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Executive Summary 

HUD’s Moving to Work (MTW) program challenges participating agencies to increase 

housing choices for low-income households and to assist them in achieving economic self-

sufficiency while achieving greater cost effectiveness. The Charlotte Housing Authority 

(CHA) joined MTW in December 2007 and has used the program’s financial and regulatory 

flexibility to undertake several activities, branded as Moving Forward (MF). 

Among MF activities, three have had a significant impact on the agency. First, the CHA has 

implemented a series of rent reforms – including higher minimum rents, incentive 

accounts, banded rents, and reducing the time between rent recertifications. Second, the 

CHA is piloting a work requirement paired with supportive services at five housing 

developments, and will expand the policy to its other family public housing developments in 

2017. Third, the CHA is working to diversify its housing portfolio by acquiring 

developments in higher-income neighborhoods and by developing partnerships with 

organizations that specialize in housing the formerly homeless. Other MF initiatives include 

extending the time between tenant recertification, introducing Good Neighbor training, and 

simplifying administration of developments that contain both public housing and project-

based voucher units.  

This report utilizes data from the following sources: (i) in-person interviews with CHA staff 

members, (ii) surveys of public housing residents, (iii) CHA administrative data, (iv) 

American Community Survey and Charlotte-Mecklenburg Quality of Life data, and (v) in-

person interviews with CHA residents living in the five work requirement sites. 

Moving Forward Program Update 

Based on interviews with CHA staff and client survey results, we provide the following 

updates of the main Moving Forward initiatives. 

Rent Policies 

Minimum rents. CHA’s initial proposal was to increase minimum rents from the HUD limit 

of $50 per month to $75 and then after several years to $100 per month. To date, the CHA 

has only increased the minimum rent to $75. None of the staff members interviewed 
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supported the additional increase (to $100) as they believed that it would significantly 

increase the number of hardship exemption requests and possibly the number of evictions.  

Hardship exemptions. HUD requires MTW agencies to have hardship policies that 

temporarily lower rents for residents who face extenuating circumstances such as a death in 

the family or a medical emergency. Several staff believe that the hardship policy is too 

lenient and allows residents to pay lower rents longer than necessary. Others worry that 

some residents accumulate significant arrears while under the hardship policy, with little to 

no hope of repayment. Both our 2014 and 2016 surveys queried how well clients understood 

the hardship exemption policy; we find a small increase in understanding among work-able 

respondents. 

Banded rents. CHA staff continue to support the banded rent policy because it reduces the 

number of interim rent recertifications performed. A smaller number think banded rents 

reduce the disincentive to work, as modest increases in work income do not result in higher 

rents. A comparison of 2014 and 2016 survey respondents shows a small decrease in 

understanding of the banded rent policy, especially among elderly/disabled respondents 

who are less likely to benefit from it. However, over one-third of work-able residents have a 

limited understanding of banded rents, which suggests that the CHA needs to increase 

efforts to inform residents about the policy.  

Incentive accounts. Staff question the effectiveness and efficiency of the incentive accounts 

in helping residents move toward self-sufficiency. Interviewees say the accounts are very 

time consuming to administer, while the impact of the accounts in assisting people to move 

toward self-sufficiency is uncertain. Many residents do not know if they have an account, 

and those who know they have one are often unaware of their balance. A comparison of the 

2014 and 2016 survey results indicate that, although the numbers of respondents reporting 

positive balances in their incentive accounts increased, they are still quite low. This raises 

the question as to whether these accounts are meeting their intended purpose. 

Biennial/Triennial recertification. The objective of longer times between recertification is 

to reduce staff time spent on this activity, thus allowing them to provide better service to 

both clients and private property owners. Our analysis of the estimated forgone rental 

income compared to administrative savings indicates the forgone income was much higher 
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than the administrative savings. A comparison of the 2014 and 2016 survey results indicates 

substantial improvement in tenants’ understanding of biennial recertification over time.  

Work Policies 

Our analysis continues to indicate that the work requirement has resulted in substantial 

gains in employment among work-able tenants without increasing tenant eviction rates. 

Both the 2014 and the 2016 resident surveys had questions for clients to rate how well they 

understood the work requirement policy. In the 2016 survey, 87 percent of respondents 

indicated that they understood the work requirements. Clearly, the CHA has been effective 

in communicating the terms of the work requirement.  

Based on the success of the work requirement, the CHA Board of Commissioners has 

approved a proposal to expand the work requirement, with several changes, to residents in 

all of the CHAs family public housing developments. The main program changes are (i) 

work-able households must maintain 20 cumulative hours of employment to remain 

compliant, (ii) sanctions will begin six months after residents first receive case management 

(instead of 12 months), and (iii) case managers will target services to minimum renters. 

New MTW Activities 

In its FY 2016 MTW Annual Plan, the CHA requested and received HUD approval for two 

new MTW activities: a homeownership initiative and triennial recertification for 

elderly/disabled households. 

RAD and its Impacts 

The CHA intends to use the Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) to convert all Section 9 

units to Project Based Vouchers (PBV). The CHA will transfer ownership of its public 

housing developments to its non-profit subsidiary, Horizon Development Properties, and 

continue to subsidize rents using the PBV program.  

MTW participation has affected RAD implementation in several ways. First, funding 

flexibility allowed the CHA to shift funds to the redevelopment and modernization of its 

housing stock prior to RAD implementation. Thus, those properties do not have significant 

renovation needs, allowing at least some of the anticipated revenue increase – due to 

subsidies based on Fair Market Rents – to pay for tenant services, to capitalize reserve 



 

6  Moving Forward Report 

funds, and/or to develop new units. Second, implementation of the RAD program has 

diverted some staff time away from implementation of new MTW initiatives, although this 

does not appear to have negatively affected the Moving Forward program.  

The 2016 resident survey contained two questions on resident attitudes toward RAD; 54 

percent of respondents indicated they had heard of RAD, and among them, 41 percent 

believe that it will affect themselves or their family. In response to an open-ended question 

about how RAD will affect them, the most frequent responses were that it would improve 

their housing choices, neighborhood environments, or lives. Many residents explicitly 

mentioned being interested in converting their project based voucher to a tenant-based one 

as allowed one year after the conversion. A considerably smaller 14 percent of the responses 

indicated that they believed RAD would have a negative impact on them, with the most 

frequent response being that they believed their rents would go up. 

Relevant Household Characteristics 

Aggregate Household Characteristics 

Between 2008 and 2015, the number of households across the CHA’s public housing 

developments, mixed-income communities, and HCV properties increased by 31 percent. In 

the same period, the average household size declined slightly, from 2.57 to 2.45 persons. 

Average household income increased 17 percent, while average household wages increased 

20 percent; the latter is likely the product of expanding mixed-income communities, where 

clients tend to have higher wages. 

The MTW program requires that 75 percent of participating agencies’ clients be very low-

income – defined as earning under 50% of the area median income. We find that, as of 

December 2015, 98 percent of the CHA’s clients qualify as very low-income. Thus, the CHA 

is clearly complying with this provision of the Moving to Work program 

Satisfaction with CHA Services and Housing 

Respondents to the 2016 survey indicate very high levels of satisfaction with CHA service 

and housing and their satisfaction has increased over time. Over 75 percent of clients report 

being satisfied with how the CHA responds to maintenance requests, its rules for residents, 

how the CHA enforces its rules, and how they are treated by CHA staff. A majority of clients 
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are satisfied with the condition of their housing development and neighborhood, and 64 

percent report feeling ‘very’ or ‘somewhat safe’ alone outside their developments at night. 

Unsurprisingly, work-able survey respondents have generally resided in assisted housing 

for fewer years (52% for five years or fewer) than elderly/disabled respondents (52% have 

resided in assisted housing for 10 years or more). We also find that elderly/disabled 

respondents would like to remain in assisted housing for a longer time. While only a third of 

work-able respondents would like to remain in assisted housing ‘for as long as possible,’ two 

thirds of elderly/disabled respondents feel that way. 

Economic Mobility Supports  

Many 2016 survey respondents report lacking supports to increase their economic mobility. 

Among work-able respondents, 40 percent indicated that they did not have a high school 

diploma or GED, while less than one-fifth (17%) are currently enrolled in an education or 

job training course. Over half (55%), however, report having access to a reliable vehicle – an 

increase over 2014 figures – and a third indicate that they have a bank account. While fewer 

elderly/disabled respondents reporting having reliable access to a vehicle (34%), they are 

more likely to have bank accounts (55%).  

Resident Health and Children’s Outcomes 

Respondents to the client survey continue to indicate poor health. Between 2010 and 2016, 

the percent of work-able respondents reporting their health as ‘excellent’ or ‘very good’ 

declined from 51 to 32 percent; comparable figures for elderly/disabled clients are 21 to 13 

percent. Over half of work-able (54%) and 44 percent of elderly/disabled respondents have 

a body mass index classified as obese or extremely obese, and roughly 20 percent of 

respondents indicate that they smoke every day. Food (in)security is closely tied to 

household health, and 67 percent of respondents indicated that they ran out of food ‘often’ 

or ‘sometimes.’ While very high, these rates are lower than the 76 percent who indicated the 

same in 2014. Given these issues, health insurance provides an important resource to access 

to health care. However, only 70 percent of work-able and 76% of elderly/disabled 

respondents indicated their family had access to health insurance.  

A majority of all survey respondents – and 82 percent of work-able households – have 

children living in their home. Of these, a majority are either ‘very’ or ‘somewhat satisfied’ 
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with the quality of their child(ren)’s school – 35 percent and 22 percent, respectively. Fewer 

than 10 percent of all respondents are ‘very dissatisfied’ with the quality of their child(ren)’s 

school. Roughly half of all survey respondents (54%) indicated that they were aware of the 

CHA’s scholarship fund.  

Clients Leaving CHA Housing 

Excluding those who passed away, 172 clients left the CHA’s public housing developments 

between January 2015 and September 2016. Of the 146 clients with a recorded reason for 

leaving, 83 were for negative reasons (e.g., evictions), 53 left for positive reasons (e.g., 

moving to homeownership), and 10 left for neutral reasons (e.g., moving to a nursing 

home). The percentage of clients leaving for positive reasons is highest at the former FSS 

work requirement sites of Claremont and Victoria Square (73% when excluding those 

leaving for neutral reasons); comparable figures are 35% for the non-FSS work requirement 

sites and 36% for other public housing sites. 

Between January 2015 and July 2016, we conducted 42 exit survey interviews (33 former 

public housing and 9 former HCV clients). Most exit survey respondents are in stable 

housing, while 13 percent are in a shelter, hotel or are homeless. Just over half of clients 

(55%) were satisfied with their current living situation. However, it is important to note that 

surveys were only conducted with residents who we could reach by phone. Thus, we expect 

that the results are biased toward those in more stable living situations. 

Expanding Housing Opportunities 

One of MTW’s three statutory goals is to expand housing opportunities for low-income 

families. To meet this goal, the CHA has substantially increased the number of units it 

offers – especially in mixed-income communities – and has worked to place its units in 

areas with greater opportunities for social and economic mobility. 

CHA Housing Opportunities 

Since 2008, the CHA has increased the number of housing opportunities it offers by 34 

percent; all five of its housing types have experienced increases. The greatest increases have 

occurred in its project-based voucher (+371%) and market-rate housing (+364%) portfolios, 

with more modest gains for affordable housing (+71%) and tenant-based vouchers (+26%). 

In terms of bedroom size, the CHA has significantly increased its one-bedroom offerings 
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(+79%), while the number of four- and five-bedroom unit offers has decreased (by 30% and 

69%, respectively). 

Beyond increasing the total number of housing opportunities it offers, the CHA has also 

sought to increase its units in mixed-income developments. Since 2008, the number of CHA 

units in mixed-income developments increased by 72 percent, while the number of units in 

exclusively public housing developments has decreased 25 percent. In addition, the CHA 

now offers 255 supportive units (for the homeless and other special needs populations), up 

from zero in 2008. 

Neighborhood characteristics of CHA clients 

The CHA has sought to improve the conditions of neighborhoods where clients reside. Our 

analysis indicates a mixed picture on how those neighborhoods have changed since the MF 

program began in 2008. While most clients reside in neighborhoods with worse conditions 

compared to Charlotte or Mecklenburg County averages, the neighborhoods surrounding 

many of its developments have improved since 2008. For instance, the employment rate of 

neighborhoods surrounding its public housing developments has increased from 50 to 63 

percent, while the median household income of areas surrounding elderly/disabled 

developments has increased from roughly $47,000 to $64,000. 

During the same period, however, the conditions of the neighborhoods in which the CHA’s 

tenant-based voucher clients live have declined – sometimes markedly. Neighborhood 

poverty rates for voucher holders have increased from 17 to 25 percent, while the 

employment rates have fallen from 64 percent to 58 percent, despite improvements in the 

economy over this period. Moreover, compared to Mecklenburg County averages, property 

crime rates in those neighborhoods have increased 48 percent. 

Financial Flexibility and Cost Savings 

MTW allows participating agencies to combine various federal funding streams into a 

single, flexible account. This flexibility – combined with the ability to request waivers from 

certain regulations – allows agencies to meet the final MTW statutory goal: to provide 

services in most cost-effective ways.  
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MTW Inflows and Outflows 

Over the course of the MF program, CHA inflows from HUD have risen a modest 10 

percent, while HUD outflows have increased 60 percent. Part of this difference is due to the 

CHA ‘banking’ HUD inflows in the early years of the MF program and spending those funds 

in later years. As a result of that banking, outflows were reduced in the early years of the MF 

program; thus, spending in later years would show a greater percentage increase than one 

would expect. Aside from the capital fund and administrative expenses (where an 

accounting change makes comparison difficult), the greatest increase in MTW outflows 

have occurred in public-housing operating subsidies (+95%). The greatest increase in MTW 

inflows have been for administrative fee grants and Section 8 operating subsidies (both 

around +17%). 

In terms of net CHA flows, the agency has consistently spent less in Section 8 operating 

subsidies than it receives, while spending more in public housing operating subsidies. Over 

the course of the MF program, the CHA has overspent its public housing operating 

subsidies by over $50 million, while underspending its Section 8 operating subsidies by 

nearly $35 million. Despite that underspending of HCV funds, the agency has increased the 

HCVs it offers by 35 percent over the same period.  

CHA Income and Expenses 

Moving beyond HUD inflows and outflows, the CHA’s revenues have increased 21 percent 

while its expenses have risen 38 percent since the Fiscal Year 2009. The greatest increases 

in CHA revenues have come from miscellaneous sources like management and service 

income (+90%) and higher tenant revenues (+60%); the latter are likely the result of more 

mixed-income property developments, higher minimum rents, and increased incomes (and 

thus rents) at the five work requirement sites. Increases in CHA revenues are evenly spread 

across direct, indirect, and other expenses, with all increasing between 54 and 60 percent. 

Cost Effectiveness Activities 

The CHA has implemented several activities to either reduce the agency’s costs or increase 

its revenues. These include increasing the minimum rent to $75, adopting biennial 

recertification, first for elderly/disabled clients and later work-able residents, and 

encouraging HCV property owners to use direct deposit. We estimate that raising the 
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minimum rent resulted in nearly half a million ($493,452) in additional revenues in 2015. 

Adopting biennial recertification reduced the CHA’s cost by approximately $45,000 in 

2015, while encouraging landlords to use direct deposit saved the agency over $450,000 in 

that year. 

Client Movement toward Self-sufficiency 

Employment 

Comparing responses to the 2010 and 2016 tenant survey, employment increased from 51 

percent to 81 percent at work requirement sites and from 25 percent to 46 percent at non-

work requirement sites. Despite these improvements, residents in all sites continue to 

report numerous barriers to work including lack of education, jobs in their neighborhood, 

transportation, and access to childcare. Overall, reported barriers have either stayed the 

same or declined slightly.  

Supportive Services 

The CHA and other community stakeholders provide services to address these barriers. The 

most commonly accessed support for both work-able and elderly/disabled respondents is 

medical assistance.  

Despite participation in services being voluntary, many survey respondents indicate 

needing certain services but not receiving them. Among work-able households, these gaps 

are especially significant for educational assistance (94% at the work requirement sites and 

85% at the non-work requirement sites report needing, but not receiving, this service) and 

life skills training (75% at the work requirement sites and 61% at other public housing 

sites). Elderly/disabled residents report much higher access to services in both the work 

requirement and non-work requirement sites.  

Impacts of the Work Requirement 

Overall, many residents at the work requirement sites have a favorable opinion of the work 

requirement and services provided. Seventy-nine percent of survey respondents believe the 

policy has improved their quality of life. In responses to an open-ended question about how 

the work requirement had affected their lives, a majority of responses were positive, 

including comments that the policy urged them to challenge themselves to do better and 
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that the increased earnings allowed them to buy what they needed. However, 32 percent of 

open-ended responses described a negative effect of the work requirement, including 

increased stress, less time with family, and inadequate childcare.  

Based on our analysis of case manager-collected data, employment rates among residents in 

the work requirement sites have remained relatively high. In January 2015, 92 percent of 

residents living in the former FSS sites (Claremont, Victoria Square) were working. That 

rate increased slightly to 93 percent in July 2016. Employment rates in the other three work 

requirement sites are lower but also steady; 81 percent of work-able residents were working 

in January 2015 and 79% in July 2016. Residents continue to work an average of 30 hours 

per week.  

Work requirement compliance. Given the high employment rate, it is not surprising that 

most households have complied with the work requirement. The percent of residents placed 

on an Improvement Plan has varied between 10 and 22 percent per month and the number 

of households placed on a rent sanction has remained low, ranging between zero and four 

households per month. Since enforcement of the work requirement began in January 2014, 

the CHA has evicted only two households for non-compliance. Residents report that 

support from case managers, property managers, and the Center for Employment Services 

has helped them remain or become compliant.  

Resident preparedness to work. Rising tier levels (which are assessments of resident needs) 

indicate that the readiness of work-able residents has increased. The percent of Tier 1 

clients (those needing the most support) have decreased over time at both the former FSS 

and non-FSS sites, while the number of Tier 2 clients has increased. There continues to be 

low numbers of residents in Tier 3 – those needing little support.  

Use and Assessment of Case Mangers. Perhaps because of the increases in employment or 

decreases in Tier 1 clients, fewer residents report working with the case managers (from 

78% to 58% between the 2014 and 2016 surveys). During this same period of time, resident 

satisfaction with case management has increased from 79 percent to 89 percent. Residents 

reporting that their case manager understands their needs rose from 68 to 89 percent, 

strengthened their life skills from 63 to 73 percent, and increased their economic 

independence from 61 to 74 percent. One aspect of satisfaction, however, remains relatively 
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lower: only 57 percent of work-able residents believe their case managers have prepared 

them to find a job. 

Recommendations 

Modifications to ongoing activities 

• While limited by HUD policy, consider tightening up the hardship policy and forgiving 

the rent arrears that accumulate during the hardship period. 

• Continue to educate residents on the banded rent policy, so they are more likely to take 

advantage of the opportunity to increase their work-related income without increasing 

their rent. 

• Consider significant changes to the incentive account policy. These may include greater 

resident education of the accounts and frequent notification of balances, or eliminating 

the accounts and using those funds for another purpose. Alternatively, the CHA could 

consider a modified incentive account policy, such as providing rent credits for 

completing certain self-sufficiency milestones, such as completing a GED. 

• Continue to monitor closely the impacts of the revised work requirement as it expands 

to the remaining public housing developments.  

• As the CHA converts more public housing developments to project-based voucher under 

the RAD program, it should prepare for the prospect of significant numbers of residents 

opting to convert their project-based vouchers to tenant-based vouchers after the first 

year.  

Expanding housing opportunities 

• Given the reductions in larger units (four- and five-bedrooms) in the CHA’s portfolio, 

prioritize finding housing opportunities for larger families. These opportunities may be 

in future developments, or the CHA can conduct outreach to private property owners to 

house larger families through the Section 8 program. 

• Continue exploring ways to improve neighborhoods surrounding CHA developments, 

either by prioritizing new construction in high-opportunity areas or by developing 

partnerships to revitalize areas surrounding current developments. 

• Identify ways to improve the neighborhoods in which tenant-based HCV clients live. 

The CHA’s Alternative Rent Schedule activity, which allows the agency to increase 
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payment standards up to 150% in opportunity areas, should help program participants 

find housing in higher quality neighborhoods.  

Financial Flexibility and Cost Effectiveness 

• Continue to identify new ways to increase agency revenues beyond HUD funds. The 

CHA has already increased its non-HUD revenues by, for example, increasing tenant 

revenues by 90 percent since FY09. Expanding market-rate development – such as the 

proposed redevelopment of the former CHA headquarters and Strawn Cottages – 

should also provide the CHA with additional revenue.  

• Continue to explore activities that increase revenues or decrease expenses. Even 

seemingly mundane activities – like the direct deposit of HCV payments to landlords – 

can significantly increase revenues. 

• Explore whether it is appropriate to increase minimum rents to $100, as included in 

previous MF Plans. Expansion of supportive services to all family public housing 

developments may make this change more palatable to residents and staff. Our analysis 

indicates that increasing the minimum rent from $50 to $75 resulted in nearly 

$500,000 more agency revenue annually, and an increase to $100 will likely have the 

same effect. 

Promoting Self-Sufficiency 

• As the policy expands to more housing developments, the CHA should encourage 

residents without a high school diploma or GED to fulfill the work requirement by 

obtaining one. This is especially critical as many residents lack a diploma or GED, 

which severely limits both their employment and job training opportunities. 

• As the CHA moves toward expanding the work requirement in other family public 

housing sites, it should continue to focus on conducting thorough needs assessments 

and on providing active case management.  

• Lack of affordable childcare remains a significant barrier to resident employment. The 

CHA should continue to work with the Mecklenburg County Department of Social 

Services, Mecklenburg Schools, and other community-based organizations to expand 

access to high-quality, affordable child care and early child education programs. 
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Chapter I: Introduction 

The Charlotte Housing Authority (CHA) has participated in the U.S. Department of 

Housing and Urban Development’s (HUDs) Moving to Work (MTW) since December 2007. 

As an MTW participant, the CHA has used the financial and regulatory flexibility afforded 

by the program to undertake a variety of new activities, collectively branded as Moving 

Forward (MF). 

Agencies participating in MTW seek to meet three goals: expand housing opportunities for 

low-income families, achieve cost efficiencies, and encourage clients to move toward self-

sufficiency. To achieve those goals, participants can combine most of their HUD funding – 

including public housing and Section 8 operating subsidies and administration and capital 

grants – into a single, flexible account. Agencies may also request waivers from many HUD 

regulations, such as how rents are calculated, whether to impose work requirements, and 

procedures for inspecting Section 8 units. HUD requires that MTW agencies (i) continue to 

serve “substantially the same” number of families, (ii) ensure HUD housing quality 

standards, and (iii) maintain a portfolio of which 75% of clients are very low-income. 

The CHA has used MTW flexibility to undertake three major initiatives and a number of 

smaller ones. The first major activity is a set of rent reforms that apply to all CHA clients, 

including increased minimum rents, incentive accounts, and income bands upon which 

rents are determined. Second, the CHA is piloting a work requirement paired with 

supportive services at five housing developments, and will soon expand this policy to all of 

its family public housing. Third, the CHA is working to diversify its housing portfolio by 

acquiring developments in higher-income neighborhoods and developing partnerships with 

organizations that specialize in housing the formerly homeless. Other MF initiatives include 

simplifying inspection procedures for developments with both public housing and project-

based vouchers, allowing over-income residents to remain in mixed-finance buildings by 

transferring subsidies between units, and adopting biennial inspections for high-

performing Section 8 units. 

This report is the third in a series of interim assessments that the Center for Urban and 

Regional Studies has produced for the CHA. The first report, “Charlotte Housing Authority’s 
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Moving Forward Program: Early Implementation and Baseline Data Evaluation” (May 

2011), provides an assessment of early MF implementation and presents baseline data on 

unit and tenant characteristics; budgets and expenditures; the characteristics of 

neighborhoods surrounding CHA-supported housing units; and clients’ satisfaction with 

housing, neighborhood, and CHA policies. The second report, “Charlotte Housing 

Authority’s Moving Forward Program: Interim Assessment” (November 2013), provides an 

update of program initiatives, assesses implementation of those initiatives, and offers 

recommendations for improving the program. This third report builds on the earlier two 

reports by presenting new data on program initiatives and their implementation, tracking 

changes in the types and locations of housing choices offered, assessing tenant movement 

toward economic independence, calculating the cost savings achieved, and offering a set of 

recommendations for continuing to improve the Moving Forward initiative. 

Chapter II of this report describes the major initiatives undertaken through the Moving 

Forward program, and presents both staff and client perceptions on their implementation. 

Chapter III provides an update on client characteristics relevant to the Moving Forward 

program, while Chapter IV reports clients leaving the CHA and exit survey results. Chapter 

V examines the extent to which the CHA has expanded choice in the types and locations of 

housing opportunities. Chapter VI presents data on the degree to which program initiatives 

have helped residents move toward economic independence. Chapter VII reports on the 

CHA’s use of financial flexibility and the cost effectiveness of selected program initiatives. 

The final chapter offers brief conclusions and offers recommendations based on our 

findings. 

Data Used in this Report 

This report utilizes data from a variety of sources. First, we conducted in-person interviews 

with CHA staff members – including senior administrators, managers, and frontline staff 

such as property managers and case managers in both January and September 2016. 

Second, we present responses from surveys of public housing residents conducted in 2010, 

2012, 2014, and 2016. These surveys query clients’ satisfaction with home, neighborhood, 

schools; CHA management; knowledge and perceived impacts of MF initiatives; health; and 

economic characteristics. Third, we use secondary data from the CHA’s Yardi database and 

other administrative data, in addition to both the American Community Survey and 

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Quality of Life Dashboard. Fourth, we report results from exit 
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surveys conducted over the phone with clients who have left the CHA. Finally, we present 

data from in-person interviews, conducted in November 2015, with CHA residents living in 

the five work requirement sites and residents in the other family public housing sites in 

September 2016.   
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Chapter II: Moving Forward Program Update 

The Moving Forward program comprises several elements to achieve Moving to Work’s 

three statutory goals: achieving cost efficiencies, expanding housing options, and helping 

clients move toward self-sufficiency. In this chapter, we provide an update on various 

Moving Forward initiatives. We draw on survey data, interviews with CHA staff members, 

administrative data, and analysis of CHA’s Moving Forward plans and reports. 

Rent Reforms 

One of the earliest and most significant Moving Forward initiatives was rent reform. The 

CHA’s rent reform comprises several elements, including higher minimum rents, banded 

rent calculations, incentive accounts, and biennial recertifications. To account for these 

changes, the CHA has also modified its hardship policy.  

Higher minimum rents 

One of the first rent reforms was increasing minimum rents to $75 per month - $25 more 

than the maximum normally allowed by HUD. While prior Moving Forward Plans included 

plans to increase minimum rents to $100 eventually, the agency has postponed this 

increase indefinitely. None of the staff interviewed supported an increase because they 

believed it would significantly increase hardship exemption requests and possibly the 

number of evictions. While we did not include any questions about higher minimum rents 

on the most recent client survey, prior analysis has shown that a strong majority (87%) of 

respondents feel that the $75 minimum rent is either “about right” or “not high enough.” 

Banded rents 

The CHA has implemented banded rent calculations to serve two purposes: to encourage 

residents to increase their incomes – since increases within each $2,500 band will not 

result in a rent increase – and to decrease staff time associated with rent change. Staff 

continue to support banded rents as they reduce the number of rent recertifications 

performed. Some also think the policy reduces disincentives to work, as modest income 

increases do not result in higher rents. However, others expressed uncertainty about the 

role banded rents play in encouraging tenants to increase their work income.  
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Comparing 2014 and 2016 survey results on clients’ understanding of the banded rent 

policy indicate roughly the same levels of understanding among work-able clients, but 

substantial decreases among elderly/disabled respondents (see Table II-A). The latter 

finding may not be especially concerning as elderly/disabled residents are less likely to 

experience substantial changes in their incomes and thus less likely to benefit from the 

policy. The CHA may want to increase efforts to educate work-able residents, however, 

since over one-third have a limited understanding of banded rents. This, in turn, may 

encourage residents to increase their incomes. 

Table II-A: Client understanding of banded rent policy 

 
Source: Client survey data 

In our interviews with residents, many are completely unfamiliar with the banded rent 

policy.  

Incentive accounts 

Another Moving Forward rent reform is incentive accounts for residents whose annual 

income exceeds $12,500, with at least some of that income from wages. The goal of the 

incentive accounts is for residents to build a ‘nest egg’ for security deposits and other 

expenses when they leave the CHA. However, CHA staff question the effectiveness and 

efficiency of incentive accounts in helping residents move toward economic self-sufficiency. 

Administration of over 3,000 incentive accounts is very time consuming, and staff argue 

that few residents are aware of the program and even fewer know how much they have in 

their account. Some staff believe that the incentives divert CHA funds from more productive 

activities, such as providing supportive services. 

Responses to the 2016 survey suggest that residents’ understanding of the incentive 

accounts is low, though it has increased since 2014 (see Table II-B).1 Among work-able 

                                                      
1 More information on the incentive accounts is contained in a separate report we prepared for the CHA. 

2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Very Well 106 (35) 98 (34) 82 (44) 62 (35) 188 (38) 160 (35)
Somewhat 97 (32) 85 (30) 56 (30) 45 (25) 153 (31) 130 (28)
Only a Little 60 (20) 54 (19) 28 (15) 31 (17) 88 (18) 85 (18)
Not at All 41 (13) 48 (17) 21 (11) 40 (22) 62 (13) 88 (19)
Total 304 (100) 285 (100) 187 (100) 178 (100) 491 (100) 463 (100)

Elderly/DisabledWork-able
Understanding of 
banded rents

Total
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respondents, 59 percent believed they had some incentive account funds, though only 18 

percent said they knew what their balance was. These figures are somewhat lower for 

elderly/disabled respondents (42% and 7% respectively). The percentage of both work-able 

and elderly/disabled respondents believing they had an incentive account rose by 29 and 19 

percentage points, respectively, in comparison to 2014 figures. 

Table II-B: Self-reported knowledge of incentive account balance 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Interviews with residents largely comport with these findings: no one interviewed knew 

how much money was in their account, though many were aware that the accounts existed 

(this is in contrast to the banded rent policy, of which many residents were completely 

unaware). Interviewees felt that the incentive accounts were a good idea, though, to 

motivate residents to work more and save to leave the CHA. One told said that “the escrow 

account is really motivating … knowing that the money I’m paying … now will later on in life 

help me buy a house.” 

To increase residents’ understanding of the incentive accounts, the CHA should consider 

providing periodic updates on account balances, although this would be an additional staff 

burden. Several staff members suggested that the CHA require participation in self-

sufficiency programming as a condition of receiving incentive account deposits. The CHA 

might also consider moving to a system of rent credits for completing certain tasks related 

to self-sufficiency instead of incentive account deposits.  

Biennial recertifications 

The CHA adopted biennial recertifications for its elderly/disabled clients in 2010; in 

October 2013, it expanded this policy to all clients on a rolling basis.2 The agency intends 

biennial rent certifications to reduce administrative burdens, thus allowing staff to provide 

                                                      
2 The CHA included an activity to conduct triennial recertifications for its elderly/disabled clients in its 2016 Moving 
Forward plan. 

2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

I have no money 158 (70) 118 (42) 110 (77) 104 (57) 268 (73) 222 (48)
I have some money 9 (4) 50 (18) 1 (1) 13 (7) 10 (3) 63 (14)
I don't know how much I have 59 (26) 116 (41) 31 (22) 64 (35) 90 (24) 180 (39)
Total 226 (100) 284 (100) 142 (100) 181 (100) 368 (100) 465 (100)

Incentive account

Work-able Elderly/Disabled Total
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better service to clients and landlords. We discuss the financial impacts of biennial 

recertifications in Chapter VII:.  

While staff indicate that implementation of biennial recertifications has gone smoothly, 

some questioned whether they are actually saving the CHA money. A previous report 

produced by CURS projected that biennial recertifications have resulted in a substantial 

amount of foregone rent.3  

Like the incentive accounts, resident understanding of the biennial recertifications 

increased from 2014 to 2016, with the percentage of work-able respondents indicating they 

understand the policy either “very well” or somewhat” increasing from 67 percent to 76 

percent (see Table II-C). However, there was little change among elderly and disabled 

respondents (an increase from 72% to 73%). 

Table II-C: Client understanding of biennial recertification policy 

 
Source: Client survey data 

While clients’ understanding of the biennial recertification policy has increased, a majority 

still only understand the policy ‘somewhat’ or less. The CHA might consider including more 

information about biennial recertifications in future resident communications and 

modifying the biennial policy to leverage greater cost savings for the agency. 

Hardship policies 

MTW agencies must develop hardship policies that temporarily exempt households from 

paying rent in case of a death in the family, a medical emergency, an unexpected change or 

delay in a financial assistance program, or loss of employment. Several staff members 

                                                      
3 “The Financial Impacts of Biennial Recertifications of Work-Able Residents,” May 2016 

2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Very Well 107 (35) 129 (46) 71 (38) 76 (46) 178 (36) 205 (46)
Somewhat 99 (32) 84 (30) 63 (34) 45 (27) 162 (33) 129 (29)
Only a Little 56 (18) 38 (13) 32 (17) 25 (15) 88 (18) 63 (14)
Not at All 44 (14) 31 (11) 22 (12) 21 (13) 66 (13) 52 (12)
Total 306 (100) 282 (100) 188 (100) 167 (100) 494 (100) 449 (100)

Understanding of 
biennial 
recertifications

Work-able Elderly/Disabled Total
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believe the hardship policy is too lenient and allows residents to forego paying rent longer 

than necessary, generating significant balances of back rent. 

Both the 2014 and 2016 surveys asked residents about their understanding of the CHA’s 

hardship policies. Those who reported understanding these policies either “very well” or 

“somewhat” increased from 60 to 65 percent among work-able respondents between 

surveys, while understanding among elderly and disabled respondents dropped from 68 to 

64 percent (see Table II-D). Those who have not filed a hardship request may be the ones 

who say they do not understand it well. 

Table II-D: Client understanding of hardship exemption policy 

  
Source: Client survey data 

While clients’ understanding of hardship exemptions has improved slightly, over a third of 

residents still have a minimal understanding of the policy. The CHA may consider bundling 

education for the biennial recertification policy (discussed above) with additional 

information about hardship exemptions. 

Work Requirement 

Another important Moving Forward initiative is a work requirement paired with supportive 

services. Since January 2014, the CHA has enforced the work requirement at five public 

housing developments: Cedar Knoll, Claremont, Leafcrest, Tarlton Hills, and Victoria 

Square. The work requirement initially mandated that work-able heads of household 

maintain employment for at least 15 hours per week or participate in work-related 

activities; non-compliant households face rent sanctions and, eventually, eviction. Prior to 

enforcement, the CHA provided case management services to these households for several 

years.  

Staff believe that the work requirement, in combination with supportive services, has been 

very successful. They point to the sharp increases in employment and lack of increase in 

2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Very Well 87 (28) 106 (38) 55 (30) 66 (39) 142 (29) 172 (38)
Somewhat 97 (32) 77 (27) 70 (38) 43 (25) 167 (34) 120 (27)
Only a Little 54 (18) 57 (20) 25 (13) 29 (17) 79 (16) 86 (19)
Not at All 69 (22) 41 (15) 36 (19) 31 (18) 105 (21) 72 (16)
Total 307 (100) 281 (100) 186 (100) 169 (100) 493 (100) 450 (100)

Work-able Elderly/Disabled TotalUnderstanding of 
hardship 
exemptions
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evictions among applicable tenants. They also report that there has been minimal criticism 

of the policy from either tenants or tenant advocates and that there has been little coverage 

of it by the local press. Staff would like to explore a cost-benefit analysis of the work 

requirement that compares the cost of employment support services to the additional 

revenue CHA receives from rent increases. We discuss resident perspectives on the work 

requirement in Chapter VI:. 

Both the 2014 and the 2016 surveys queried understanding of the work requirement among 

residents of the impacted five sites (See Figure II-1). In 2016, 87 percent of respondents 

indicated they understood the policy “average” or “very well” and no one indicated that they 

did not understand it “at all.” The ten percent increase from 2014 suggests that CHA 

education efforts have been effective in communicating the terms of the work requirement. 

We review survey questions on other aspects of the work requirement in Chapter VI. 

Figure II-1: Client understanding of work requirement policy 

 
Source: Client survey data. Responses are limited to work-able respondents. 

Since its initial implementation, the CHA has modified and expanded the work 

requirement. In April 2016, the CHA began mandating that work-able non-heads of 

household maintain at least five hours per week of employment.  

During 2016, the CHA’s internal work requirement committee proposed expanding the 

policy to the remainder of the agency’s public housing developments and recommended 
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several changes. The CHA Board adopted the following recommendations in September 

2016: 

• A new requirement for the entire household to work at least 20 hours total per week, 

which replaced the requirement that work-able heads of household work at least 15 

hours per week and other work-able adults work at least five hours per week. This 

was done to achieve administrative efficiencies and to provide households with more 

flexibility in fulfilling the policy.  

• Reducing the period between announcement of the work requirement and the 

enforcement of sanctions from 12 months to six. The committee did not think it 

should take more than six months to prepare for employment.  

• Increasing the “improvement period” between the determination of non-compliance 

and the application of the sanctions from two months to three. 

• Reducing the duration of Phase I sanctions, when households lose 50 percent of 

their rental subsidy, from six months to three. 

• Requiring all work-able minimum renters to work with case managers who will 

assist them in increasing their wage incomes. Case managers will only work with 

non-minimum renters who request services. 

New MTW Activities  

In its FY 2016 MTW Annual Plan, the CHA requested and received HUD approval for two 

new MTW activities: a homeownership initiative and triennial re-certification for 

households designated as elderly and disabled.  

The Homeownership initiative assists HCV and public housing residents with buying 

homes. The program requires participating households to be in good standing with the 

CHA, participate in a homeownership-counseling program, and provide a 3% down 

payment, which may come from down payment assistance programs. Work-able 

households must also have at least 18 months of stable employment and at least $14,500 in 

income. Elderly/disabled households must have a stable fixed-income of at least $8,750. 

Implemented in 2016, CHA staff report limited early demand for this program.  

The FY 2017 MTW Annual Plan contained the following proposals for new MTW activities: 
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• Terminating Housing Assistance Payment (HAP) for tenant-based vouchers once a 

household’s monthly subsidy is less than $75 for 180 consecutive days. The goal of 

this initiative is to increase the number of vouchers available to those on the waitlist 

and to release landlords from the burdens of HCV participation. 

• Prohibiting interim recertifications three months prior to a scheduled 

recertification, or three months after a recertification for a reduction in income. This 

activity only applies to work-able households. The goal of this activity is both to 

reduce staff time and expense and to close a loophole that allows participants to 

reduce their incomes prior to recertification or just after receiving housing to reduce 

their rents. 

• Implementing exception payment standards in selected zip codes and/or census 

tracts up to the lower of comparable market rents or 150 percent of Fair Market 

Rents. This proposed change will support voucher holders being able to live in lower 

poverty, higher opportunity areas.  

RAD and its Impact 

The Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program allows PHAs to convert public 

housing developments to Project Based Voucher or Project Based Rental Assistance 

properties. The CHA is in the process of converting all of its public housing units to the 

project-based voucher program and transferring ownership to the CHA’s non-profit 

subsidiary, Horizon Development Properties. The rents for these units will be based on 

HUD Fair Market Rent guidelines, and residents will continue to pay 30 percent of their 

adjusted incomes for rent. 

MTW participation has affected RAD implementation in two broad ways. First, MTW 

funding flexibility has allowed the CHA to rehabilitate and modernize its public housing 

portfolio. Thus, instead of devoting revenue increases post-RAD to renovations, the CHA 

can use them to provide supportive services, capitalize reserve funds for each property, and 

develop new housing units. A second impact of RAD is that it has consumed a substantial 

amount of staff time, although this does not appear to have had negative impacts on Moving 

Forward implementation. 

As part of the RAD conversion, the CHA has created a new non-profit subsidiary – Blue 

Horizon Property Management – that will manage properties owned by Horizon 
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Development Properties and other non-CHA owned affordable housing developments. The 

CHA is also exploring ways to expand the role of its existing non-profit subsidiary, called 

CORE, to provide supportive services to residents of Horizon Development Properties and 

potentially to other housing developments. One advantage of a nonprofit subsidiary is that 

it can seek outside funding for the services it offers. 

The resident survey contained three questions related to RAD. These include: 

• Have you heard that the CHA will be converting public housing units to project 

based vouchers, a process often referred to as RAD? (yes or no) 

• Do you think RAD will affect you or your family in any way? (yes or no) 

• How do you think RAD will impact you? This question was only asked to those who 

responded ‘yes’ to the prior question, and allowed respondents to write an open-

ended response. 

Just over half (54%) of respondents said they had heard of RAD. Among those who had 

heard of RAD, 41percent said believed that it would affect them or their family (See Figure 

II-2). 

Figure II-2: Client knowledge of and perceptions of RAD 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Analysis of the 110 open ended responses indicates that 45 percent of the respondents 

believed that RAD would have a positive impact, with the most frequent responses being 
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that it would result in an improvement in their housing choices, neighborhood 

environments, or lives. Many seemed to be excited about the option of converting their 

project based voucher to a portable voucher after the first year of the program. The second 

most frequent response – provided by 40 percent of respondents –was “don’t know,” “I’m 

not sure” or “I don’t understand RAD.” Finally, 14 percent of respondents believed that 

RAD would have a negative impact on them. The most frequent response in this category 

was that they believed their rents would increase. The relatively large percentage of tenants 

that do not understand RAD indicates that the CHA should continue to educate clients 

about the program. 
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Chapter III: Household Characteristics 

The Moving Forward program has significant impacts on the CHA’s clients. Supportive 

services can increase clients’ incomes while development of new housing opportunities can 

shift the agency’s household count. Measuring these shifts is crucial as MTW agencies must 

continue to serve “substantially the same” number of households and 75 percent of those 

households must qualify as very low-income (earning under 50% of area median income). 

Aggregate Household Characteristics 

This section of the report presents the year-to-year changes in the number and 

characteristics of households served by the CHA. We present these data for each of three 

housing types: conventional public housing; Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs); and mixed-

income housing developments, including those developed or purchased through the HOPE 

VI program.  

Between 2008 and 2015, the number of households served by the CHA increased from 7,175 

to 9,410 – a gain of 2,235 or 31% (see Table III-A). The largest increase in households 

served was in mixed-income housing developments (1,828 or 459%), as 16 new 

developments were either developed or purchased through the HOPE VI program. The 

number of HCV households also increased by 1,076 (23%). That increase was due to a 

combination of new vouchers allocated by HUD and port-ins from other housing 

authorities. Meanwhile, the number of households in conventional public housing 

developments decreased by 342 (-15%) during this period. Three hundred of those units 

were razed as part of the Boulevard Homes HOPE VI project, while others resulted from 

ongoing renovations in other complexes. These changes in the distribution of unit types 

reflect the CHA’s desire to expand mixed-income housing opportunities.  
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Table III-A: Household count by housing type, 2008-2015 

 
Source: MTCS reports, 2008–2015. All data is as of December of each year. 

Between 2008 and 2015, the overall average household size declined slightly from 2.57 to 

2.45 (see Table III-B). While the average household size in mixed-income developments 

actually increased from 1.79 to 1.95, this gain was not enough to offset declines in the 

household sizes in both public housing and the HCV program given the relatively few 

mixed-income units. This modest decrease in household size could be due to a decrease in 

household size in the general population or in the applicants to CHA housing. For 

conventional public housing, it might also reflect the demolition of Boulevard Homes, 

which contained several four- and five-bedroom units. 

Table III-B: Average household size by housing type, 2008–2015 

 
Source: MTCS reports, 2008–2015. All data is as of December of each year. 

Over the same period, the proportion of households with an elderly or disabled member 

increased from 37 to 40 percent (see Table III-C). Although there were increases in the 

percentage of such households in all three housing types, there was a particularly large 

percentage gain in elderly and disabled households in the non-conventional housing 

developments. However, the percentages of households with an elderly and disabled 

number in the HCV program have been substantially below that of the other two housing 

types. This is likely because elderly housing developments make up a substantial share of 

public and mixed-income housing developments.  

Housing 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 % Change
Conventional 2,244 2,294 2,053 2,038 2,006 1,770 1,862 1,902 -15%
HCV 4,604 4,520 5,046 5,468 5,585 5,065 5,553 5,680 +23%
Mixed Income 327 539 772 1,013 1,295 1,495 1,844 1,828 +459%
Total 7,175 7,353 7,871 8,519 8,886 8,330 9,259 9,410 +31%

Housing 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 % Change
Conventional 2.11 2.13 2.03 2.01 2.06 2.01 2.01 2.02 -4%
HCV 2.86 2.85 2.83 2.87 2.83 2.76 2.78 2.76 -3%
Mixed Income 1.79 1.86 2.06 2.06 2.03 1.90 1.94 1.95 +9%
Total 2.57 2.56 2.55 2.57 2.54 2.44 2.46 2.45 -5%
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Table III-C: Households receiving an elderly/disabled allowance by housing type, 2008–
2015 

 
Source: MTCS reports, 2008–2015. All data is as of December of each year. 

CHA clients’ average annual household incomes from all sources increased in nominal 

dollars from $9,512 in 2008 to $11,165 in 2015, an increase of $1,653 or 17 percent (see 

Table III-D). The smallest increase in total income was among HCV clients, whose income 

only increased by $942, or 9 percent, over the study period. Wage incomes increased by 20 

percent over the years studied (see Table III-E). The overall wage income in 2015 was 

$5,366, a modest $991 increase from 2008. Clients in all three housing types showed 

modest increases in average wage incomes. The low client education levels discussed below 

likely help to explain these modest increases in wage income.   

Table III-D: Average household income by housing type, 2008-2015 

 
Source: MTCS reports, 2008–2015. All data is as of December of each year. 

Table III-E: Average household wage income by housing type, 2008-2015 

 
Source: MTCS reports, 2008–2015. All data is as of December of each year. 

The modest increases in income are reflected in the percentage of clients in the three area 

median income (AMI) categories. Between 2012 and 2015, the proportion of CHA public 

housing and project-based voucher clients in the lowest income category – earning less than 

30% of AMI – decreased from 89% to 81%, while the proportion of clients earning greater 

than 30% but less than 50% AMI increased from 11% to 17% (see Table III-F). The 

proportion earning greater than 50% AMI varied between one and two percent over the 

three years studied. Clearly, the CHA is greatly exceeding HUD’s requirement that at least 

75% of households served have incomes below 50% AMI.  

Housing 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 % Change
Conventional 49% 47% 49% 49% 50% 49% 51% 52% +6%
HCV 31% 32% 33% 33% 32% 33% 34% 34% +7%
Mixed Income 40% 38% 29% 29% 35% 41% 51% 49% +24%
Total 37% 37% 37% 37% 37% 38% 41% 40% +8%

Housing 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 % Change
Conventional $7,886 $8,030 $8,081 $7,865 $8,111 $8,934 $9,026 $9,308 +18%
HCV $10,221 $10,354 $10,162 $10,310 $10,541 $10,290 $10,371 $11,162 +9%
Mixed Income $10,684 $11,366 $11,741 $13,095 $13,152 $12,815 $12,630 $13,109 +23%
Total $9,512 $9,703 $9,774 $10,056 $10,373 $10,455 $10,550 $11,165 +17%

Housing 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 % Change
Conventional $2,528 $2,210 $2,094 $2,033 $2,213 $2,368 $2,439 $2,638 +4%
HCV $5,231 $4,673 $4,117 $4,513 $4,699 $4,612 $4,866 $5,671 +8%
Mixed Income $6,762 $7,158 $8,178 $8,599 $8,266 $7,087 $6,907 $7,259 +7%
Total $4,455 $4,086 $3,988 $4,406 $4,657 $4,579 $4,785 $5,366 +20%
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Table III-F: Clients by area median income (AMI) categories 

 
Source: CHA administrative data. Data is limited to public housing and project-based voucher residents of CHA-
owned developments, and is as of December of each year. 

Satisfaction with CHA Services and Housing 

This section reviews survey data on clients’ satisfaction with CHA policies and housing, the 

neighborhoods in which their developments are located, and how safe they feel in their 

homes. It also reports how long residents have lived in assisted housing, and how long they 

would like to remain. 

Satisfaction with the CHA 

As in our previous surveys, 2016 respondents report very high levels of satisfaction with 

CHA services, and we find that this satisfaction has increased over time. Between 2010 and 

2016, client satisfaction with how the CHA responds to maintenance requests increased 

from 72 to 80 percent, while satisfaction with how the agency responds to complaints 

improved from 52 to 72 percent. Clients also continued to report high levels of satisfaction 

with the CHA’s rules, enforcement procedures, and staff treatment of residents. Likewise, 

the percentage of work-able residents indicating satisfaction with services to increase their 

incomes rose from 48 percent to 67 percent. 

Table III-G: Client satisfaction with CHA services 

 
Source: Client survey data. Full table available in the Appendix. 

Survey respondents also indicate relatively high levels of satisfaction with their 

developments’ physical conditions, though these perceptions have declined slightly since 

2010 (see Table III-H). Most clients rated their developments’ landscaping (63%) and 

Clients within AMI bands 2012 2014 2015
<30% 2413 (89) 2566 (80) 2558 (81)
31% -50% 288 (11) 584 (18) 528 (17)
51%-80% 16 (1) 62 (2) 75 (2)
>80% 1 (0) 3 (0) 5 (0)
Total 2718 (100) 3215 (100) 3166 (100)

2010 2016
# (%) # (%)

Responds to maintenance requests 475 (68) 375 (79)
Responds to complaints 334 (48) 289 (72)
Rules for residents 518 (74) 372 (81)
How the housing authority enforces its rules 479 (68) 340 (75)
The way you are treated by staff 550 (78) 409 (87)
Availability of services to increase your income (work-able only) 257 (48) 160 (67)

Respondents indicating 'very' or 'somewhat satisfied'
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general upkeep (56%) as either ‘excellent’ or ‘good.’ Although eight percentage points below 

2010 levels, most clients (54%) continue to rate their developments’ overall physical 

condition as ‘excellent’ or ‘good.’ In contrast, less than half of respondents rated their 

developments’ facilities for children as ‘excellent’ or ‘good,’ which is largely unchanged from 

2014. 

Table III-H: Client satisfaction with their development's physical characteristics 

 
Source: Client survey data. Full table available in the Appendix. 

While we do not have data for prior years, 2016 survey respondents indicate high levels of 

satisfaction with their current neighborhood. Almost three-quarters (73%) of all clients 

indicated that they were ‘very’ or ‘somewhat happy’ with their neighborhood, with 

elderly/disabled clients (77%) indicating relatively higher levels of satisfaction than work-

able respondents (70%) (See table M).  

Table III-I: Client satisfaction with neighborhood 

 
Source: 2016 client survey 

The 2016 survey was the first to measure respondents’ perceptions of social cohesion in 

their neighborhood. To do this we added five questions that have been used to measure 

social cohesion by other researchers.4 In general, we find modest levels of social cohesion 

among respondents (see Table III-J). Across the five questions, respondents were more 

likely to agree that ‘people around here are willing to help their neighbors’ (35%) and that 

‘this is a close-knit neighborhood’ (31%). They were less likely, however, to believe that 

                                                      
4 Note, though, that the survey did not define ‘neighborhood’ – this definition was left to respondents. 

2010 2016
# (%) # (%)

Attractiveness of landscaping 421 (63) 301 (63)
Upkeep of the buildings 409 (62) 261 (56)
Facilities available for children 210 (45)* 206 (45)
Development's overall physical condition 406 (62) 250 (54)

Respondents rating as 'excellent' or 
'good'

*2014 responses (first time question included)

Work-Able Elderly/Disabled Total
# (%) # (%) # (%)

Very happy 65 (22) 62 (33) 127 (26)
Somewhat happy 142 (48) 82 (44) 224 (47)
Somewhat unhappy 59 (20) 26 (14) 85 (18)
Very unhappy 28 (10) 16 (9) 44 (9)
Total 294 (100) 186 (100) 480 (100)

Neighborhood satisfaction
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‘people in this neighborhood can be trusted’ (15% agreed) or that ‘people in this 

neighborhood do not share the same values’ (only 20% disagreed). Elderly/disabled 

respondents rated their neighborhoods’ social cohesion as higher on all five measures 

compared to work-able clients. 

Table III-J: Client perceptions of neighborhood social cohesion 

 
Source: 2016 client survey. Full table available in the Appendix. 

Previous research has found that perceptions of crime and safety are strongly related to 

one’s neighborhood satisfaction. A large proportion of 2016 survey respondents indicated 

they felt ‘very’ (34%) or ‘somewhat safe’ (40%) when walking alone outside at night (see 

Table III-K). These figures represent modest improvements over 2010 responses of 34 and 

38 percent, respectively. Elderly/disabled respondents were slightly more likely to believe 

their neighborhood was safe (76%) compared to work-able respondents (73%).  

Work-able Elderly/Disabled Total
# (%) # (%) # (%)

Agree 92 (31) 77 (41) 169 (35)
Neutral 113 (38) 59 (31) 172 (36)
Disagree 90 (30) 52 (28) 142 (29)
Agree 80 (27) 69 (37) 149 (31)
Neutral 113 (39) 55 (30) 168 (35)
Disagree 98 (33) 59 (33) 157 (33)
Agree 37 (13) 35 (19) 72 (15)
Neutral 105 (36) 59 (32) 164 (34)
Disagree 152 (52) 92 (49) 244 (51)
Agree 77 (26) 52 (28) 129 (27)
Neutral 129 (44) 78 (43) 207 (44)
Disagree 86 (29) 53 (29) 139 (29)
Agree 146 (50) 78 (43) 224 (47)
Neutral 96 (33) 58 (32) 154 (32)
Disagree 50 (17) 46 (25) 96 (20)

Neighborhood cohesion

People in this neighborhood 
do not share the same values

People in this neighborhood 
generally don't get along with 

each other

This is a close-knit 
neighborhood

People around here are 
willing to help their neighbors

People in this neighborhood 
can be trusted
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Table III-K: Clients' perception of neighborhood safety 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Between 2010 and 2016, survey respondents’ perceptions of specific crime and safety 

problems largely remained the same. The most common crime problem cited by 

respondents was the selling of drugs in their neighborhood, with a slightly higher 

proportion of clients (62%) reporting it as either a ‘big’ or ‘some problem’ in 2016. In 

contrast, the proportion of respondents' reporting sexual attacks as a ‘big’ or ‘some problem 

in their neighborhood decreased from 22% to 17% between 2010 and 2016. For most crime 

issues, work-able respondents were more likely to classify them as a problem in their 

neighborhoods compared to elderly/disabled respondents. 

Table III-L: Resident perceptions of neighborhood crime issues 

 
Source: Client survey data. Full table available in the Appendix 

Residence In and Desire to Remain in Subsidized Housing 

Among 2016 survey respondents, work-able residents have generally resided in assisted 

housing (which may include time spent at a housing authority other than the CHA) for less 

time than elderly/disabled respondents have (see Table III-M). Over half (52%) of work-

able respondents have resided in assisted housing for under five years, while 17% have lived 

in public housing for more than ten years. Over half (52%) of elderly/disabled clients have 

resided in assisted housing for more than ten years.  

2010 2016 2010 2016 2010 2016
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Very safe 153 (30) 93 (31) 53 (33) 63 (33) 206 (31) 156 (32)

Somewhat safe 212 (42) 122 (41) 65 (41) 83 (43) 277 (42) 205 (42)

Somewhat unsafe 91 (18) 57 (19) 29 (18) 28 (15) 120 (18) 85 (17)

Very unsafe 51 (10) 24 (8) 13 (8) 18 (9) 64 (10) 42 (9)

Total 507 (100) 296 (100) 160 (100) 192 (100) 667 (100) 488 (100)

Work-Able Elderly/Disabled Total

Perception of safety

2010 2016 2010 2016 2010 2016
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Attacked or robbed 208 (41) 116 (40) 55 (38) 64 (36) 263 (40) 180 (39)
Selling drugs 288 (56) 176 (61) 85 (59) 114 (62) 373 (56) 290 (62)
Gangs 159 (32) 90 (31) 46 (33) 46 (27) 205 (32) 136 (30)
Rape/sexual attacks 112 (22) 48 (17) 27 (20) 31 (18) 139 (22) 79 (17)
Shootings and violence 268 (52) 172 (59) 75 (51) 91 (50) 343 (52) 263 (55)
Police not coming 169 (33) 106 (37) 35 (23) 49 (27) 204 (30) 155 (33)

Believing issues to be 'big' 
or 'some problem'

Work-Able Elderly/Disabled Total
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Table III-M: Self-reported tenure in assisted housing 

 
Source: 2016 client survey 

One can also see differences between work-able and elderly/disabled respondents in how 

long respondents would like to remain in assisted housing (see Table III-N). While nearly a 

third (31%) of work-able respondents would like to leave “as soon as possible,” only 17 

percent of elderly/disabled clients feel the same way. A full two-thirds of elderly/disabled 

respondents would like to “remain in assisted housing as long as possible.” Among work-

able respondents, only 32 percent would like to do the same. 

Table III-N: Client desire to remain in assisted housing 

 
Source: 2016 client survey 

Work-able and elderly/disabled residents report different barriers in leaving assisted 

housing. Work-able residents more frequently cite issues such as not having a good enough 

credit score, fear of losing their job, and not being able to afford their housing. Both work-

able and elderly/disabled respondents often cited not being able to find housing that is 

affordable and not being able to afford utilities. Moreover, elderly/disabled respondents 

were much more likely to indicate that they liked living where they are, that they do not 

want to move, or that their health prevents them from moving.  

Work-able Elderly/Disabled Total
# (%) # (%) # (%)

Less than one year 47 (16) 2 (1) 49 (10)
Two to five years 104 (36) 44 (24) 148 (31)
Six to ten years 90 (31) 44 (24) 134 (28)
More than ten years 51 (17) 96 (52) 147 (31)
Total 292 (100) 186 (100) 478 (100)

Tenure in assisted 
housing

Work-able Elderly/Disabled Total
# (%) # (%) # (%)

91 (32) 119 (66) 210 (45)
23 (8) 10 (6) 33 (7)
85 (30) 19 (11) 104 (22)
88 (31) 31 (17) 119 (26)

Total 287 (100) 179 (100) 466 (100)
I would like to move as soon as possible

Desire to stay in assisted housing 
As long as possible
Several more years
A few more years
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Table III-O: Self-reported barriers to leaving assisted housing 

 
Source: 2016 client survey 

Economic Mobility Supports 

The CHA seeks to provide quality, affordable housing that can serve as a platform for work-

able families to become economically self-sufficient. To that end, clients’ ability to pursue 

education or training, access a reliable vehicle, and open a savings account can all help.5 In 

this section, we review clients’ responses to survey questions on these topics. 

Overall, work-able clients have slightly higher levels of education than elderly and disabled 

clients do. In 2016, 60 percent of work-able respondents indicated that they had at least a 

high school diploma or GED. This is slightly lower than the comparable 2014 figure. As 

might be expected, a smaller number of elderly/disabled respondents (46%) have a high 

school diploma or GED (see Table III-P).  

                                                      
5 Survey results are presented cross-sectionally, and we cannot make statements about changes in individuals’ 
progress toward self-sufficiency. 

Work-Able Elderly/Disabled
Barriers to moving from public housing # (%) # (%)
My credit score is not good enough 174 (60) 49 (26)
I cannot find housing that's affordable 185 (64) 89 (48)
I don't think I can afford the utilities and other bills 137 (47) 84 (45)
I like living here and don't want to move 46 (16) 76 (41)
I haven't saved enough money for a security deposit 105 (36) 27 (15)
I'm afraid of losing my job and not being able to afford my housing 93 (32) 10 (5)
I cannot afford housing that is large enough for my family 92 (32) 31 (17)
My health 68 (23) 97 (52)
I do not have transportation 4 (1) 1 (1)
Nothing 13 (4) 13 (7)
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Table III-P: Self-reported client educational attainment 

 
Source: 2016 client survey data 

Given clients’ relatively low educational attainment, enrolling in education or job training 

courses can help them move toward self-sufficiency. Among 2016 work-able respondents, 

less than one in five (17%) are currently enrolled in an education or job training course (see 

Table III-Q). GED classes are the most common type of educational course (7%), followed 

by associate’s degree (3%) and bachelor’s programs (2%).  

As the work requirement expands to all family public housing developments, the CHA 

should emphasize connecting residents to GED programs if they lack one. Without a GED 

or diploma, it will be very difficult for work-able residents to make significant economic 

progress. 

Table III-Q: Resident enrollment in educational programming 

 
Source: 2016 client survey data 

Individuals with vehicle access generally find it easier to obtain and maintain employment, 

while reliable transportation can help elderly/disabled clients remain active in their 

community. Over half (55%) of 2016 work-able respondents indicated that they have access 

to a reliable automobile and approximately one third (34%) of all senior or disabled 

respondents indicated they have access to a reliable car (see Figure III-1). Overall, we see 

slightly higher rates of vehicle ownership in 2016 compared to 2014 figures. 

2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

No high school diploma 100 (37) 114 (40) 100 (49) 95 (54) 200 (42) 212 (46)
High school diploma or GED 70 (26) 73 (25) 59 (29) 45 (26) 129 (27) 118 (25)
Some college credit 79 (29) 73 (25) 40 (20) 29 (16) 119 (25) 102 (22)
Associate's or Bachelor's degree 24 (9) 28 (10) 4 (2) 4 (2) 28 (6) 32 (7)
Total 273 (100) 288 (100) 203 (100) 176 (100) 476 (100) 464 (100)

Educational attainment

Work-Able Elderly/Disabled Total

2014 2016
Enrollment in education courses # (%) # (%)
I am not enrolled in any education courses 222 (80) 216 (83)
Enrolled in job training courses 6 (2) 6 (2)
Working on my GED 28 (10) 19 (7)
Working towards an Associate's degree 14 (5) 7 (3)
Working towards a Bachelor's degree 6 (2) 8 (3)
Taking college courses without working toward a degree 3 (1) 5 (2)
Total 279 (100) 261 (100)
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Figure III-1: Clients reporting access to a reliable vehicle 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Having a bank account is another important step towards economic mobility because it is 

more affordable and secure than check-cashing services and helps households budget and 

save.6 Our survey indicates that only about a third (36%) of work-able clients have a bank 

account, while over half (55%) of elderly/disabled respondents report having one; both of 

which are comparable to 2014 survey responses (see Figure III-2). Higher rates for 

elderly/disabled clients may be attributable to those clients needing an account for direct 

depositing disability and social security payments.  

                                                      
6 ASSET Initiative: Getting Banked, US Department of Health and Human Services 

http://idaresources.acf.hhs.gov/servlet/servlet.FileDownload?file=01570000000lRCq
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Figure III-2: Clients reporting that they have a bank account 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Resident Health and Children’s Outcomes 

The CHA has implemented several programs to improve its’ residents health and food 

security, in addition to outcomes for children living in its developments. For example, the 

agency has partnered with several local health-related organizations, sought to improve 

residents’ economic mobility – which can, in turn, improve their food security, and has 

implemented the CHA scholarship fund to assist high school graduates in its properties 

attend college. This section reviews relevant survey responses to these three topics. 

Resident health 

People with low-incomes, such as CHA residents, are more likely to suffer poorer health 

than the population at large. In this section, we compare self-reported, cross-sectional 

health data from our 2016 survey to our previous surveys in 2010 and 2014. Because these 

surveys include everyone who answered a specific question in each year, not only those who 

answered it on all three surveys, we cannot make statements about how specific individuals’ 

health is changing over time. Any changes in survey responses over time may reflect 

differences in the residents who responded to the survey, or they may be a product of 

different residents moving into CHA housing. 

Overall, survey respondents’ self-reported health worsened between 2010 and 2016 (see 

Table III-R). The percentage of work-able respondents reporting that their health was 

‘excellent or very good’ declined by 18 percentage points (from 51% to 33%) and by a 

modest seven percentage points (from 21% to 14%) among elderly/disabled respondents. 
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During the same period, the percentage rating their health as ‘good or fair’ increased from 

46 percent to 61 percent for all respondents, and the percentage rating their health as ‘poor’ 

increased a modest three percentage points. These trends indicate that the main shift in 

health ratings were from the “excellent or very good” category to the “good or fair” category. 

Table III-R: Self-reported health status 

 
Source: Client survey data. Full table available in the Appendix 

While an imperfect measure, body mass index (BMI) can serve as an indicator of overall 

health. Although survey respondents have consistently indicated high BMIs, 2016 rates of 

obesity and extreme obesity are lower than in previous years (see Table III-S). Among work-

able respondents, obesity declined from 60% to 54% between 2014 and 2016 and from 56% 

to 44% for elderly/disabled clients. The roughly 20% of respondents with BMIs in the 

‘normal’ range has not changed significantly over time. 

Excellent or 
very good Good or fair Poor

# (%) # (%) # (%)
2010 262 (51) 211 (41) 38 (7)
2014 101 (36) 156 (55) 22 (8)
2016 95 (32) 170 (58) 27 (9)
2010 34 (21) 93 (58) 33 (21)
2014 44 (20) 133 (62) 37 (17)
2016 25 (13) 124 (65) 39 (21)
2010 296 (44) 304 (45) 71 (11)
2014 145 (29) 289 (58) 59 (12)
2016 120 (25) 294 (61) 66 (14)

Work-
Able

Elderly/ 
Disabled

Total

Self-reported health
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Table III-S: BMI calculation 

 
Source: Client survey data. Calculations are based on self-reported height and weight. Full table available in the 
Appendix. 

Our surveys also examined whether respondents’ emotional or physical health status 

affected their ability to engage in daily living activities, and highlight important health 

nuances between elderly/disabled and work-able residents. 

The percentage of work-able residents affected by emotional problems has remained 

relatively stable since 2010, though comparable figures for elderly/disabled respondents 

have increased slightly (see Table III-T). Roughly half of work-able residents consistently 

indicted that emotional problems never affected the quality of their work. However, the 

percentage of elderly/disabled respondents indicating the same has decreased: by seven 

percentage points for ‘working less carefully due to emotional problems’ (from 44% to 37%) 

and by eight percentage points for ‘accomplishing less due to emotional problems’ (from 

37% to 29%). 

Normal or 
Underweight Overweight

Obese or 
Extemely Obese

#  (%) #  (%) #  (%)
2010 63 (20) 87 (28) 166 (53)
2014 38 (16) 60 (24) 147 (60)
2016 50 (19) 71 (27) 142 (54)
2010 22 (22) 20 (20) 58 (58)
2014 39 (20) 47 (24) 109 (56)
2016 42 (25) 54 (32) 75 (44)
2010 85 (20) 107 (26) 224 (54)
2014 77 (18) 107 (24) 256 (58)
2016 92 (21) 125 (29) 217 (50)

BMI

Work-Able

Elderly/ 
Disabled

Total
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Table III-T: Resident reports of emotional health problems 

 
Source: Client survey data. Full table available in the Appendix 

In contrast, the percentage of work-able respondents inhibited by physical health problems 

increased slightly between 2010 and 2016, but remained roughly the same among 

elderly/disabled residents (see Table III-U). In that period, the proportion of work-able 

respondents indicating they accomplished less due to physical health problems either ‘all’ or 

‘most of the time’ increased from 29% to 36% and the percentage reporting the same for 

“limited performance” increased from 21% to 27%. While elderly/disabled respondents 

were more likely to report physical health limitations, we do not see any significant 

increases in the percentage reporting these problems.  

2010 2014 2016 2010 2014 2016
#  (%) #  (%) # (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%)

All or most of the time 93 (19) 47 (18) 52 (18) 116 (24) 59 (22) 61 (22)

Some or a little of the time 135 (28) 77 (29) 79 (28) 152 (31) 86 (32) 91 (32)

None of the time 259 (53) 139 (53) 153 (54) 221 (45) 123 (46) 131 (46)

All or most of the time 24 (17) 54 (27) 38 (24) 33 (24) 60 (29) 43 (27)

Some or a little of the time 54 (39) 60 (30) 61 (39) 53 (39) 74 (36) 72 (45)

None of the time 61 (44) 87 (43) 57 (37) 50 (37) 70 (34) 46 (29)

All or most of the time 117 (19) 101 (22) 90 (20) 149 (24) 119 (25) 104 (23)

Some or a little of the time 189 (30) 137 (30) 140 (32) 205 (33) 160 (34) 163 (37)

None of the time 320 (51) 226 (49) 210 (48) 271 (43) 193 (41) 177 (40)

Emotional Health

Work less carefully due to 
emotional problems

Accomplished less due to 
emotional problems
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Table III-U: Resident reports of physical health problems. 

 
Source: Client survey data. Full table available in the Appendix 

Cigarette smoking is harmful to the health of both smokers and those around them, 

especially children. As a result, HUD is moving toward banning smoking in all public 

housing units. Between 2014 and 2016, we find very modest decreases in the percentage of 

respondents indicating they smoke either ‘everyday’ (21% to 19%) or ‘some days’ (21% to 

17%) (See Figure III-3). Work-able respondents are more likely to report smoking than are 

elderly/disabled households.  

2010 2014 2016 2010 2014 2016
#  (%) #  (%) # (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%)

All or most of the time 143 (29) 81 (30) 101 (35) 105 (21) 71 (27) 77 (27)

Some or a little of the time 161 (33) 98 (37) 94 (33) 121 (25) 71 (27) 71 (25)

None of the time 183 (38) 89 (33) 90 (32) 264 (54) 126 (47) 137 (48)

All or most of the time 61 (43) 84 (41) 75 (45) 67 (49) 89 (45) 68 (43)

Some or a little of the time 62 (44) 73 (35) 63 (38) 33 (24) 54 (27) 49 (31)

None of the time 19 (13) 49 (24) 29 (17) 37 (27) 55 (28) 41 (26)

All or most of the time 204 (32) 165 (35) 176 (39) 172 (27) 160 (34) 145 (32)

Some or a little of the time 223 (36) 171 (36) 157 (35) 154 (25) 125 (27) 120 (28)

None of the time 202 (32) 138 (29) 119 (26) 301 (48) 181 (39) 178 (40)

Physical health

Accomplished less due to 
physical health

Limited performance due to 
physical problems
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Figure III-3: Residents' self-reported smoking habits 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Because health insurance is crucial to maintaining overall health, our survey queried 

whether respondents had health insurance for themselves or their children (respondents 

could select more than one insurance option). Overall, 70% of work-able and 76% of 

elderly/disabled respondent households have access to health insurance. Over half of work-

able heads of households have full Medicaid coverage, while another 36 percent have 

Medicaid Family Planning coverage only. Smaller percentages of work-able heads of 

household have insurance through the Affordable Care Act (also known as Obamacare, 

14%) or through their employer (10%). A slight majority of elderly/disabled heads of 

household have both Medicare and Medicaid (very low-income seniors can receive both). A 

very large percentage of children (82% in work-able households and 24% in 

elderly/disabled households) have insurance through Medicaid. 
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Table III-V: Household access to insurance coverage 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Given CHA residents’ continuing significant health needs, the CHA should establish a 

relationship with a local health care organization to provide outreach services to residents. 

Hospital systems such as Carolinas Medical Center and Novant Health Presbyterian 

Medical Center all have community outreach requirements as part of their Medicaid 

funding agreements. Developing a partnership with these or other area medical providers 

could help the CHA’s residents while helping the medical centers fulfill their community 

obligations. 

Food security 

Food insecurity can be a major contributor to both physical and mental health concerns and 

lead to higher rates of obesity due to a households’ inability to afford fresh, healthy food. 

Our surveys have asked two food insecurity related questions: how often households 

worried that their food would run out, and how often they actually ran out of food. While 

respondents’ food insecurity declined or stabilized between 2014 and 2016, rates of food 

insecurity remain above 2010 levels (see Table III-W). 

From 2010 to 2014, the percentage of respondents indicating that they worried ‘often’ or 

‘sometimes’ that their food would run out decreased modestly from 76% to 71% percent. 

However, rates of food insecurity remained slightly higher than the 65 percent who 

reported the same in 2010. For respondents indicating they actually ran out of food, we see 

a similar trend of stabilization following dramatic increases from 2010 to 2014 (see Table 

III-X). While the percentage indicating that they ran out of food ‘often’ or ‘sometimes was 

virtually unchanged (from 68% to 67%) between 2014 and 2016, these figures were both 

higher than the 60 percent who reported running out of food in 2010. Work-able 

respondents are more likely to report running out of food than elderly/disabled 

respondents in all three surveys. 

Head Child Head Child
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Medicaid 103 (54) 155 (82) 82 (51) 38 (24)
Medicare - - 88 (55) -
Family Planning 68 (36) 52 (27) 20 (13) 8 (3)
ACA 27 (14) 2 (1) 1 (1) 1 (1)
Private insurance 19 (10) 0 (0) 5 (3) 2 (1)
Total "Yes" health insurance

Insurance coverage

Work-Able Elderly/Disabled

190 (70) 122 (76)
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Table III-W: Client reports of how often they worried about running out of food 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Table III-X: Client reports of how often they actually ran out of food 

  
Source: Client survey data 

Food insecurity continues to be a problem for many CHA families. Some families may 

benefit from healthy cooking classes that could teach them how to cook meals that are 

healthy, taste good, and are low cost. The Mecklenburg County Health Department offers 

programs such as these. 

Children 

Most survey respondents – and 82 percent of work-able households – indicate that they 

have children living in their home (see Table III-Y). Elementary or middle school aged 

children (ages 6-13) are the most populated (40%) age bracket, followed by high school 

aged children (30%) and children under the age of five (24%).  

Often Sometimes Never
#  (%) #  (%) # (%)

2010 7 (23) 14 (45) 10 (32)
2014 22 (34) 33 (52) 9 (14)
2016 69 (24) 135 (47) 83 (29)
2010 19 (17) 51 (46) 40 (36)
2014 62 (29) 97 (46) 54 (25)
2016 47 (27) 80 (45) 50 (28)
2010 72 (16) 222 (49) 161 (35)
2014 145 (30) 222 (46) 120 (25)
2016 116 (25) 215 (46) 133 (29)

Total

Elderly/ 
Disabled

Work-Able

Worried food would 
run out . . . 

Often Sometimes Never
#  (%) #  (%) # (%)

2010 11(13) 38 (46) 33 (40)
2014 17 (26) 31 (48) 17 (26)
2016 65 (23) 136 (48) 84 (29)
2010 18 (14) 59 (45) 54 (41)
2014 41 (19) 98 (46) 72 (34)
2016 27 (16) 80 (47) 65 (38)
2010 69 (12) 287 (48) 236 (40)
2014 100 (21) 227 (47) 160 (33)
2016 92 (20) 216 (47) 149 (33)

Food actually ran 
out…

Work-Able

Elderly/ 
Disabled

Total
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Table III-Y: Client reports of children in the home 

 
Source: 2016 client survey 

Among survey respondents with children in school, a large majority are either ‘very’ or 

‘somewhat satisfied’ with the quality of their child(ren)’s school – 35 percent and 22 

percent, respectively (see Figure III-4). Fewer than 10 percent of all respondents are ‘very 

dissatisfied’ with the quality of their child(ren)’s school. 

Figure III-4: Satisfaction with school 

 
Source: 2016 client survey 

The CHA works with local businesses and philanthropists to offer scholarship funds to 

children living in CHA housing when they complete high school. Per 2016 survey responses, 

roughly half of all survey respondents (54%) indicated that they were aware of the 

scholarship fund. This figure is the same as responses to the 2014 survey. 

Additional Client Characteristics 

In addition to questions on residents’ health status and economic mobility supports, the 

survey also queried additional individual characteristics to identify new avenues for 

examining tenant differences, particularly those that go beyond the ‘work-able’ and 

‘elderly/disabled’ designations.  

Work-Able Elderly/Disabled Total
# (%) # (%) # (%)

0 to 5 78 (24) 19 (20) 97 (23)
6 to 13 128 (40) 37 (38) 165 (39)
14 to 18 96 (30) 30 (31) 126 (30)

Age of children
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Marital status was one of these avenues. Among work-able respondents, 65% report that 

they have never been married (see Figure III-5). Unsurprisingly, elderly/disabled 

respondents are more likely to have been married at some point in the past, with only 34% 

indicating they were ‘never married’, 26% reporting being either ‘separated’ or ‘divorced’ 

and 20% indicating ‘widowed.’ 

Figure III-5: Marriage status 

 
Source: 2016 client survey 

Close to one quarter of respondents report living in public housing as a child. Roughly one-

quarter of work-able respondents report doing so, while about one in five elderly/disabled 

respondents report having lived in public housing as a child (see Figure III-6). 

Figure III-6: Clients who report living in public housing as a child 

 
Source: 2016 client survey 
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Chapter IV: Clients Leaving the CHA 

An important goal of subsidized housing is to provide a platform for clients – especially 

work-able residents – to increase their self-sufficiency and move on to market-rate housing. 

This chapter summarizes data related to resident attitudes towards moving out of 

subsidized housing and reports on move outs. 

Move Outs 

In this section, we analyze those who left the CHA between January 2015 and September 

2016. By helping clients move toward self-sufficiency, the Moving Forward program also 

seeks to encourage positive exits from CHA housing – i.e., to private-market rentals and 

homeownership. Further, supportive services can help mitigate the number of negative 

exits (evictions) from CHA housing.  

Excluding those who passed away, 172 clients left the CHA’s public housing developments 

between January 2015 and September 2016. Of those, the CHA did not record an exit 

reason for 10 clients, and 26 clients left for ‘neutral’ reasons – like moving to a nursing 

home. Of the remaining 136 exits, 83 (61%) were for negative reasons – like being evicted 

for rent non-payment or lease violations – and 53 (39%) clients left for positive reasons – 

like moving to homeownership or a private-market rental (see Table IV-A).  

The percentage of clients leaving for positive reasons is highest at the former FSS work 

requirement sites of Claremont and Victoria Square (73%), while it is roughly comparable 

for the conventional public housing and the non-FSS work requirement sites (36% and 35%, 

respectively). The rate of positive exits is higher for the first nine months of 2016 (47%) 

compared to the whole of 2015 (32%). 
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Table IV-A: Move-outs by housing type and reason for exit, 2013–September 2016 

 
Source: CHA administrative data 

On a quarterly basis between January 2013 and September 2016, the number of clients 

leaving for negative reasons has varied between seven and 17, while the number leaving for 

positive reasons has varied from four to 13 (see Figure IV-1). Over the entire period, the 

number of clients leaving for negative reasons has fallen, as the three-month running 

average has decreased from 18 to 10 per month. Conversely, the number of positive exits 

has risen, with the three-month running average increasing from five to nine per month. 

Housing Type 2013 2014 2015 2016*
Total     

2015-2016*
Negative 60 (58) 52 (60) 39 (68) 28 (58) 67 (64)
Positive 20 (19) 23 (26) 18 (32) 20 (42) 38 (36)
Total 103 (100) 87 (100) 57 (100) 48 (100) 105 (100)
Negative 6 (86) 0 (0) 3 (50)  (0) 3 (27)
Positive 1 (14) 7 (100) 3 (50) 5 (100) 8 (73)
Total 7 (100) 7 (100) 6 (100) 5 (100) 11 (100)
Negative 8 (80) 8 (73) 8 (73) 5 (56) 13 (65)
Positive 2 (20) 1 (9) 3 (27) 4 (44) 7 (35)
Total 10 (100) 11 (100) 11 (100) 9 (100) 20 (100)
Negative 74 (62) 60 (57) 50 (68) 33 (53) 83 (61)
Positive 23 (19) 31 (30) 24 (32) 29 (47) 53 (39)
Total 120 (100) 105 (100) 74 (100) 62 (100) 136 (100)

*Through September

Conventional

Work 
requirement 
(former FSS)

Work 
requirement 
(non-FSS)

Total
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Figure IV-1: Move-outs by type across public housing units, by quarter 

 
Source: CHA administrative data 

Exit Survey Results 

As part of the Moving Forward evaluation, we have surveyed clients who left the CHA about 

their housing and employment. In general, we attempt to contact every former public 

housing and HCV client in the month after leaving CHA housing. Due to low response rates 

by mail, we began to administer the survey over the phone in May 2014. An important 

caveat for the exit survey data after this date is that it was limited to those who can be 

reached by phone – that is, those who provided the CHA with a working phone and who 

could be reached at that number in the month after leaving the CHA.  

Between January 2015 and July 2016, we conducted exit surveys with 33 for public housing 

residents and nine former HCV clients. Of these respondents, 33 percent left the CHA for 

negative reasons, 19 percent left for positive reasons, and 48 percent left either for personal 

reasons or for an unknown reason. 

Among 2015-2016 exit survey respondents, the majority (64%) are living in a permanent 

housing situation, either alone or with family, while a smaller number are living temporarily 

either with family or friends (23%) (see Table IV-B). Of significant concern are the 13 

percent that are living in a shelter or hotel, or are homeless. Exit survey responses in 2015-

2016 are relatively similar to those in 2013-2014. 
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Table IV-B: Current living situation among exiters 

 
Source: Exit survey 

Exit survey respondents are mostly either very happy (33%) or very unhappy (33%) with 

their current living situation (see Table IV-C). All clients who identified that they are “very 

happy” are in a permanent housing situation (either living by themselves or with family), 

while most (but not all) of those who are “very unhappy” are in a more temporary living 

situation. Compared to 2013-2014, exit survey respondents in 2015-2016 are more likely to 

have very strong feelings about their living situation (either very happy or very unhappy).  

Table IV-C: Satisfaction with current living situation among exiters 

 
Source: Exit survey 

While many who exited the CHA have faced hardships since leaving, those who left in 2015-

2016 report experiencing fewer hardships than those who left in 2013-2014. In particular, 

rates of exiters losing phone service, receiving notice that their utilities will be shut off, or 

running out of food ‘often’ have fallen significantly – by 23, 22, and 25 percentage points, 

respectively. Rates of other hardships were relatively unchanged between 2013-2014 and 

2015-2016. 

2013-14 2015-16 2013-14 2015-16 2013-14 2015-16
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Alone or with family (permanently) 31 (65) 3 (43) 20 (57) 22 (69) 51 (61) 25 (64)
Living temporarily with family or friends 9 (19) 2 (29) 11 (33) 6 (19) 20 (24) 9 (23)
Homeless, shelter, or hotel 8 (17) 2 (29) 2 (6) 4 (13) 10 (12) 5 (13)
In assisted living/nursing home 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (6) 0 (0) 2 (2) 0 (0)
Total 48 (100) 7 (100) 35 (100) 32 (100) 83 (100) 39 (100)

TotalPublic HousingHCV

Current living situation

*-Data through July 2016

2013-14 2015-16* 2013-14 2015-16* 2013-14 2015-16*
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Very happy 9 (19) 3 (33) 9 (25) 11 (33) 18 (21) 14 (33)
Somewhat happy 11 (23) 2 (22) 11 (31) 5 (15) 22 (26) 7 (17)
Neutral 10 (21) 1 (11) 7 (19) 5 (15) 17 (20) 6 (14)
Somewhat unhappy 3 (6) 1 (11) 4 (11) 0 (0) 7 (8) 1 (2)
Very unhappy 15 (31) 2 (22) 5 (14) 12 (36) 20 (24) 14 (33)
Total 48 (100) 9 (100) 36 (100) 33 (100) 84 (100) 42 (100)

TotalPublic HousingHCV

Row Labels

*-Data through July 2016
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Table IV-D: Hardships faced by exiters 

 
Source: Exit survey 

2013-14 2015-16* 2013-14 2015-16* 2013-14 2015-16*
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Lost phone service 22 (46) 1 (11) 13 (36) 7 (21) 35 (42) 8 (19)
Received utility shut-off notice 25 (52) 1 (11) 2 (6) 3 (9) 27 (32) 4 (10)
Utilities shut off for non-payment 9 (19) 1 (11) 0 (0) 1 (3) 9 (11) 2 (5)
Threatened with eviction 11 (23) 1 (11) 14 (39) 10 (30) 25 (30) 11 (26)
Evicted 6 (13) 1 (11) 13 (36) 11 (33) 19 (23) 12 (29)
Ran out of food 'often' 22 (46) 1 (11) 15 (42) 7 (21) 37 (44) 8 (19)

TotalPublic HousingHCV

Hardship

*- Data through July 2016
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Chapter V: Expanding Housing Choices 

Expanding housing opportunities for low-income families is one of Moving to Work’s three 

statutory goals. Broadly, the Moving Forward program has sought to expand housing 

opportunities in two ways: increasing the number of units offered and locating more units 

in higher-quality neighborhoods. In response, this chapter investigates changes in both the 

CHA’s housing portfolio and the neighborhoods in which CHA clients live. 

CHA Housing Opportunities 

The CHA’s portfolio includes five types of housing units located in developments that are 

owned or managed by the CHA, or are managed by partner organizations. They include: 

• Conventional public housing sometimes referred to as Section 9. These units are in 

the process of converting to project-based vouchers through the Rental Assistance 

Demonstration (RAD). In general, tenants in public housing units pay 30% of their 

adjusted incomes toward rent. 

• Project-based vouchers. Like public housing units, clients in these developments 

generally pay 30% of their adjusted incomes toward rent. Unlike public housing, 

though, they are funded through the Section 8 program and are typically in 

developments not directly owned by the CHA. 

• Affordable (or workforce) housing, which is primarily funded through the Low 

Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program. Unlike public housing or project-

based vouchers, rents in these units are fixed and do not fluctuate based on a 

households’ income. These rents are subsidized below market rate, and residents 

must earn below a certain threshold to move into the unit. 

• Market-rate housing, where the rents are not subsidized. The CHA’s market-rate 

units are all located in mixed-income developments. 

• Tenant-based vouchers, which allow clients to live in privately owned units. Like 

public housing and project-based vouchers, clients typically pay 30% of their 

adjusted income toward rent. Because the voucher is connected to the tenant, and 

not the unit, the client may relocate and continue to hold the voucher. 
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Between 2008 and 2016, the number of housing opportunities offered by the CHA 

increased 34% – from 8,687 to 11,666 units (see Table V-A). The sharpest increases have 

occurred for project-based vouchers (+371%) and market-rate housing (+364%) portfolios. 

The agency’s affordable housing (+71%) and tenant-based voucher (+26%) portfolios have 

also experienced significant, albeit more modest, gains. 

Table V-A: Change in housing opportunities offered by the CHA, 2008–2016 

 
Source: CHA administrative data 

Figure V-1 shows growth in CHA housing opportunities graphically. While project-based 

vouchers and market-rate housing were only a small portion of the CHA’s portfolio in 2008, 

they occupied a more significant portion by 2016. The figure also illustrates that the CHA’s 

conventional public housing stock has not significantly increased since 2008 (this will soon 

phase out completely due to RAD). 

Unit 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2016

Change  
2008-16 

(#)

Change  
2008-16 

(%)
Conventional 
public housing 3,070 3,319 3,342 3,105 3,288 3,263 3,357 3,278 208 +7%

Project-based 
vouchers 114 192 234 296 430 432 522 537 423 +371%

Affordable housing 1,263 1,431 1,893 1,817 1,995 1,973 2,037 2,163 900 +71%
Market-rate 104 196 336 336 338 338 338 483 379 +364%
Tenant-based 
vouchers 4,136 4,058 4,018 4,277 4,411 4,486 4,893 5,205 1,069 +26%

Total 8,687 9,196 9,823 9,831 10,462 10,492 11,147 11,666 2,979 +34%
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Figure V-1: Housing opportunities offered by the CHA, 2008–2016 

 
Source: CHA administrative data 

While the number of CHA housing units has increased, the size of those units has fluctuated 

over time (see Table V-B). Between 2008 and 2016, the CHA increased the number of 

smaller units it offers – most notably one- (+79%) and two-bedroom (+14%) units. The 

CHA has more modestly increased the number of three-bedroom (+6%) and studio (+5%) 

units. In contrast, the number of four- and five-bedroom CHA units has decreased by 30 

and 69 percent, respectively. Many of these units were lost with the demolition of Boulevard 

Homes. 
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Table V-B: CHA units by number of bedrooms, 2008-2016 

 
Source: CHA administrative data 

CHA housing units are located within the five different types of developments the CHA 

owns or manages. These include: 

1. Family conventional public housing include only conventional public housing units. 

Heads of households at these developments may be either work-able or 

elderly/disabled. All households at these developments are, in general, very low-

income.7 

2. Family mixed-income include a mix of conventional public housing, project-based 

voucher, affordable, and/or market-rate units. These developments typically have 

households with a variety of income types, and the CHA constructed or acquired 

many through the HOPE VI program. 

3. Elderly/disabled developments are restricted to elderly and/or disabled tenants 

only. These may include public housing units only, or a mix of unit types (e.g., public 

housing, project-based vouchers, affordable, and market-rate). 

4. Affordable developments include only affordable (e.g., LIHTC) and/or market-rate 

units. They do not include any public housing or project-based voucher units. 

5. Supportive developments include public housing, project-based voucher, and/or 

LIHTC units and serve the formerly homeless. Households in these developments 

receive supportive services in conjunction with their housing. 

The CHA has sought to increase the opportunities it offers in developments that cater to 

households with a mix of income levels. From 2008 through 2016, the CHA has increased 

                                                      
7 The CHA is currently converting these developments to project-based voucher-only through RAD. 

Bedrooms 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2016

Change 
2008-16 

(#)

Change 
2008-16 

(%)
0 615 615 615 676 652 643 643 652 +37 +5%
1 767 935 945 916 1,223 1,234 1,375 1,359 +592 +79%
2 874 947 986 932 962 961 995 1,045 +171 +14%
3 678 764 776 708 713 712 720 730 +52 +6%
4 197 197 200 135 135 136 137 122 -75 -30%
5 29 29 29 9 9 9 9 9 -20 -69%
Offline 24 24 25 25 24 42 41 * +17 +71%
Total 3,184 3,511 3,576 3,401 3,718 3,737 3,920 3,917 +736 +23%
*Data not available. Changes are show n from 2008-2014.
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its public housing and project-based voucher units in mixed-income developments by 389 

units, a 72 percent increase (see Table V-C). Meanwhile, the number units in developments 

that are exclusively public housing has fallen by 25 percent. The most significant gains, 

however, have occurred within developments offering supportive housing opportunities. 

While the CHA had no such units in 2008, it now offers 255 across several developments 

and programs. 

Table V-C: CHA units by type of development, 2008–2016 

 
Source: CHA administrative data 

Neighborhood Characteristics of CHA Clients 

In addition to expanding the number of housing opportunities, another goal of the Moving 

Forward program is to improve the neighborhood characteristics of CHA clients. This 

section examines changes in the demographic, social, and crime characteristics of CHA 

clients’ neighborhoods from 2008 through 2016. To do so, it utilizes pertinent data from the 

American Community Survey (formerly known as the Census long-form) and the Charlotte 

Quality of Life Survey. We limit analysis to clients in public housing, project-based 

vouchers, and tenant-based vouchers, as those clients are screened by the CHA. 

Between 2008 and 2016, the economic characteristics of CHA clients’ neighborhoods have 

changed in both positive and negative directions (see Table V-D). The neighborhoods of 

public housing clients have improved on several indicators, including the percent employed, 

median household income, and percent of residents receiving food stamps. The 

neighborhoods surrounding family mixed-income developments have declined on many 

indicators including employment rate, poverty rate, and homeownership rate. One should 

note, though, that the CHA has added several of these developments over the period, so 

these changes may be due to new construction rather than declining neighborhood quality. 

Type of 
development 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2016

Change 
2008-16 

(#)

Change 
2008-16 

(%)
Family public 
housing 1,397 1,396 1,396 1,096 1,096 1,096 1,096 1,046 -351 -25%

Family mixed-
income 537 702 756 807 888 888 919 926 +389 72%

Elderly/ 
disabled only 1,251 1,413 1,414 1,425 1,553 1,570 1,712 1,590 +339 27%

Supportive 0 0 10 73 231 233 243 255 +255 2550%*
Total 3,185 3,511 3,576 3,401 3,768 3,787 3,970 3,817 +632 20%
* - Percent change is calculated from 2010 amount.
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Perhaps the most dramatic shifts have occurred in the neighborhood characteristics of 

tenant-based voucher clients, where nearly all indicators have fallen since 2010. Among 

those shifts, increases in the poverty rate (17% to 25%) and decreases in percent employed 

(64% to 58%) are especially worrisome. Given that tenant-based voucher clients can move 

throughout Charlotte, this suggests that they are increasingly concentrated in more 

economically challenged neighborhoods. This phenomenon may be a result of declining 

neighborhood quality or of voucher holders being unable to afford living in higher-quality 

areas. 

Table V-D: Economic characteristics of CHA clients' neighborhoods, 2008–2016 

 
Source: CHA administrative data, American Community Survey 

Crime and youth characteristics of CHA clients’ neighborhoods have also changed in both 

positive and negative directions since 2008. In general, both property and violent crime 

rates have fallen relative to other Charlotte neighborhoods8 for the CHA’s conventional 

                                                      
8 Due to data limitations, we report crime as a location quotient, or LQ. Location quotients are calculated as the 
ratio of a neighborhood’s measure on an indicator to that of a broader area. For example, if the Mecklenburg 
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2008 50% $25,937 35% 37% 23% 68% 10%
2012 55% $29,646 32% 38% 24% 77% 20%
2014 56% $33,108 31% 37% 25% 78% 20%
2016 63% $36,367 28% 36% 24% 82% 16%
2008 63% $39,832 21% 23% 42% 79% 8%
2012 61% $43,146 22% 18% 46% 82% 18%
2014 58% $42,846 30% 26% 41% 81% 19%
2016 59% $39,008 34% 29% 36% 80% 20%
2008 65% $47,205 13% 5% 32% 85% 5%
2012 70% $53,110 12% 4% 37% 92% 5%
2014 70% $59,150 15% 10% 37% 91% 6%
2016 71% $63,893 15% 11% 40% 90% 7%
2012 48% $28,359 31% 27% 44% 70% 20%
2014 50% $36,153 32% 26% 43% 79% 16%
2016 49% $27,031 45% 39% 31% 77% 20%
2010 64% $39,752 16% 17% 50% 79% 5%
2012 60% $39,151 21% 20% 50% 78% 18%
2014 57% $37,455 26% 24% 47% 79% 18%
2016 58% $37,803 28% 25% 45% 80% 18%

Mecklenburg 
Average 2016 65% $62,454 14% 14% 57% 89% 11%

Family mixed 
income

Elderly/ 
disabled

Supportive

Tenant-based 
HCV

Family 
conventional 

public housing
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public housing, family mixed income, elderly/disabled, and supportive housing units. CHA 

client’s neighborhoods also have a higher than average number of nuisance complaints. 

Although the percent of births to adolescents has also generally fallen within CHA clients’ 

neighborhoods, they remain higher than the Charlotte average. Changes to North Carolina’s 

middle school proficiency standards make analyzing long-term trends difficult for this 

indicator; however, most CHA clients’ neighborhoods also lag the Mecklenburg County 

average. 

Table V-E: Crime and youth characteristics of CHA clients' neighborhoods, 2008–2016 

 
Source: CHA administrative data, Charlotte Quality of Life database 

In contrast to crime and economic data, the physical characteristics of CHA clients’ 

neighborhoods equal or surpass Mecklenburg County averages on several indicators (see 

Table V-F). Many CHA clients live in areas with very high transit proximity, and their 

                                                      
County violent crime rate is 1 incident per 1000 persons, and a neighborhood had a violent crime rate of 2 incidents 
per 1000 persons, its LQ would be 2 (2 divided by 1). LQs greater than one indicate a higher-than-average amount, 
while those less than one indicate a lower-than-average amount.  

Development Year
Property 
crime LQ

Violent 
crime LQ

Births to 
adolescents

Middle 
school 

proficiency
2008 1.65 2.97 11.0% 35%
2012 1.81 2.81 6.4% 43%
2014 1.81 2.81 6.4% 43%
2016 1.64 2.14 8.3% 17%
2008 1.70 1.80 6.3% 49%
2012 1.21 1.54 6.4% 49%
2014 1.19 1.55 6.6% 48%
2016 1.12 1.63 4.7% 22%
2008 2.07 1.52 5.6% 61%
2012 1.27 0.95 3.6% 64%
2014 1.24 1.00 3.9% 62%
2016 1.07 0.88 2.9% 45%
2012 1.93 2.91 6.6% 40%
2014 1.66 2.46 6.0% 44%
2016 1.06 1.35 8.3% 17%
2008 1.38 1.78 9.7% 66%
2012 1.48 1.88 8.6% 49%
2014 1.45 1.90 8.6% 49%
2016 2.04 1.34 5.4% 24%

Mecklenburg 
average* 2016 4.89 36.39 3% 45%

* - County averages are calculated as incidents per 100,000 persons. Prior to 
2016, data were only available for City of Charlotte neighborhoods.

Family 
conventional  

public housing

Family mixed 
income

Elderly/disabled

Supportive

Tenant-based   
HCV
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grocery and pharmacy access either equal or exceeds that of the average Mecklenburg 

County neighborhood.  

Table V-F: Physical characteristics of CHA clients' neighborhoods 

 
Source: CHA administrative data, Charlotte Quality of Life database 

Conclusions 

This chapter has examined changes in housing opportunities offered by the CHA over the 

course of the Moving Forward program. Since 2008, the CHA has expanded the number of 

housing opportunities it offers by 34 percent – an addition of nearly 3,000 units. The 

greatest increase in units has occurred within its tenant-based voucher and affordable 

(LIHTC) housing portfolio. Further, the number of ‘hard’ units the CHA offers has 

increased 20 percent over that period, with strong increases in the number of units in 

mixed-income developments. 

While many CHA clients live in challenged neighborhoods, some clients – particularly those 

in ‘hard’ units – live in areas that have improved in quality since 2008. For example, 

property and violent crime rates in the areas surrounding public housing, mixed income, 

elderly/disabled, and supportive developments have fallen substantially, and the 

Development Year
Transit 

proximity
Grocery store 

access
Nuisance 

complaints
Pharmacy 

access
2008 93% * * *
2012 99% 28% 179 17%
2014 99% 28% 179 17%
2016 100% 29% 194 25%
2008 88% * * *
2012 90% 23% 98 25%
2014 90% 23% 95 24%
2016 91% 15% 90 23%
2008 85% * * *
2012 98% 51% 252 62%
2014 98% 49% 244 58%
2016 98% 39% 103 53%
2012 100% 23% 318 25%
2014 100% 24% 292 26%
2016 100% 29% 194 25%
2010 71% * * *
2012 86% 23% 257 25%
2014 87% 21% 254 23%
2016 85% 25% 185 28%

Mecklenburg 
average 2016 66% 28% 87 31%

* - Data not available before 2012

Family 
conventional 

public housing

Family mixed 
income

Elderly/disabled

Supportive

Tenant-based   
HCV



 

62  Moving Forward Report 

employment rates and median incomes in those areas have risen. However, tenant-based 

voucher holders’ neighborhoods have declined substantially in quality, with increases in 

both their violent crime rates and poverty levels. 
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Chapter VI: Movement towards Self-Sufficiency 

Another Moving to Work statutory goal is to help families become more self-sufficient, and 

several Moving Forward activities seek to achieve this goal. Of particular note is the work 

requirement paired with supportive services currently implemented at five conventional 

public housing sites. Drawing on survey responses and case manager reports, this chapter 

evaluates the CHA’s efforts to help its clients become more self-sufficient. It pays particular 

attention to the work requirement paired with supportive services at five public housing 

sites. 

Wage Employment 

Since 2010, the percentage of work-able survey respondents reporting they are currently 

employed has increased substantially (see Figure VI-1). This is true both for respondents at 

the work requirement sites (51% in 2010 and 81% in 2016) and the non-work requirement 

developments (25% in 2010 and 46% in 2016). In fact, 2016 is the first year when over half 

of all respondents indicated that they were currently working. 

Figure VI-1: Residents who report working for pay 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Likely because of these gains in employment, the length of time respondents reported 

working at their current jobs has decreased since 2010. Among all respondents, the 
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percentage who have worked at their current job for less than a year increased from 39 

percent in 2010 to 49 percent in 2016 (see Table VI-A). Respondents at the work 

requirement sites are more likely to have worked at their current job for more than one year 

(61%) than those at other public housing developments (48%). 

 Table VI-A: Self-reported work tenure 

  
Source: Client survey data 

The survey also asked all respondents – both working and not working – if they were 

looking for work. These figures have been largely consistent across all surveys, varying 

between 55 and 70 percent of all respondents (see Figure VI-2). Interestingly, residents 

subject to the work requirement are just as likely to report looking for work as respondents 

not subject to the policy, despite the fact that more of them are currently employed. 
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Figure VI-2: Residents looking for work 

 
Source: Client survey data 

The survey also asked respondents who reported not working which barriers they faced in 

finding employment. The most common barriers reported include a lack of education, jobs 

in the neighborhood, transportation to reach available jobs, and access to childcare (see 

Table VI-B). Since 2010, the percentage of residents reporting each barrier has, for the most 

part, decreased or stayed the same.  

Table VI-B: Self-reported barriers to work 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Client Use of Services  

The CHA seeks to connect residents to community services to improve their quality of life 

and support them in their move toward self-sufficiency. Among 2016 work-able 

respondents, however, we find low enrollment in most services – and substantially fewer 

enrolled in services compared to 2010 respondents (see Table VI-C). The most commonly 

2010 2012 2014 2016 2010 2012 2014 2016
#  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%)

Not enough education 20 (35) 28 (48) 19 (36) 17 (40) 107 (44) 80 (44) 52 (40) 56 (39)
Lack of jobs in neighborhood 22 (40) 25 (43) 13 (25) 12 (29) 130 (53) 104 (59) 55 (42) 66 (47)
Not having work experience 11 (19) 18 (31) 15 (28) 12 (29) 73 (30) 53 (30) 39 (30) 38 (26)
Not having childcare 28 (49) 21 (36) 13 (25) 13 (32) 103 (42) 70 (41) 40 (31) 42 (31)
Having a disability 8 (14) 7 (12) 11 (21) 8 (19) 24 (10) 39 (22) 31 (23) 35 (24)
Having a criminal record 8 (15) 10 (17) 6 (12) 5 (12) 32 (13) 30 (17) 11 (8) 20 (14)
Discrimination 11 (20) 7 (12) 3 (6) 5 (12) 29 (12) 25 (14) 13 (10) 11 (8)
Transportation * * * 10 (24) * * * 59 (42)

Barrier to working

Work Requirement Other Public Housing

*Data not collected
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accessed service for both work-able and elderly/disabled respondents is medical assistance, 

and the second-most commonly accessed service is transportation assistance. Other 

services, including job, computer, and life skills training remain underutilized. The 2016 

survey was the first to ask about credit counseling; only 11 residents indicated that they had 

participated in a credit-counseling program. 

Table VI-C: Services used by clients 

  
Source: Client survey data 

While data in Table VI-C suggest that residents are not using many services, Table VI-D – 

which reports the percentage of residents who report needing a service are currently 

receiving it9 – indicates that many residents would like to access these services but have 

not. At the non-work requirement sites, only 15 percent of work-able clients are receiving 

educational assistance needed, and only 50% of elderly/disabled residents are receiving 

needed mental health treatment. At the work requirement developments, there are several 

                                                      
9 For instance, if 10 residents indicate a need for a service, and 2 are currently receiving it, the percentage would be 
20% (2 divided by 10). 

2012 2014 2016 2012 2014 2016
Services Used # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Job skills training 21 (23) 7 (11) 3 (5) 22 (8) 14 (7) 19 (9)

Transportation assistance 26 (28) 7 (12) 5 (9) 38 (14) 7 (4) 21 (10)

Childcare 18 (19) 3 (5) 5 (8) 28 (10) 10 (5) 13 (6)

Life skills training 17 (18) 4 (7) 0 (0) 13 (5) 8 (4) 12 (6)

Educational assistance 15 (16) 3 (5) 2 (3) 19 (7) 14 (7) 15 (7)

Medical assistance 21 (23) 9 (15) 8 (13) 49 (18) 27 (14) 34 (16)

Mental Health Treatment * 3 (5) 2 (3) * 11 (5) 17 (8)

Computer Skills Training * 4 (6) 0 (0) * 9 (5) 12 (6)

Credit counseling * * 2 (3) * * 7 (3)

Transportation assistance 6 (18) 5 (16) 3 (10) 22 (15) 17 (12) 21 (18)

Life skills training 3 (9) 0 (0) 2 (7) 4 (3) 2 (1) 2 (2)

Educational assistance 1 (3) 3 (9) 2 (7) 4 (3) 2 (1) 1 (1)

Medical assistance 6 (18) 7 (22) 8 (26) 24 (16) 33 (23) 35 (30)

Mental Health Treatment * 4 (12) 5 (17) * 12 (9) 9 (8)

Computer Skills Training * 2 (6) 1 (3) * 3 (2) 3 (3)

Credit counseling * *  0 (0) * * 2 (2)

Work Requirement Other Public Housing
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services needed that no residents are receiving; this includes life skills and computer 

training for work-able clients and credit counseling for elderly/disabled residents. 

Resident interviews further highlight their use of and need for some of these services. One 

resident at a non-work requirement site would appreciate technology training, as 

“everybody is not computer literate.” That same resident also indicated that lack of 

transportation was a barrier to her attending classes. Others requested job training for older 

adults; one resident in her late 40s mentioned, “[there’s] not too many things that I could 

really do … like hard labor.” 

Table VI-D: Percent of clients receiving services needed 

 
Source: Client survey data 

In response to an open-ended question about what other services they would like to receive, 

residents highlighted programming for children, criminal record expungement, financial 

Received/Need 2012 2014 2016 2012 2014 2016
Medical assistance 45% 31% 33% 36% 36% 38%
Mental health treatment - 43% 25% - 33% 39%
Childcare 39% 23% 22% 23% 17% 21%
Job skills training 43% 35% 14% 15% 14% 23%
Educational assistance 31% 9% 6% 13% 14% 15%
Life skills training 47% 21% 0%* 12% 11% 17%
Computer skills training - 15% 0%** - 9% 12%
Transportation assistance 51% 29% 28% 23% 7% 22%
Credit counseling - - 6% - - 7%

Medical assistance 75% 64% 62% 50% 59% 78%
Mental health treatment - 80% 63% - 52% 50%
Childcare 17% 33% 0%*** 11% 14% 13%
Job skills training 14% 25% 50% 8% 9% 13%
Educational assistance 13% 23% 33% 12% 6% 8%
Life skills training 50% 0% 67% 16% 9% 20%
Computer skills training - 13% 11% - 6% 11%
Transportation assistance 50% 38% 20% 36% 26% 48%
Credit counseling - - 0%**** - - 12%

Work Requirement Other Public Housing
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****10 clients indicated a need; 0 are receiving services

**23 clients indicated a need; 0 are receiving services
*11 clients indicated a need; 0 are receiving services
-' Data not collected

***1 client indicated a need; 0 are receiving services
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literacy, and housing assistance (see Table VI-E). One respondent asked for “help [so] your 

kids stay in school and also help them get jobs and go to college,” while two indicated that 

they needed help with their criminal records. Many clients, especially those at the non-work 

requirement sites, asked for support in moving to a HCV or to homeownership. One 

individual wrote, “Assistance on owning my own home and getting out of this environment 

for my kids.” Residents also clarified the kinds of financial empowerment they would find 

helpful including budgeting, credit repair, and credit building.  

Table VI-E: Other assistance needed to help with employment 

 
Source: 2016 client survey 

Case Management Services Provided 

The report now turns to analyzing the impacts of the CHA’s work requirement, which is 

currently enforced at five family public housing sites: Cedar Knoll, Claremont, Leafcrest, 

Tarlton Hills, and Victoria Square. Prior to work requirement implementation, Claremont 

and Victoria Square were reserved for participants in the Family Self-Sufficiency program. 

Together, these five developments comprise 225 units; as of July 2015, 79% of households 

at these sites were work-able and thus subject to the policy.  

Residents at the work requirement sites receive supportive services from on-site CHA case 

managers. As part of client assessments, case managers classify households into one of four 

tiers. Tier 1 clients require intensive services and frequent face-to-face and phone contact; 

Work 
Requirement

Other Public 
Housing

# (%) # (%)
Other housing options including HCV and homeownership programs 1  (4) 13  (17)
Transportation supports - car repair, bus passes 0 (0) 11  (14)
Education programs - GED, post secondary, loan forgiveness 6  (25) 11  (14)
Childcare and more programs for children 3  (13) 9  (12)
Financial empowerment - budgeting, credit improvement 3  (13) 9  (12)
Job skills training, certificate programs, resources for work (clothes, 
resumes, etc.) 6  (25) 8  (11)

Better employment - more hours, better pay 5  (21) 8  (11)
Other welfare supports - food stamps, Medicaid, disability 3  (13) 7  (9)
"All of the above" 1  (4) 7  (9)
More information about what is available 1  (4) 5  (7)
Help with criminal record - expungement, employment support 0 (0) 2  (3)

Other kinds of assistance requested
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Tier 2 clients are more stable but still require case management support; and Tier 3 clients 

need only occasional support. Tier 4 clients are either elderly or disabled. 

Over time, the number of Tier 1 clients has decreased at both the former FSS and non-FSS 

sites – though more dramatically at the former – while the number of Tier 2 clients has 

increased (see Figure VI-3 and Figure VI-4). Case managers have assessed fewer clients as 

Tier 3, especially at the non-FSS sites. 
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Figure VI-3: Assessed Tiers at former FSS sites (Claremont and Victoria Square) 

 
Source: End-of-month (EOM) reports 

Figure VI-4: Assessed tiers at non-former FSS sites (Cedar Knoll, Leafcrest, and Tarlton 
Hills) 

 
Source: End-of-month (EOM) reports 
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In response to the client survey, fewer residents report working with a case manager since 

2013 but their satisfaction with the case managers has increased. Between 2013 and 2016, 

the percentage of residents who report working with a case manager has decreased from 78 

to 58 percent (see Figure VI-5). This decrease may be due to greater employment among 

residents, who have less time or reason to meet with case managers (see Figure VI-6).  

Figure VI-5: Clients who report working with a case manager 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Despite lower utilization of case management services, resident satisfaction with their case 

manager has increased over time (see Table VI-F). Between 2014 and 2016, the percentage 

of respondents agreeing that they were satisfied with case management services provided 

increased from 79 to 89 percent, while the percentage agreeing that their case manager 

understands their needs increased from 68 to 89 percent.  

Table VI-F: Satisfaction with case managers 

 
Source: Client survey data. Full table available in Appendix. 

Respondents’ satisfaction with the overall Moving Forward program has also increased over 

time (see Table VI-G). Since 2012, the percentage of residents agreeing that the Moving 

Forward program has strengthened their life skills has increased from 63 to 73 percent. 

Similarly, the percentage agreeing that the Moving Forward program has helped them move 

2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Satisfied with serviced provided 34 (79) 40 (89) 10 (71) 7 (78) 44 (77) 47 (87)
Understands my needs     25 (68) 39 (89) 14 (67) 7 (88) 39 (67) 46 (88)
Follows through on commitments      27 (73) 35 (81) 14 (70) 4 (44) 41 (72) 42 (82)
Holds me accountable        31 (84) 38 (88) 16 (84) 6 (86) 47 (84) 44 (88)

Total
Agreeing with statements about 
case manager

Work-Able Elderly/Disabled
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toward economic independence has increased from 61 to 74 percent. Only 57 percent of 

work-able respondents are satisfied with how the Moving Forward program has prepared 

them to find a job, however, and this has not changed since 2012. 

Table VI-G: Impacts of participation in Moving Forward program 

 
Source: Client survey data. Full table available in Appendix. 

Work Requirement Outcomes and Compliance 

Enforcement of the work requirement began in January 2014; at that time, the policy 

required work-able heads of household to work 15 hours per week or face rent sanctions. In 

April 2016, the CHA expanded the policy to require all additional work-able household 

members to work a minimum of five hours per week. The CHA later simplified the policy to 

require all work-able households to engage in wage employment a minimum of 20 hours 

per week. This was done to ease administrative burdens. 

Residents who are non-compliant with the work requirement face escalating rent sanctions. 

Initially, they are placed on a two-month ‘Improvement Plan’, during which time they must 

meet with their case manager regularly and develop a plan to return to compliance. When 

placed on an Improvement Plan, the Property Manager files court papers notifying the 

individual that if they are not in compliance within 60 days, his or her rent will be raised to 

50% of the assessed market value of the unit. For a three-bedroom unit, rent would increase 

to approximately $450 per month. If the individual remains non-compliant for six 

additional months, his or her rent increases to the full market value.  

As discussed in our last report, employment among residents’ subject to the work 

requirement did not increase markedly until after enforcement of sanctions in April 2014 

(see Figure VI-6). From January 2015 to July 2016, however, the percentage of residents 

working has not changed much, rising from 92 percent to 93 percent at the former FSS sites 

2012 2014 2016 2012 2014 2016 2012 2014 2016
 # (%)  # (%)  # (%)  # (%)  # (%)  # (%)  # (%)  # (%)  # (%)

Strengthened my 
life skills 42 (63) 42 (67) 44 (72) 15 (71) 14 (52) 6 (30) 63 (65) 56 (62) 50 (62)

Moved towards 
economic 
independence

47 (62) 38 (60) 44 (73) 13 (65) 12 (44) 6 (32) 60 (63) 50 (56) 50 (63)

Prepared me to 
find a job 43 (58) 35 (57) 34 (57) 4 (25) 8 (31) 4 (21) 47 (52) 43 (49) 38 (48)

Agreeing with 
statements about 
Moving Forward

Work-Able Elderly/Disabled Total
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and from 81 percent to 79 percent at the non-FSS sites. The average hours worked among 

employed residents has remained relatively stable throughout the work requirement, 

averaging approximately 30 hours per week. 

Figure VI-6: Employment and average hours worked among clients subject to the work 
requirement 

 
Source: End-of-month (EOM) reports 

Given such high employment rates, the vast majority of clients are compliant with the work 

requirement. Since enforcement began, at least 72% of clients have been compliant in each 

month, and only a marginal number have received a rent sanction (see Figure VI-7). The 

percentage placed on an improvement plan is greatest in April 2015 at 23 percent, and 

varied between 10 and 22 percent from January to July 2016.  
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Figure VI-7: Compliance with work requirement 

 
Source: CHA administrative data 

The number of households on an Improvement Plan has varied between 13 and 39 from 

July 2015 to July 2016 (see Figure VI-8). Across the entire enforcement period, the 

maximum number of households who were subject to a rent sanction in any month was 

seven (in April 2015). Between July 2015 and July 2016, the number of households with a 

rent sanction has ranged from zero to four. 
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Figure VI-8: Improvement plans and rent sanctions imposed 

 
Source: CHA administrative data 

The total number of households that have received a rent sanction is low, and most 

sanctioned households return to compliance quickly. Half of the clients who have received a 

50% rent sanction returned to compliance within a month, and 87 percent were sanctioned 

for two or fewer months (see Table VI-H). The CHA has evicted only two clients for failure 

to pay the sanction rent: one in 2014 and the other in 2015. 

Table VI-H: Rent sanctions imposed for non-compliance 

 
Source: CHA administrative data 

Our most recent survey asked residents who had been out of compliance with the work 

requirement how helpful of various services were in returning them to compliance. A 

majority of residents found services provided by case managers, property managers, and 

those offered by the Center for Employment Services to be helpful in returning them to 

Sanctions Imposed 2014* 2015 2016** Total
50% rent subsidy reduction for 1 month 1 9 5 15
50% rent subsidy reduction for 2 months 3 3 5 11
50% rent subsidy reduction for 3-6 months 2 0 1 3
50% rent subsidy reduction for 6+ months 0 1 0 1
Evicted 1 1 0 2

**Through October 2016
*Sanctions began in July 2014
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compliance (see Table VI-I). Of those, residents found case managers to be the most 

helpful. As one resident interviewees noted, “[my case manager] has a lot of resources for 

you to accomplish the things you are trying to accomplish … my best experience is [with] 

my case worker.” 

Table VI-I: Client satisfaction with supports for work requirement compliance 

 
Source: 2016 client survey 

Overall, a strong majority of residents who were subject to the work requirement agree that 

it has improved their quality of life (79%) (see Figure VI-9). Of those, nearly half (47% and 

37% of all respondents) strongly agree that the work requirement has improved their 

quality of life. Far fewer respondents (36%) agree that the work requirement has harmed 

their quality of life.  

Our resident interviews confirm that most clients believe that the work requirement has 

improved their quality of life. One resident noted, “it’s one step at a time … you just get out 

and crawl before you can walk, and the whole point of the housing authority is to prepare 

you for this.”  

Case managers Property managers Center for Employment services
# (%) # (%) # (%)

Very helpful 15 (50) 10 (33) 8 (31)
Somewhat helpful 11 (37) 12 (40) 14 (54)
Somewhat unhelpful 3 (10) 3 (10) 2 (8)
Very unhelpful 1 (3) 5 (17) 2 (8)
Total 30 (100) 30 (100) 26 (100)

Response
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Figure VI-9: Resident perceptions of work requirement impact 

 
Source: 2016 client survey 

Finally, the survey included an open-ended question that allowed residents to share how the 

work requirement had affected them and their family. The majority of responses were 

positive in nature, and several indicated that the work requirement allowed them to better 

themselves, was a positive challenge for them, or allowed them to build relevant skills and 

become economically independent. One respondent shared that “[the work requirement] 

challenged me to push harder and want more out of life,” while another noted that “I can go 

to work and know my family and I can have a lil’ bit of money for the things we need.” 

While negative comments were less common, they included increased stress, inability to 

become independent, and challenges faced due to lack of childcare. For example, one 

respondent shared that “Honestly, it has been stressful for me. I only have childcare for two 

of my three children and I feel more pressured,” while another noted that the work 

requirement “forces me to rush to find something that fits my children and [my] schedule.” 
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Table VI-J: Open-ended responses to work requirement impacts 

 
Source: 2016 client survey 

 

Positive work requirement impacts # (%) Negative work requirement impacts # (%)
Better for self and/or family 9 (23) More stressful 5 (13)

Positive challenge 7 (18) More wage earnings but still not 
enough money to be independent 3 (8)

Build skills 5 (13) Need childcare 2 (5)

Become economically independent 4 (10) Would like to continue education 
instead of working 1 (3)

Like working/Always worked 3 (8) Dead-end jobs 1 (3)
Less stressful 1 (3) Poor health but not disabled 1 (3)
Helps pay the bills 1(3) Less time with family 1 (3)
Total positive 30 (68) Total negative 14 (32)
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Chapter VII: Financial Flexibility and Cost Effectiveness Activities 

MTW’s final statutory goal is for participating agencies to reduce their costs and become 

more cost-effective in how they use federal expenditures. To achieve this goal, MTW 

agencies can implement specific activities and draw upon the financial flexibility offered 

through the program – for instance, by shifting funding among particular accounts to meet 

local housing needs. 

This chapter reviews the CHA’s use of its financial flexibility and implementation of Moving 

Forward cost-saving initiatives. More specifically, it addresses the CHA’s (i) single-fund 

account inflows and outflows, (ii) revenues and expenses, and (iii) financial impacts of 

Moving Forward activities to reduce costs or increase revenues. 

Single Fund Inflows and Outflows 

Over the course of the Moving Forward program, CHA inflows from HUD – including 

grants for administrative fees and the capital fund, as well as operating subsidies for Section 

8 and public housing – have increased modestly, while outflows have risen markedly (see 

Table VII-A). Between Fiscal Year 2009 and December 2015,10 the greatest increases in 

MTW inflows have occurred for Section 8 operating subsidies and administrative fees, at 

17.5% and 17.1%, respectively. Capital fund grants have varied greatly over the course of the 

Moving Forward program largely due to (i) sequestration, which zeroed out the capital fund 

in FY14 and (ii) changes in the CHA’s need for capital funds.  

Excluding the capital fund (where outflows vary over time) and admin expenses (where an 

accounting change in FY11 altered its calculation), the greatest increases in outflows have 

occurred for public housing operating subsidies. Between FY09 and FY15, outflows related 

to public housing operating subsidies nearly doubled, increasing 95%. Outflows for Section 

8 operating subsidies increased by a more modest 29%. 

                                                      
10 Prior to April 2015, the CHA’s fiscal year ran from April 1st through March 31st, so Fiscal Year 2009 encompassed April 
1, 2008–March 31, 2009. In April 2015, the CHA changed its fiscal year to align with the calendar year. To do this, they 
had a ‘second’ fiscal year 2015 that ran from April 1, 2015 through December 31, 2015. 
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Table VII-A: MTW inflows and outflows, FY09-December 2015 (in thousands of dollars) 

 
Source: CHA administrative data 

The CHA’s net MTW flows show how it has utilized its MTW flexibility, and indicate that 

the agency has spent less in its Section 8 program than it has received in HUD funding, 

while spending more in its public housing program than its designated funding (see Table 

VII-B). The underspending of Section 8 funds peaked in FY10 at over $10 million and has 

decreased substantially since then. Meanwhile, the CHA’s overspending of the public 

housing line peaked in FY14 at over $10 million and that level of overspending has 

remained roughly the same since then. 

Beyond the public housing and Section 8 programs, net flows of the CHA’s other two 

funding lines have also shifted. In the early years of the Moving Forward program, the CHA 

underspent its capital fund allocation; these funds were allocated in later years for the 

renovation of several CHA properties. While the CHA underspent its administrative fee 

allocations in FY09 and FY10, it has modestly overspent that line in every year since.  

Fund FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY15*

Change 
FY09-
FY15**

Grants for 
Admin Fees $1,897 $1,969 $2,283 $1,968 $2,088 $2,043 $2,167 $1,666 17.1%

Section 8 
Operating $36,884 $40,913 $42,692 $41,382 $42,165 $44,723 $43,776 $32,492 17.5%

Grants for 
Capital Fund $4,427 $13,397 $4,667 $2,415 $2,791 $0.00 $1,189 $1,865 -43.8%

Public Housing 
Operating $10,869 $11,739 $12,426 $13,130 $10,277 $10,046 $10,829 $8,424 3.3%

Total HUD 
Grant Support $54,078 $68,018 $62,067 $58,894 $57,322 $56,812 $57,962 $44,447 9.6%

Admin 
Expenses $804 $1,205 $4,043 $3,923 $4,193 $3,755 $4,131 $3,362 457.6%

Section 8 
Operating $31,200 $30,786 $40,247 $39,686 $39,616 $38,952 $39,932 $30,199 29.1%

Capital Fund $360 $1,847 $1,716 $8,125 $10,473 $1,613 $1,048 $1,944 619.1%
Public Housing 
Operating $12,274 $14,852 $18,108 $21,332 $16,240 $20,545 $20,103 $17,963 95.1%

Total Flexible 
Distributions $44,638 $48,690 $64,114 $73,067 $70,521 $64,865 $65,214 $53,468 59.7%

$9,439 $19,328 ($2,047) ($14,172) ($13,199) ($8,053) ($7,252) ($9,021)

M
TW
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w
M
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flo

w

Net MTW CashFlow

*Second FY 15 extends from April 1, 2015 through December 31, 2015 (9 months)

**Calculated as change to second FY 15, which is pro-rated to 12 months
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Table VII-B: Net MTW inflows-outflows by fund, FY09-December 2015 (in thousands of 
dollars) 

 
Source: CHA administrative data 

Income and Expenses 

Since the beginning of the Moving Forward program in FY09, both the CHA’s revenues and 

expenses have increased: the former by 21 percent and the latter by 38 percent (see Table 

VII-C). While HUD grant revenues have not increased markedly, the CHA has been able to 

increase both its tenant revenues (+60%) and revenues from other sources (+90%) – the 

latter from management and investment income, among other revenue streams. Increases 

in tenant revenues are at least partially due to the CHA’s expanding portfolio of market-rate 

and affordable properties (see Table V-C), its increased minimum rent (discussed later in 

this chapter), and enforcement of the work requirement at five developments. Increases in 

CHA expenses are more evenly spread across direct, indirect, and other expenses, as well as 

in Housing Assistance Payments (HAP). Both the indirect and other expenses categories 

increased the most at 60 percent each. 

Fund FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY15*

Total 
FY09-
FY15

Admin 
expenses $1,093 $764 ($1,760) ($1,955) ($2,104) ($1,712) ($1,963) ($1,696) ($9,333)

Section 8 $5,684 $10,127 $2,444 $1,696 $2,550 $5,771 $3,844 $2,293 $34,409
Capital Fund $4,067 $11,550 $2,950 ($5,711) ($7,681) ($1,613) $141 ($79) $3,624
Public 
housing ($1,405) ($3,113) ($5,682) ($8,202) ($5,963) ($10,498) ($9,274) ($9,539) ($53,677)

Total Net $9,439 $19,328 ($2,047) ($14,172) ($13,199) ($8,053) ($7,252) ($9,021) ($24,977)
*Second FY 15 extends from April 1, 2015 through December 31, 2015 (9 months)
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Table VII-C: CHA revenues and expenses, FY09-December 2015 (in thousands of dollars) 

 
Source: CHA administrative data 

Cost-Effectiveness Activities 

The CHA has implemented several Moving Forward activities that seek to reduce costs, 

increase revenues, and/or streamline administrative procedures. These include moving to 

biennial recertifications for all clients, encouraging landlords to receive Housing Assistance 

Payments through direct deposit, and raising the minimum rent to $75. 

The CHA implemented biennial income recertifications for its elderly/disabled clients in 

2009, and expanded the policy to work-able clients in October 2013. Clients with 

recertifications scheduled for even-numbered months (e.g., February, April, and June) are 

recertified in even-numbered years, while those with odd-month recertifications (e.g., 

January, March, and May) are recertified in odd-numbered years. 

Table VII-D estimates cost savings associated with the biennial recertification activity 

through calendar year 2015. Importantly, this analysis is limited only to savings in staff time 

FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY15*

Change 
FY09-
FY15**

Tenant revenues 7,362 8,210 9,757 9,255 10,119 11,777 12,563 8,830 +60%
Grant revenues1 74,462 74,563 75,904 70,770 63,949 67,269 65,096 56,870 +2%
Other revenues2 16,805 20,835 18,064 23,927 35,172 23,470 22,689 24,000 +90%
Total revenues 98,629 103,609 103,725 103,953 109,240 102,517 100,348 89,700 +21%

Direct expenses3 10,054 13,812 15,934 16,267 14,659 13,207 13,579 11,649 +54%
Indirect expenses4 25,935 25,499 28,878 28,671 29,521 26,450 29,428 22,884 +60%
Housing Assist. 
Payments5 30,114 30,898 35,924 41,027 41,789 41,542 42,782 32,553 +44%

Other expenses6 7,708 9,183 9,635 9,387 10,256 11,240 7,410 9,232 +60%
Total expenses 73,811 79,392 90,371 95,352 96,225 92,439 93,199 76,318 +38%

24,818 24,216 13,354 8,600 13,014 10,078 7,150 13,382

5Includes HAP payments and HAP port-ins
6Includes asset management fees, extraordinary maintenance, depreciation, and casualty loss

**Calculated as change to second FY 15, which is pro-rated to 12 months
*Second FY 15 extends from April 1, 2015 through December 31, 2015 (9 months)

Net Revenues

Source

R
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s
Ex

pe
ns
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1Includes HUD, capital, and other govermental grants.
2Includes management, bookkeeping, and front line service income; fee; investment and mortgage interest 
income; proceeds from asset disposition; fraud recovery; gain or loss on sale of fixed assets; and other revenue
3Includes maintenance, operations, and protective and tenant services
4Includes administrative expenses, utility expenses, and other fees
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and does not assess the overall impact of the policy by, e.g., analyzing reduced rental 

revenue. Using FY2008 as a baseline, we project the number of recertifications that the 

CHA would have conducted, based on unit and voucher counts, if the biennial policy were 

not in place. We then compare this ‘baseline’ figure to the actual number of recertifications 

conducted, and calculate any cost savings. Based on CHA estimates, each public housing 

recertification costs the agency $12.67 and each HCV recertification costs the agency 

$13.67. 

Overall, we find that biennial recertification activity has reduced the number of 

recertifications conducted by 22,567, saving the CHA $281,309 in staff time. The majority 

of these savings have occurred from the public housing portfolio, which is not surprising as 

more of its clients are elderly or disabled and have been recertified biennially for a longer 

period. 

Table VII-D: Financial impact of biennial recertifications 

 
Source: CHA administrative data 

Raising the minimum rent from $50 to $75 has increased tenant revenues. In December 

2015, 1,554 CHA households had an adjusted annual income that would have resulted in 

them paying a minimum rent of $50. Increasing the minimum rent to $75 resulted in 

$38,850 in additional CHA revenue for that month. Extrapolating that figure to a full year 

results in $466,200 in additional annual revenue. 

Further, 203 households had adjusted annual incomes that would have resulted in them 

paying a rent greater than $50 but less than $75. Raising the minimum rent to $75 resulted 

in $2,271 in additional revenue from those households. Extrapolating that figure to a full 

year results in $27,252 in additional revenue. Combining both these figures – for 

households who would have paid a $50 minimum rent and those who would have paid over 

$50 but less than $75 – increasing the minimum rent has resulted in nearly a half-million 

($493,452) in additional annual income. 

Housing Recerts 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total Total cost
Baseline 4,770 4,800 4,457 4,723 4,722 4,858 4,744 33,073 $419,037
Actual 4,444 2,795 2,482 2,222 1,571 1,276 1,223 1,185 12,754 $161,593
Change - (1,975) (2,318) (2,235) (3,152) (3,446) (3,635) (3,559) (20,319) ($251,348)
Baseline 3,961 3,922 4,175 4,305 4,379 4,776 5,080 30,598 $407,969
Actual 4,037 5,012 4,612 4,082 4,276 4,333 3,160 2,875 28,350 $378,000
Change - 1,051 690 (93) (29) (46) (1,616) (2,205) (2,248) ($29,961)

- (923) (1,628) (2,328) (3,182) (3,491) (5,251) (5,764) (22,567) ($281,309)

HCV

Public 
Housing

Total change
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Providing landlords with Housing Assistance Payments (HAP) through direct deposit is 

another Moving Forward activity intended to reduce the CHA’s costs. As a baseline, the 

CHA has roughly 1600 HCV landlords. The agency reports that paper checks cost $36.80 

each, with an additional $0.49 for a stamp. Multiplying those costs over an entire year, 

providing HAP through paper checks cost the agency $719,995.32 annually (see Table 

VII-E). 

Table VII-E: Cost savings from providing landlords with HAP by direct deposit 

  
Source: CHA administrative data 

The CHA reports that, as of late 2016, 29 HCV landlords continue to receive paper checks; 

including the cost of paper checks and stamps, providing HAP to these landlords costs 

$13,147.44 annually. The remainder of the agency’s other landlords receive HAP through 

direct deposit, which costs $12.60 per landlord per month. Providing HAP to landlords 

receiving direct deposit costs $238,896.00 annually. This equates to an annual cost of 

$252,043.44 to provide HAP to landlords. The cost savings of the activity is then 

$467,951.88 annually. 

Conclusions 

One of the key MTW flexibilities is the ability to combine HUD funding into a single, 

flexible account. The CHA has generally utilized this flexibility to shift funding from HAP to 

cover shortfalls in public housing subsidies, and to ‘bank’ capital fund grants in certain 

years to fund significant redevelopment in other years. To that end, the CHA has 

underspent its HAP funding by nearly $35 million over the course of the Moving Forward 

program (without reducing the number of voucher it offers), while overspending its public 

housing subsidies by over $50 million in the same period. Banking its capital grants allowed 

the CHA to fund substantial renovations to its elderly housing towers, including 

Charlottetown and Edwin Towers. 

Further, a key goal of the MTW program is for participants to reduce costs and deliver 

services in more cost effective ways. To that end, the CHA has encouraged HCV landlords to 

receive HAP through direct deposit, and our analysis indicates that this saves the agency 

Time Landlords Check cost Stamp cost Months Total
Baseline 1609 $36.80 $0.49 12 $719,995.32
Direct Deposit 1580 $12.60 $0.00 12 $238,896.00
Paper Check 29 $37.29 $0.49 12 $13,147.44
Cost Savings $467,951.88
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nearly half a million dollars ($467,951.88) per year. Moving to biennial recertifications – 

initially for elderly/disabled clients and, as of October 2013, for all clients – has reduced 

recertification costs by over $280,000 over the lifespan of the activity. The CHA has also 

worked to increase its revenues, and our analysis indicates that it has increased its non-

HUD revenues by 81%. Key to that effort is raising the minimum rent to $75, which we 

estimate to have increased agency revenues by nearly half a million annually. 
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Chapter VIII: Conclusions and Recommendations 

This report – the third in a series of interim assessments produced by the Center for Urban 

and Regional Studies – has chronicled implementation of the Charlotte Housing Authority’s 

Moving Forward program over the past two years. In particular, it has addressed 

implementation of the program along with the CHA’s efforts to meet MTW’s three statutory 

goals. In this final chapter, we provide some summarizing comments and offer some 

recommendations for future implementation. 

Chapter II reviews overall implementation of the Moving Forward program. Interviews with 

CHA staff generally indicate that Moving Forward implementation is going well, although 

several are skeptical that the incentive accounts are achieving their stated goals. Further, 

while RAD implementation is going smoothly, it has taken up significant time and resources 

from implementing new Moving Forward activities. Another major implementation activity 

is the expansion of supportive services and the work requirement to the CHA’s remaining 

family public housing developments.  

Chapter III presents various household characteristics relevant to the Moving Forward 

report. We find that the CHA is currently exceeding MTW’s requirement that at least 75 

percent of agency’s households classify as very low-income, with 98 percent of CHA 

households qualifying as such. We also find that resident satisfaction with CHA policies, 

services, and housing is very high and has increased over time. Clients’ health, though, is 

worryingly poor and has appears to have declined slightly over time. 

Chapter IV reviews clients leaving the CHA. We find that, over time, the proportion of 

residents leaving the agency for positive reasons (like moving to a private-market rental or 

homeownership) has increased. The highest proportion of positive exits have occurred at 

the Claremont and Victoria Square developments. Our analysis of exit survey data indicates 

that a majority of exiters are both stable and happy in their living environments, and that 

rates of hardships faced by exiters declined from 2013-13 and 2015-16. 

In Chapter V, we analyze data on the CHA’s efforts to expand housing opportunities. 

Despite minimal increases in HUD funding, the agency increased the number of housing 
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units it offers by 34 percent between 2008 and 2016. Furthermore, the CHA has increased 

the number of public housing and project-based voucher units in mixed-income 

developments by 72 percent in the same period. Many of these clients, however, live in 

challenged neighborhoods – especially the CHA’s tenant-based voucher clients. 

Chapter VI reports data relevant to the MTW statutory goal of helping households achieve 

self-sufficiency. Client survey responses indicate that employment among work-able 

residents has increased from 30 percent in 2010 to 54 percent in 2016, yet client use of 

services remains low and many respondents report not being able to access needed services. 

Residents subject to the work requirement report high satisfaction with case managers and 

other services provided, and the vast majority of households are compliant with the work 

requirement. Finally, over two-thirds of clients subject to the work requirement policy agree 

that it has improved their quality of life. 

Finally, Chapter VII reviews the CHA’s use of financial flexibility and implementation of 

cost-effectiveness activities. We find that, like many MTW agencies, the CHA has 

consistently spent less in Section 8 operating funds (i.e., HAP) than it receives from HUD 

while overspending the amount of Section 9 operating subsidy it receives. We also find that 

the CHA has diversified its revenue streams beyond HUD grants by increasing its revenues 

from both tenants and other non-HUD sources (e.g., management and service income). 

Several MF cost-effectiveness activities have either generated significant income for the 

agencies (e.g., raising minimum rents) or reduced agency expenses (e.g., providing 

landlords with HAP through direct deposit). 

In total, we find that implementation of the Moving Forward program continues to progress 

smoothly. While RAD has diverted some staff attention away from implementation of new 

initiatives, existing activities seem to be running smoothly and generating positive impacts 

for the CHA and its clients. Furthermore, we find compelling evidence that the CHA is 

meeting MTW’s three statutory goals. The agency has increased the number of housing 

opportunities it offers by 34 percent and many of those units are located in mixed-income 

developments; the work requirement has dramatically increased employment among 

affected residents; and the agency’s rent reforms have simplified administration and 

increased revenues without overly burdening tenants.  
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Recommendations 

Based on these findings, we make the following recommendations: 

Modifications to ongoing activities 

• While limited by HUD policy, consider tightening up the hardship policy and forgiving 

the rent arrears that accumulate during the hardship period. 

• Continue to educate residents on the banded rent policy, so they are more likely to take 

advantage of the opportunity to increase their work-related income without increasing 

their rent. 

• Consider significant changes to the incentive account policy. These may include greater 

resident education of the accounts and frequent notification of balances, or eliminating 

the accounts and using those funds for another purpose. Alternatively, the CHA could 

consider a modified incentive account policy, such as providing rent credits for 

completing certain self-sufficiency milestones, such as completing a GED. 

• Continue to monitor closely the impacts of the revised work requirement as it expands 

to the remaining public housing developments.  

• As the CHA converts more public housing developments to project-based voucher under 

the RAD program, it should prepare for the prospect of significant numbers of residents 

opting to convert their project-based vouchers to tenant-based vouchers after the first 

year.  

Expanding housing opportunities 

• Given the reductions in larger units (four- and five-bedrooms) in the CHA’s portfolio, 

prioritize finding housing opportunities for larger families. These opportunities may be 

in future developments, or the CHA can conduct outreach to private property owners to 

house larger families through the Section 8 program. 

• Continue exploring ways to improve neighborhoods surrounding CHA developments, 

either by prioritizing new construction in high-opportunity areas or by developing 

partnerships to revitalize areas surrounding current developments. 

• Identify ways to improve the neighborhoods in which tenant-based HCV clients live. 

The CHA’s Alternative Rent Schedule activity, which allows the agency to increase 

payment standards up to 150% in opportunity areas, should help program participants 

find housing in higher quality neighborhoods.  
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Financial Flexibility and Cost Effectiveness 

• Continue to identify new ways to increase agency revenues beyond HUD funds. The 

CHA has already increased its non-HUD revenues by, for example, increasing tenant 

revenues by 90 percent since FY09. Expanding market-rate development – such as the 

proposed redevelopment of the former CHA headquarters and Strawn Cottages – 

should also provide the CHA with additional revenue.  

• Continue to explore activities that increase revenues or decrease expenses. Even 

seemingly mundane activities – like the direct deposit of HCV payments to landlords – 

can significantly increase revenues. 

• Explore whether it is appropriate to increase minimum rents to $100, as included in 

previous MF Plans. Expansion of supportive services to all family public housing 

developments may make this change more palatable to residents and staff. Our analysis 

indicates that increasing the minimum rent from $50 to $75 resulted in nearly 

$500,000 more agency revenue annually, and an increase to $100 will likely have the 

same effect. 

Promoting Self-Sufficiency 

• As the policy expands to more housing developments, the CHA should encourage 

residents without a high school diploma or GED to fulfill the work requirement by 

obtaining one. This is especially critical as many residents lack a diploma or GED, 

which severely limits both their employment and job training opportunities. 

• As the CHA moves toward expanding the work requirement in other family public 

housing sites, it should continue to focus on conducting thorough needs assessments 

and on providing active case management.  

• Lack of affordable childcare remains a significant barrier to resident employment. The 

CHA should continue to work with the Mecklenburg County Department of Social 

Services, Mecklenburg Schools, and other community-based organizations to expand 

access to high-quality, affordable child care and early child education programs. 
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Appendix A: Full Tables 

Table A-A: Client satisfaction with CHA services (full table) 

 
Source: Client survey data 

  

2010 2016 2010 2016 2010 2016
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Very satisfied 37 (32) 35 (31) 46 (44) 44 (45) 83 (38) 79 (37)
Somewhat satisfied 38 (33) 56 (49) 37 (35) 36 (37) 75 (34) 92 (43)
Somewhat dissatisfied 18 (16) 13 (11) 10 (10) 7 (7) 28 (13) 20 (9)
Very dissatisfied 15 (13) 10 (9) 4 (4) 11 (11) 19 (9) 21 (10)
Very satisfied 25 (22) 28 (29) 27 (26) 34 (41) 52 (24) 62 (34)
Somewhat satisfied 38 (33) 41 (42) 23 (22) 27 (33) 61 (28) 68 (38)
Somewhat dissatisfied 11 (9) 13 (13) 12 (11) 10 (12) 23 (10) 23 (13)
Very dissatisfied 13 (11) 16 (16) 10 (10) 11 (13) 23 (10) 27 (15)
Very satisfied 38 (34) 32 (29) 45 (46) 39 (42) 83 (40) 71 (35)
Somewhat satisfied 50 (45) 54 (49) 33 (34) 34 (37) 83 (40) 88 (43)
Somewhat dissatisfied 19 (17) 13 (12) 10 (10) 13 (14) 29 (14) 26 (13)
Very dissatisfied 4 (4) 11 (10) 10 (10) 7 (8) 14 (7) 18 (9)
Very satisfied 30 (27) 32 (29) 39 (42) 37 (38) 69 (34) 69 (33)
Somewhat satisfied 57 (52) 47 (43) 29 (32) 37 (38) 86 (43) 84 (41)
Somewhat dissatisfied 17 (15) 18 (17) 11 (12) 15 (15) 28 (14) 33 (16)
Very dissatisfied 6 (5) 12 (11) 13 (14) 9 (9) 19 (9) 21 (10)
Very satisfied 56 (51) 49 (44) 49 (51) 60 (61) 105 (51) 109 (52)
Somewhat satisfied 40 (36) 42 (38) 28 (29) 27 (28) 68 (33) 69 (33)
Somewhat dissatisfied 6 (5) 11 (10) 12 (12) 4 (4) 18 (9) 15 (7)
Very dissatisfied 8 (7) 9 (8) 8 (8) 7 (7) 16 (8) 16 (8)
Very satisfied 17 (18) 26 (27) 23 (39) 25 (40) 40 (26) 51 (32)
Somewhat satisfied 45 (47) 34 (35) 23 (39) 24 (38) 68 (44) 58 (36)
Somewhat dissatisfied 16 (17) 14 (14) 8 (14) 8 (13) 24 (16) 22 (14)
Very dissatisfied 17 (18) 24 (24) 5 (8) 6 (10) 22 (14) 30 (19)

Work-Able Elderly/Disabled Total

Responds to 
maintenance 

requests

Responds to 
complaints

Rules for 
residents

How the housing 
authority enforces 

its rules

The way you are 
treated by staff

Availability of 
services to 

increase your 
income

Satisfaction with services
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Table A-B: Client perceptions of neighborhood social cohesion (full table) 

 
Source: 2016 client survey 

  

Work-able Elderly/Disabled Total
# (%) # (%) # (%)

Strongly agree 26 (9) 24 (13) 50 (10)
Agree 66 (22) 53 (28) 119 (25)
Neutral 113 (38) 59 (31) 172 (36)
Disagree 48 (16) 34 (18) 82 (17)
Strongly disagree 42 (14) 18 (10) 60 (12)
Grand Total 295 (100) 188 (100) 483 (100)
Strongly agree 21 (7) 17 (9) 38 (8)
Agree 59 (20) 52 (28) 111 (23)
Neutral 113 (39) 55 (30) 168 (35)
Disagree 65 (22) 36 (20) 101 (21)
Strongly disagree 33 (11) 23 (13) 56 (12)
Grand Total 291 (100) 183 (100) 474 (100)
Strongly agree 11 (4) 13 (7) 24 (5)
Agree 26 (9) 22 (12) 48 (10)
Neutral 105 (36) 59 (32) 164 (34)
Disagree 84 (29) 56 (30) 140 (29)
Strongly disagree 68 (23) 36 (19) 104 (22)
Grand Total 294 (100) 186 (100) 480 (100)
Strongly agree 27 (9) 21 (11) 48 (10)
Agree 50 (17) 31 (17) 81 (17)
Neutral 129 (44) 78 (43) 207 (44)
Disagree 62 (21) 34 (19) 96 (20)
Strongly disagree 24 (8) 19 (10) 43 (9)
Grand Total 292 (100) 183 (100) 475 (100)
Strongly agree 61 (21) 34 (19) 95 (20)
Agree 85 (29) 44 (24) 129 (27)
Neutral 96 (33) 58 (32) 154 (32)
Disagree 33 (11) 29 (16) 62 (13)
Strongly disagree 17 (6) 17 (9) 34 (7)
Grand Total 292 (100) 182 (100) 474 (100)

People in this 
neighborhood 
generally don't 
get along with 

each other

People in this 
neighborhood 

do not share the 
same values

Neighborhood cohesion

People around 
here are willing 
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knit 
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People in this 
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can be trusted
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Table A-C: Resident perceptions of neighborhood crime issues (full table) 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Table A-D: Self-reported health status (full table) 

 
Source: Client survey data 

  

2010 2016 2010 2016 2010 2016
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Big Problem 64 (12) 29 (10) 13 (9) 13 (7) 77 (12) 42 (9)
Some Problem 144 (28) 87 (30) 42 (29) 51 (29) 186 (28) 138 (30)
Not a Problem 305 (59) 172 (60) 88 (62) 112 (64) 393 (60) 284 (61)
Total 513 (100) 288 (100) 143 (100) 176 (100) 656 (100) 464 (100)
Big Problem 131 (25) 81 (28) 41 (29) 60 (33) 172 (26) 141 (30)
Some Problem 157 (30) 95 (33) 44 (31) 54 (29) 201 (30) 149 (32)
Not a Problem 230 (44) 111 (39) 58 (41) 70 (38) 288 (44) 181 (38)
Total 518 (100) 287 (100) 143 (100) 184 (100) 661 (100) 471 (100)
Big Problem 55 (11) 34 (12) 18 (13) 14 (8) 73 (11) 48 (11)
Some Problem 104 (21) 56 (20) 28 (20) 32 (19) 132 (21) 88 (19)
Not a Problem 344 (68) 197 (69) 92 (67) 124 (73) 436 (68) 321 (70)
Total 503 (100) 287 (100) 138 (100) 170 (100) 641 (100) 457 (100)
Big Problem 33 (7) 15 (5) 9 (7) 8 (5) 42 (7) 23 (5)
Some Problem 79 (16) 33 (11) 18 (13) 23 (13) 97 (15) 56 (12)
Not a Problem 389 (78) 239 (83) 111 (80) 146 (82) 500 (78) 385 (83)
Total 501 (100) 287 (100) 138 (100) 177 (100) 639 (100) 464 (100)
Big Problem 125 (24) 75 (26) 39 (27) 35 (19) 164 (25) 110 (23)
Some Problem 143 (28) 97 (33) 36 (25) 56 (31) 179 (27) 153 (32)
Not a Problem 249 (48) 121 (41) 71 (49) 91 (50) 320 (48) 212 (45)
Total 517 (100) 293 (100) 146 (100) 182 (100) 663 (100) 475 (100)
Big Problem 53 (10) 39 (13) 12 (8) 15 (8) 65 (10) 54 (11)
Some Problem 116 (22) 67 (23) 23 (15) 34 (19) 139 (21) 101 (21)
Not a Problem 350 (67) 183 (63) 117 (77) 132 (73) 467 (70) 315 (67)
Total 519 (100) 289 (100) 152 (100) 181 (100) 671 (100) 470 (100)

Perceptions of crime

Work-Able Elderly/Disabled Total

Attacked or 
robbed

Selling drugs

Gangs

Rape/sexual 
attacks

Shootings and 
violence

Police not 
coming

2010 2014 2016 2010 2014 2016 2010 2014 2016
#  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) # (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%)

Excellent 132 (26) 39 (14) 46 (16) 11 (7) 19 (9) 7 (4) 143 (21) 58 (12) 53 (11)
Very good 130 (25) 62 (22) 49 (17) 23 (14) 25 (12) 18 (10) 153 (23) 87 (18) 67 (14)
Good 113 (22) 78 (28) 84 (29) 32 (20) 38 (18) 40 (21) 145 (22) 116 (24) 124 (26)
Fair 98 (19) 78 (28) 86 (29) 61 (38) 95 (44) 84 (45) 159 (24) 173 (35) 170 (35)
Poor 38 (7) 22 (8) 27 (9) 33 (21) 37 (17) 39 (21) 71 (11) 59 (12) 66 (14)
Total 511 (100) 279 (100) 292 (100) 160 (100) 214 (100) 188 (100) 671 (100) 493 (100) 480 (100)

Work-Able Elderly/Disabled Total
Self-reported 
health
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Table A-E: BMI calculation (full table) 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Table A-F: Resident reports of emotional health problems (full table) 

 
Source: Client survey data 

  

2010 2014 2016 2010 2014 2016 2010 2014 2016
BMI #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%)
Underweight 2 (1) 5 (2) 6 (2) 1 (1) 3 (2) 6 (4) 3 (1) 8 (2) 12 (3)
Normal weight 61 (19) 33 (13) 44 (17) 21 (21) 36 (18) 36 (21) 82 (20) 69 (16) 80 (18)
Overweight 87 (28) 60 (24) 71 (27) 20 (20) 47 (24) 54 (32) 107 (26) 107 (24) 125 (29)
Obese 111 (35) 100 (41) 103 (39) 38 (38) 68 (35) 54 (32) 149 (36) 168 (38) 157 (36)
Extreme obesity 55 (17) 47 (19) 39 (15) 20 (20) 41 (21) 21 (12) 75 (18) 88 (20) 60 (14)
Total 316 (100) 245 (100) 263 (100) 100 (100) 195 (100) 171 (100) 416 (100) 440 (100) 434 (100)

Work-Able Elderly/Disabled Total

2010 2014 2016 2010 2014 2016
#  (%) #  (%) # (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%)

All of the time 41 (8) 19 (7) 25 (9) 53 (11) 21 (8) 31 (11)
Most of the time 52 (11) 28 (11) 27 (10) 63 (13) 38 (14) 30 (11)
Some of the time 81 (17) 31 (12) 47 (17) 95 (19) 53 (20) 55 (19)
A little of the time 54 (11) 46 (17) 32 (11) 57 (12) 33 (12) 36 (13)
None of the time 259 (53) 139 (53) 153 (54) 221 (45) 123 (46) 131 (46)
Total 487 (100) 263 (100) 284 (100) 489 (100) 268 (100) 283 (100)
All of the time 11 (8) 25 (12) 13 (8) 14 (10) 33 (16) 19 (12)
Most of the time 13 (9) 29 (14) 25 (16) 19 (14) 27 (13) 24 (15)
Some of the time 30 (22) 43 (21) 33 (21) 31 (23) 56 (27) 40 (25)
A little of the time 24 (17) 17 (8) 28 (18) 22 (16) 18 (9) 32 (20)
None of the time 61 (44) 87 (43) 57 (37) 50 (37) 70 (34) 46 (29)
Total 139 (100) 201 (100) 156 (100) 136 (100) 204 (100) 161 (100)
All of the time 52 (8) 44 (9) 38 (9) 67 (11) 54 (11) 50 (11)
Most of the time 65 (10) 57 (12) 52 (12) 82 (13) 65 (14) 54 (12)
Some of the time 111 (18) 74 (16) 80 (18) 126 (20) 109 (23) 95 (21)
A little of the time 78 (12) 63 (14) 60 (14) 79 (13) 51 (11) 68 (15)
None of the time 320 (51) 226 (49) 210 (48) 271 (43) 193 (41) 177 (40)
Total 626 (100) 464 (100) 440 (100) 625 (100) 472 (100) 444 (100)
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Table A-G: Resident reports of physical health problems (full table) 

 
Source: Client survey data 

Table A-H: Satisfaction with case managers (full table) 

 
Source: Client survey data 

 

2010 2014 2016 2010 2014 2016
#  (%) #  (%) # (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%)

All of the time 56 (11) 30 (11) 48 (17) 51 (10) 34 (13) 37 (13)
Most of the time 87 (18) 51 (19) 53 (19) 54 (11) 37 (14) 40 (14)
Some of the time 101 (21) 61 (23) 64 (22) 83 (17) 48 (18) 43 (15)
A little of the time 60 (12) 37 (14) 30 (11) 38 (8) 23 (9) 28 (10)
None of the time 183 (38) 89 (33) 90 (32) 264 (54) 126 (47) 137 (48)
Total 487 (100) 268 (100) 285 (100) 490 (100) 268 (100) 285 (100)
All of the time 25 (18) 42 (20) 28 (17) 27 (20) 53 (27) 37 (23)
Most of the time 36 (25) 42 (20) 47 (28) 40 (29) 36 (18) 31 (20)
Some of the time 43 (30) 51 (25) 38 (23) 24 (18) 40 (20) 35 (22)
A little of the time 19 (13) 22 (11) 25 (15) 9 (7) 14 (7) 14 (9)
None of the time 19 (13) 49 (24) 29 (17) 37 (27) 55 (28) 41 (26)
Total 142 (100) 206 (100) 167 (100) 137 (100) 198 (100) 158 (100)
All of the time 81 (13) 72 (15) 76 (17) 78 (12) 87 (19) 74 (17)
Most of the time 123 (20) 93 (20) 100 (22) 94 (15) 73 (16) 71 (16)
Some of the time 144 (23) 112 (24) 102 (23) 107 (17) 88 (19) 78 (18)
A little of the time 79 (13) 59 (12) 55 (12) 47 (7) 37 (8) 42 (9)
None of the time 202 (32) 138 (29) 119 (26) 301 (48) 181 (39) 178 (40)
Total 629 (100) 474 (100) 452 (100) 627 (100) 466 (100) 443 (100)

W
or

k-
A

bl
e

Frequency

Accomplished less due to 
physical health

Limited performance due to 
physical problems

To
ta

l
El

de
rly

 /D
is

ab
le

d

2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016 2014 2016
# (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%)

Strongly Agree 18 (42) 19 (42) 17 (46) 18 (41) 15 (41) 15 (35) 16 (43) 18 (42)
Agree 16 (37) 21 (47) 8 (22) 21 (48) 12 (32) 20 (47) 15 (41) 20 (47)
Disagree 7 (16) 4 (9) 10 (27) 3 (7) 7 (19) 6 (14) 4 (11) 5 (12)
Strongly disagree 2 (5) 1 (2) 2 (5) 2 (5) 3 (8) 2 (5) 2 (5) 0 (0)
Total 43 (100) 45 (100) 37 (100) 44 (100) 37 (100) 43 (100) 37 (100) 43 (100)
Strongly Agree 3 (21) 5 (56) 7 (33) 3 (38) 7 (35) 1 (11) 10 (53) 1 (14)
Agree 7 (50) 2 (22) 7 (33) 4 (50) 7 (35) 3 (33) 6 (32) 5 (71)
Disagree 2 (14) 2 (22) 4 (19) 0 (0) 4 (20) 4 (44) 2 (11) 1 (14)
Strongly disagree 2 (14) 0 (0) 3 (14) 1 (13) 2 (10) 1 (11) 1 (5) 0 (0)
Total 14 (100) 9 (100) 21 (100) 8 (100) 20 (100) 9 (100) 19 (100) 7 (100)
Strongly Agree 21 (37) 24 (44) 24 (41) 21 (40) 22 (39) 18 (35) 26 (46) 19 (38)
Agree 23 (40) 23 (43) 15 (26) 25 (48) 19 (33) 24 (47) 21 (38) 25 (50)
Disagree 9 (16) 6 (11) 14 (24) 3 (6) 11 (19) 7 (14) 6 (11) 6 (12)
Strongly disagree 4 (7) 1 (2) 5 (9) 3 (6) 5 (9) 2 (4) 3 (5) 0 (0)
Total 57 (100) 54 (100) 58 (100) 52 (100) 57 (100) 51 (100) 56 (100) 50 (100)
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Table A-I: Impacts of participation in Moving Forward program (full table) 

 
Source: Client survey data 

2012 2014 2016 2012 2014 2016 2012 2014 2016
#  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%) #  (%)

Strongly Agree 15 (20) 16 (25) 18 (30) 17 (22) 11 (17) 16 (27) 15 (20) 13 (21) 12 (20)
Agree 33 (43) 26 (41) 26 (43) 30 (39) 27 (43) 28 (47) 28 (38) 22 (36) 22 (37)
Disagree 16 (21) 16 (25) 15 (25) 17 (22) 16 (25) 14 (23) 18 (24) 17 (28) 24 (40)
Strongly disagree 12 (16) 5 (8) 2 (3) 12 (16) 9 (14) 2 (3) 13 (18) 9 (15) 2 (3)
Total 76 (100) 63 (100) 61 (100) 76 (100) 63 (100) 60 (100) 74 (100) 61 (100) 60 (100)
Strongly Agree 5 (24) 6 (22) 2 (10) 2 (10) 4 (15) 2 (11) 1 (6) 4 (15) 1 (5)
Agree 10 (48) 8 (30) 4 (20) 11 (55) 8 (30) 4 (21) 3 (19) 4 (15) 3 (16)
Disagree 6 (29) 8 (30) 8 (40) 7 (35) 10 (37) 9 (47) 11 (69) 11 (42) 9 (47)
Strongly disagree 0 (0) 5 (19) 6 (30) 0 (0) 5 (19) 4 (21) 1 (6) 7 (27) 6 (32)
Total 21 (100) 27 (100) 20 (100) 20 (100) 27 (100) 19 (100) 16 (100) 26 (100) 19 (100)
Strongly Agree 20 (21) 22 (24) 20 (25) 19 (20) 15 (17) 18 (23) 16 (18) 17 (20) 13 (16)
Agree 43 (44) 34 (38) 30 (37) 41 (43) 35 (39) 32 (41) 31 (34) 26 (30) 25 (32)
Disagree 22 (23) 24 (27) 23 (28) 24 (25) 26 (29) 23 (29) 29 (32) 28 (32) 33 (42)
Strongly disagree 12 (12) 10 (11) 8 (10) 12 (13) 14 (16) 6 (8) 14 (16) 16 (18) 8 (10)
Total 97 (100) 90 (100) 81 (100) 96 (100) 90 (100) 79 (100) 90 (100) 87 (100) 79 (100)

To
ta

l

Impact on economic self-
sufficiency

Strengthened my life skills
Move towards economic 

independence Prepared me to find a job

W
or

k-
A

bl
e

El
de

rly
/  

   
   

   
  

D
is

ab
le

d


	Table of Contents
	Executive Summary
	Moving Forward Program Update
	Rent Policies
	Work Policies
	New MTW Activities
	RAD and its Impacts

	Relevant Household Characteristics
	Aggregate Household Characteristics
	Satisfaction with CHA Services and Housing
	Economic Mobility Supports
	Resident Health and Children’s Outcomes

	Clients Leaving CHA Housing
	Expanding Housing Opportunities
	CHA Housing Opportunities
	Neighborhood characteristics of CHA clients

	Financial Flexibility and Cost Savings
	MTW Inflows and Outflows
	CHA Income and Expenses
	Cost Effectiveness Activities

	Client Movement toward Self-sufficiency
	Employment
	Supportive Services
	Impacts of the Work Requirement

	Recommendations
	Modifications to ongoing activities
	Expanding housing opportunities
	Financial Flexibility and Cost Effectiveness
	Promoting Self-Sufficiency


	Chapter I: Introduction
	Data Used in this Report

	Chapter II: Moving Forward Program Update
	Rent Reforms
	Higher minimum rents
	Banded rents
	Incentive accounts
	Biennial recertifications
	Hardship policies

	Work Requirement
	New MTW Activities
	RAD and its Impact

	Chapter III: Household Characteristics
	Aggregate Household Characteristics
	Satisfaction with CHA Services and Housing
	Satisfaction with the CHA
	Residence In and Desire to Remain in Subsidized Housing

	Economic Mobility Supports
	Resident Health and Children’s Outcomes
	Resident health
	Food security
	Children

	Additional Client Characteristics

	Chapter IV: Clients Leaving the CHA
	Move Outs
	Exit Survey Results

	Chapter V: Expanding Housing Choices
	CHA Housing Opportunities
	Neighborhood Characteristics of CHA Clients
	Conclusions

	Chapter VI: Movement towards Self-Sufficiency
	Wage Employment
	Client Use of Services
	Case Management Services Provided
	Work Requirement Outcomes and Compliance

	Chapter VII: Financial Flexibility and Cost Effectiveness Activities
	Single Fund Inflows and Outflows
	Income and Expenses
	Cost-Effectiveness Activities
	Conclusions

	Chapter VIII: Conclusions and Recommendations
	Recommendations
	Modifications to ongoing activities
	Expanding housing opportunities
	Financial Flexibility and Cost Effectiveness
	Promoting Self-Sufficiency


	Appendix A: Full Tables



