establishing the Security Deposit Assistance Program (Tenant-based
rental assistance, security deposits) (1 page)

Security Deposit Program Policies and Procedures (2 pages)
Application (2 pages)

Landlord-Tenant Agreement (1 page)

Flyer (1 Page)

Available at www.prrac.org/projects/housingmobility.php
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HILWAUKEE
Home Disbursem

‘COUNTY CONSORTIUM
\ents and Unit Completions

Activity Type. Disbursed Amount _Units Completed __Units Occupied
Tentals $137,500.00 0 10
TBRA Families 527,140.00 3 2
Existing Homeowners $18,998.90 6 6
Total, Rentals and TBRA $164,640.00 El E
Total, Homebuyers and 515,998.90 3 ]
Grand Total $183,638.90 E 3
Home Unit Completions by Percent of Area Median Income
o Units Completed
0% -30% 3% -50% Si% 6% 1% -50%  Tota0% -60% ot 0% - 80%
Renals g 3 7 0 0 0
TBRA Families 2 2 o 0 z 2
Existing Homeowners o 2 o 4 2 5
Total, Rentals and TBRA 2 5 7 ) » El
Total, Homebuyers and Homeomners o 2 0 4 2 5
Grand Total E 7 7 @ 35 3
Home Unit Reported As Vacant
Activity Type Reported as Vacant
Rentals 0
TBRA Familles 0
Existing Homeowners o
Total, Rentals and TBRA o
Total, Homebuyers and Homeomners o
Grand Total o

Home Unit Completions by Racial / Ethnic Category

Rentals TBRA Families Existing Homeowners
Completed Completed - Completed_Completed - Completed _Completed -
e ] 0 T 3 3 0
Black/Afican American 5 o 1 o 2 0
Total 10 O ) 3 g o
Total, Rentals and TBRA Homeowners Grand Total
Completed Completed - Completed _Completed - Completed Completed~
e T 3 = 0, 2 3
Black/Afican American v o 2 o 19 o
Total E 3 g o 39 3




