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Noverrlber 30, 2010
Dominique Blom
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Public Housing Investments
Department of Housing and Urban Development
By electronic mail at mtw-info@hud.gov
Re: Submission of an application for the Moving to Work Demonstration Program

Dear Ms. Blom,
On behalf of the Housing Authority of the City of Boulder, now doing business as Boulder
Housing Partners (BHP), I am proud to submit our MTW application. BHP, along with its
residents and community partners, has been cultivating the ideas in this proposal for more than
five years, and we are very excited to have the opportunity to share them with you.
There are a number of attributes that make us a compelling candidate for the MTW program.
We have an active and engaged community that participated extensively in our planning process.
Weare a very diverse housing organization and have experience with almost every affordable
rental program and tool that currently exists. We have a strong desire to test new ideas that
continue to respond to the urgent housing needs of our community, as well as the nation. And,
we have a visionary Board of Commissioners and staff that are strongly committed to the
innovative principles embodied in the MTW program. If designated, we are ready to
demonstrate to residents and stakeholders that flexibility can create efficiency and opportunity,
and that housing can be a powerful platform from which to create self-sufficiency potential for
lower income households.
Thank you for the opportunity to submit this application. I look forward to any questions you
might have.
With best wishes,

~~~

Executive Director, Boulder Housing Partners
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Moving to Work Application
A. Eligibility Certification
(1)

Certification to the eligibility requirements set forth in Section 3 of this notice

Eligibility Worksheet - MTW Designation - PIH Notice 2010-29 (HA)
Instructions: In order to determine if your agency is eligible to submit an application
under this notice, please respond to the following questions by marking an "X" in the
applicable cell. If a cell turns red when you answer a question, your agency is not
eligible to apply under for an MTW designation under this notice.

Yes No N/A

Statutory Eligibility Requirements
1. Does your agency administer 5,000 or less combined public housing and Housing
Choice Voucher units?

X

2. Is your agency designated by HUD as a High Performer under the public housing
Assessment System (PHAS)?

X

Additional Eligibility Requirements
3. Is your agency meeting the 95% reporting threshold in the IMS-PIC system for both
the public housing and Housing Choice Voucher programs?

X

4. Is your Agency in compliance with its reporting into the Voucher Management
System (VMS)?

X

5. Did your agency report into the Financial Assessment Sub-System (FASS-PH),
Financial Data Schedule (FDS), as required, for its last three completed fiscal years?

X

6. Does your agency have, an absence of unaddressed findings from IG audits, IPA
audits, FHEO reviews, Tier I or II reviews, RIM reviews, American Reinvestment and
Recovery Act (ARRA) monitoring, litigation, or from any other on-site or remote
reviews? “Unaddressed findings” are findings not resolved to the satisfaction of HUD,
are not under a corrective action plan agreed to by HUD, or are in a corrective action
plan which in HUD‟s sole judgment the PHA is not compliant.

X

7. Has your agency met all applicable obligation and expenditure deadlines during its
administration of the last three Capital Fund Program grants?

X

8. Does your agency utilize EIV for income verifications, as per the Final Rule
published by HUD on December 29, 2009?

X

9. Has your agency met all applicable obligation and expenditure deadlines related to
its award of competitive and/or formula funds under the American Reinvestment and
Recovery Act (ARRA)?

5

X

Agreement to Test Policy Priorities
10. The Department is interested in rigorously testing the effects of alternate rent
strategies. By submitting an application in response to this notice, your agency certifies
commitment to design and implement an alternate rent strategy via MTW. Is your
agency certifying it will design and test such a policy within two years of the execution
of its MTW Agreement, and to institute a random assignment of participants to
treatment and control groups, in order to meet research standards on the effects of such
a rent policy change?
11. The Department is working with Congress to pass legislation, entitled Preservation,
Enhancement, and Transformation of Rental Assistance (PETRA), which aims to
streamline many of HUD's existing rental programs into one rental program. By
submitting an application in response to this notice, your agency certifies that if your
MTW application is approved you will apply to participate in the first available round
of PETRA implementation, pursuant to the passage of said legislation. Is your agency
certifying it will apply to the first available round of PETRA implementation?
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X

X

(2). Compliance with Fair Housing and Civil Rights Law
(a) Compliance with all applicable laws, federal, state and local.
Boulder Housing Partners (BHP) hereby certifies that we do, and will, comply with all applicable fair
housing and civil rights requirements in 24 CFR 5.10(a), including, but not limited to, the Fair Housing
Act; Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964; Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; Title II of
the Americans with disabilities Act; Section 109 of the Housing and Community Development Act of
1974.
(b) Compliance with specific state or local jurisdiction laws.
BHP certifies that we do, and will, comply with all applicable Colorado and City of Boulder laws
prohibiting discrimination in housing based on creed, marital status, sexual orientation, political
affiliation, pregnancy, parenthood or military status. Colorado does not have a “source of income” law.
(3) Consistency with the Consolidated Plan and Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice.
BHP certifies that our MTW plan is consistent with the Boulder County Consolidated Plan and its
analysis of impediments to fair housing choice. The Consolidated Plan describes that 54% of Boulder
County residents are housing cost burdened. The estimates for affordable housing units to meet the
demand are 15,280 rental units and 22, 272 homeownership units. BHP‟s MTW plan focuses on
responding to increasing the inventory of affordable rental units. Our discussion of analysis of
impediments is on 146.
We have also included the certification from the city of Boulder on the following page indicating that they
have reviewed the plan and agree with our assessment that our MTW proposal is consistent with the
Consolidated Plan. The Mayor of the City of Boulder signed a declaration of support (attached) for our
application that communicates their strongest possible support, given their understanding of how MTW
designation will help fill critical gaps in our housing continuum.
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B. Evidence of Capability
(1) Summary of the relevant experience and skills of the personnel with primary responsibility for
implementing the PHA’s MTW demonstration.
The following summarizes the skills and experience of the team that will implement the MTW program.
Betsey Martens, Executive Director: Betsey began her association with Boulder Housing Partners 25
years ago as a member of the Board of Commissioners. She returned in a paid professional capacity in
1997 as the Executive Director. Prior to her tenure with BHP, Betsey worked as the Executive Director of
a CDBG-funded economic development program and as the Executive Director of Boulder County
Community Action Program. She has a degree in Sociology from Middlebury College. Betsey is well
known in the industry for her leadership in public housing innovation. She has authored several papers on
housing policy and public housing‟s role (see attached); she has twice testified before Congress about the
future of public housing: she has taught housing policy at the University of Colorado as an adjunct
professor and she currently serves as NAHRO‟s Senior Vice President. In that role she continues to
provide leadership to the industry regarding change and innovation.
Karen Kreutzberg, Federal Housing Programs Manager: Karen began her career in housing 18 years
ago with National Housing Partners, Inc., gaining exposure to all realms of the industry, from office
management to property management. She left NHP as the Regional Property Manager in charge of 1,293
units. In that position Karen was awarded the HUD Manager of the Year Award in 1997 in partnership
with her Maintenance Supervisor. Karen joined Boulder Housing Partners in 2003 as an on- site property
manager, and again, used her skills and ability to rise to the position of Federal Housing Programs
Manager, where she oversees the public housing, Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher and Section 8
Project Based programs. She currently sits on the Advisory Committee of the Group to Alleviate
Smoking Pollution. She holds a B.A. in Spanish and Communications from Carroll College.
Anna Kay Johnson, Resident Services Program Manager: Anna Kay has worked in the social service
field for over 25 years, with experience leading non-profits, developing programs funded by federal and
state grants, and providing training, coaching and consulting services to businesses and organizations in
the following areas: organizational development, crisis management, meeting facilitation, team building,
and strategic planning. She has worked for Boulder Housing Partners since 2005. As Resident Services
Manager, she is responsible for developing and implementing the Resident Services Strategic Plan and
mobilizing community partners and state and federal resources to support our low income residents. She
is also responsible for directing the operations of the department. She has a BSW in Social Work Stephen
F. Austin State University and a MA in Psychology from Naropa University. Anna Kay is also a Certified
Business Coach.
Stuart Grogan, Director of Real Estate Development: Stuart has been with Boulder Housing Partners
for 11 years and has more than 20 years experience in planning and development. Stuart was the Project
Manager of the Broadway East and West Communities projects, financed through competitive and noncompetitive tax credit equity partnerships. Before beginning work on these projects, Stuart managed the
buy-back of 49 affordable units in the Holiday Neighborhood with tax-credit financing. He also served as
Project Manager for the award winning Foothills Community, a 75-unit New Urbanist affordable
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community in North Boulder funded with low-income housing tax credits. Before joining BHP, Stuart
served as a Case Manager in the City of Boulder‟s Planning Department from 1989 to 1998, managing
complex City and public review processes for projects with community-wide impacts, such as
annexations, re-zonings, site reviews, and subdivisions. He earned his Masters in Urban and Regional
Planning from the University of Wisconsin, and is a member of the American Planning Association.
Jim Koczela, Chief Financial Officer: Hired in February 2009 as Chief Financial Officer for Boulder
Housing Partners, Jim oversees a budget of $16 million and an accounting staff of seven. Jim has a
Bachelor‟s degree in Accounting and more than 25 years of work experience. Jim brings four years of
audit experience with KPMG LLP, 12 years managerial experience in mortgage finance and corporate
trust with Ryland Mortgage Company and Norwest Bank, two years as a CFO for the Rails to Trails
Conservancy and seven years of financial and operational consulting to the real estate investment industry
in Colorado. Jim earned his BA in Accounting from George Mason University.
Penny Hannegan, Director of Organizational Excellence and Human Resources: Penny is
responsible for managing productivity and operational excellence for Boulder Housing Partners. While
new to affordable housing, Penny has a background in the areas of workforce development, program
management and the design and delivery of process improvement initiatives. Prior to working with
Boulder Housing Partners, Penny worked for over ten years as a member of the Organizational
Development staff at AMOCO and as a Program Director at the Colorado Outward Bound School. She
has served on the Board of Directors for several local non-profits in Boulder County. Penny received a
Bachelor of Science from Colorado College and a Masters in Business Administration from the
University of Denver.
Adding capacity to this team is a very committed and talented BHP Board of Commissioners.
Angela McCormick, Chair

First Appointed in 2005

Ms. McCormick is a builder, development consultant, and Realtor with Re/Max of Boulder. She is also a
member of the Boulder Area Realtors Association, Commercial Brokers of Boulder, and the Denver
Metro Commercial Association of Realtors.
Karen Klerman, Vice Chair

First Appointed in 2009

Karen Klerman is a Vice President and Relationship Manager at US Bank's Commercial Real Estate
Banking group. She is currently a member of the Urban Land Institute, and CU Real Estate Council, and
recently finished a five year term on Boulder's Downtown Management Commission.
James Topping, Past Chair

First Appointed in 1990

Mr. Topping is a former member of the City Council and the Planning Board of the City of Boulder. He is
retired from a distinguished career as the Associate Vice President for Budget and Finance at the
University of Colorado.
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Louise Smart

First Appointed in 1996

Ms. Smart is a Senior Partner of the Center for Dispute Resolution (CDR), a locally based firm that
operates internationally to facilitate and mediate conflict.
Philip Lawrence

First Appointed in 2002

Mr. Lawrence is an architect with the National Park Service. His work experience includes affordable
housing, residential, public sector and commercial projects. He collaborated with BHP on the Woodlands
project.
Mike White

First Appointed in 2002

Mike White is President of the Resident Representative Council. He has a Bachelor of Science degree in
mass communication from Eastern Michigan University. He was a photo journalist for television and
newspapers for 10 years.
Stephen Eckert

First Appointed in 2009

Mr. Eckert is a partner in the architecture firm Eckalizzi Design specializing in residential design and
planning, small additions, single family homes, and larger scale multi-family projects. Mr. Eckert also
serves on the American Institute of Architects Denver Housing Committee.
Suzy Ageton

First Appointed in 2010

Ms. Ageton is a current member of the City Council of the City of Boulder. She has a private consulting
practice which focuses on strategic planning, facilitation and communication issues for public and nonprofit organizations.
Valerie Mitchell

First Appointed in 2010

Valerie Mitchell is the owner of Dragonfly Gardens and specializes in water wise and native plant design.
She is a citizen advocate for affordable housing, also serving on the board for Boulder Housing Coalition.
Ms Mitchell is an active volunteer in the Boulder community.
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(2) Discussion of the PHA’s experiences, activities, or accomplishments demonstrating ability to
participate in the MTW demonstration.
Boulder Housing Partners has a long history of thinking outside of conventions to produce housing
solutions in a difficult-to-develop market. We have selected a few highlights to demonstrate our capacity
for creating excellence where there is no map or guidance to follow.
Transformation and Preservation of Public Housing:
Boulder Housing Partners (BHP) was one of the first
housing authorities in the nation to test a model in which
public housing could be converted from an unreliable
and insufficient asset to a financially feasible,
environmentally friendly, service-enriched asset. Among
the primary innovations is the ability to serve the same
demographic as previously served in public housing and
to offer the families a broad range of services available
on-site.
Beginning with a disposition application in 2005, BHP redeveloped 44 of its family public housing
units in 2008 using a diverse mix of public and private resources to create a new model for serviceenriched housing. BHP worked with HUD to convert the public housing to permanently affordable,
very low-income housing. BHP combined Private Activity Bonds and low-income housing tax
credits with project based vouchers, local grants, and a conventional loan to leverage funds for
rehabilitation and construction of a new community center. Resident services, including after school
child care, were added to insure a vibrant new community.
The final goal was accomplished by transforming the site from a public housing community to a projectbased Section 8 community with on-site services. As part of the rehabilitation of the Broadway site, two
units were demolished and replaced with a community center. The new community center provides space
for the Boulder County I Have a Dream (IHAD) Foundation to provide scholastic and enrichment
programming to the 3rd through 12th grade students living at the Broadway East community. IHAD
commits to providing college scholarships or the equivalent to those children who participate in the onsite after-school programming, graduate from high school and complete the program. Please see the
attached article for a full description of the program and its potential.
Commitment to Partnership:
To the extent that a successful MTW program is evidenced by a PHA‟s ability to form new partnerships,
we cannot think of better testimony to our commitment than to have changed our name to Boulder
Housing Partners.
In 2001, we adopted Boulder Housing Partners as our DBA (doing business as) in place of the Housing
Authority of the City of Boulder, in order to send a strong signal to the community and our residents about
the importance, and strategic role, of partnerships in our business. We wanted to communicate that
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affordable housing is not developed or managed in a silo and that the best projects are born of great
partnerships. Equally important, we wanted to reinforce for our residents that our primary mission is to
keep them housed and support their transition to opportunity. That statement is harder to embrace when
made by an “authority.”
Diverse Portfolio:
Boulder Housing Partners began to hone its skills as a sophisticated developer of housing in the mid1980s when we developed our first mixed-income project. At the time, the housing authority Board of
Commissioners could foresee that public housing would be chronically underfunded and would need an
innovative, and reliable, source of funds to support it. Their decision to build a 123-unit Class A, mixedincome (80% market/20% affordable) rental housing property is the sole reason that our public housing
survived prior to the operating subsidy formula adjustments. Known as Bridgewalk, this property has
flowed cash to public housing in the range of $4 million since the property was built.
Following that experience, we were quick to understand the low income housing tax credit tool when it
was authorized by Congress and constructed our first tax credit project in 1994. We were among the very
first applicants for credits in Colorado. We have since added five tax credit projects to our portfolio.
Our housing portfolio includes “one of everything” – public housing, Section 8 tenant-based vouchers,
Section 8 project-based vouchers, Section 8 new construction, Section 8 moderate rehabilitation, Section
8 221(d)(3), low-income housing tax credit, market rate, and trust-funded workforce housing. We have
always been eager to experiment with new tools and our diverse portfolio makes us an ideal laboratory for
policy explorations.
Holiday Neighborhood:
The above notwithstanding, the project that put us on the national “map”
was the Holiday Neighborhood. BHP acted as master land developer in a
unique partnership with local government, seven developers and seven other
non-profit organizations in the creation of the Holiday Neighborhood. What
was once a vacant 27-acre site of the former Holiday Drive-In Theater is
now the Holiday Neighborhood, a new 333-unit community that combines
ingenuity with affordability. The neighborhood is 42% affordable secured
by covenants that run with the land and restrict affordability to 60% AMI
forever. The neighborhood also includes McKinney-Vento units for
chronically homeless, top-of-the-market homes, low-income housing tax
credit units and a cohousing1 community (including the nation‟s first
Habitat for Humanity homes built in a cohousing setting).
1

Cohousing is a type of collaborative housing in which residents actively participate in the design and operation of their own
neighborhoods. Cohousing residents are consciously committed to living as a community. The physical design encourages
both social contact and individual space. Private homes contain all the features of conventional homes, but residents also have
access to extensive common facilities such as open space, courtyards, a playground and a common house.
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The public/private partnering and creative financing used at Holiday Neighborhood serves as a successful
template for other public and private sector developers to implement in cities with affordable housing
shortages. BHP used a HUD Section 108 loan2 to secure the land and worked with seven private
developer partners to do the master land planning. Initially skeptical, the developers now agree that the
cooperative approach to site planning made for a unique and livable neighborhood.
Holiday has won many prestigious awards in the affordable industry, but the award we are most proud
of is having been chosen by Cottage Living as one of America‟s “best places to enjoy life just right” in
its annual Top 10 Neighborhoods article in the July/August 2008 issue.
Cottage Living describes Holiday as having “urban panache, offering a range of housing styles,
including live/work spaces for artists, pocket parks, a shared garden for vegetables, and the latest in
green design.” The vibrancy and diversity of the Holiday Neighborhood is the result of more than a
decade of effort coordinated by Boulder Housing Partners and involving many development partners in
both the public and private sectors.
Please see the attached article from the Journal of the American Planning Association titled “They’re
Bolder in Boulder”.
First in the Nation:
In a vast nation like ours it is difficult to claim the title of “first in the nation” on anything, so we suggest
a category of “among the first” to describe the examples cited above. When you‟re “among the first” it
means that you have no one to follow, no experience to draw from and no clear compass points to rely on.
We mention this because we think it is important to the success of MTW that you find candidates who
have a proven track record of doing well without guidance. We are your applicant. We believe we were
among the first to adopt a name that departed so dramatically from the traditional housing authority
moniker. We also believe we were among the first to use a market rate rental property to subsidize our
public housing, as described above. We believe we were among the first to be a master land developer in
such a complicated undertaking as the Holiday Neighborhood. And we paved the way in our public
housing transformation, being among the first to test the model of converting to a tax credit partnership
with project-based vouchers to underwrite the deep affordability.

Section 108 is the loan guarantee provision of the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. Section 108
provides communities with a source of financing for economic development, housing rehabilitation, public facilities, and largescale physical development projects. This makes it one of the most potent and important public investment tools that HUD
offers to local governments.

2
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(3) Description of how the PHA exhibits innovation and creativity within the confines of at least
three of the following HUD programs: Resident Opportunities and Supportive Services, Family
Self-Sufficiency, HOPE VI, Mixed-Finance Transactions, Section 8 Homeownership Program,
Section 32 Homeownership Program, energy efficiency improvements, or the Capital Fund
Financing Program.
Mixed-finance transaction with energy efficient improvements: Transformation of Public Housing
Broadway East
As described above, BHP helped create the model for using project-based vouchers to transform and
preserve public housing. There have been similar projects since, but we were the test case. We now have
years of operational experience under the new model and can attest that it has met, and exceeded, all of
our expectations. The property transformed from one with extensive deferred maintenance to a
completely renovated apartment complex at a per unit investment of $52,000. It covers its debt above the
required 1.15 debt service coverage; it contributes monthly to a replacement reserve fund; it now boasts a
full range of services in a newly constructed community center; and, most importantly, it retained the
same demographic of families as did the former public housing asset. We consider it to be a win-win-win.
Energy Efficiency Improvements: BHP’s Net Zero Challenge:
The BHP Board of Commissioners, in adopting BHP‟s Green and Sustainability Plan, challenged the
organization to be the first in the nation to achieve net-zero designation for its public housing. The
definition of net zero in this goal is the production of energy on-site greater than the use. To that end, we
have undertaken several projects. As of today, we have installed a total of 480.03 Kilowatts (kW) of photo
voltaic (PV) panels on BHP properties, which constitutes 13% of all the PV installed in the city of
Boulder. (392kW at our public housing sites, 150.8 at a tax credit and Section 8 Project Based site. BHP
also has plans to add an additional 642.88kW at two additional tax credit sites.) We have come this far by
using energy tax credits, utility reimbursements and CDBG funds. We have not had to invest BHP‟s
money in this $1,592,440 project.
We leveraged our ARRA funds into an Energy Performance Contract in order to make a $1.5 million
investment ($4,500 per unit) into our public housing units. We were successful in securing competitive
ARRA funds that are being used to install PV panels at our two elderly high-rise buildings.
We were one of two housing authorities in Region VIII to receive Green Retrofit funding. We will use the
$1.2 million to completely renovate and “green” 82 apartments of HUD multi-family housing for elderly
households.
Family Self Sufficiency: BHP Foundation / Funding and Enhancing Resident Services
The Boulder Housing Partners Foundation was created in 2000 in response to the loss of many traditional
sources of support for providing services to residents (most notably Public Housing Drug Elimination
Program). Today, the Foundation has a vibrant nine-member community-based board that works hard to
assure that resident needs are met.
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Boulder Housing Partners has long believed that service-enriched housing is essential for the very
vulnerable populations that call our housing home and we are committed to continuing to provide a link
between our residents and the essential services they need. In 2006 the Foundation incorporated this
concept in a program called ServiceLinks. ServiceLinks embraces the simple concept of service
coordination.
The mission of the Boulder Housing Partners Foundation is to help Boulder Housing Partners‟ residents
pursue successful, productive and dignified lives by mobilizing resources for supportive, life-enriching,
and community building services.
The Foundation accomplishes this mission through the following three strategies:
1. Stewardship of the resident services vision for Boulder Housing Partners,
2. Advocacy with service providers in the local community, and
3. Fund-raising and grant-making to provide a sound financial foundation for Boulder Housing
Partners resident services.
In the past two years, the Foundation has raised funds from the Boulder community to support financial
literacy programming, service projects and resident services internship stipends. The Foundation Board
also supports BHP‟s volunteer program. In 2009 volunteers contributed more than 4,000 hours to improve
service delivery and livability at BHP‟s public housing properties.
In addition, Boulder Housing Partners successfully administered the 2007 ROSS Grant for the elderly and
persons with disabilities. We have 12 organizations who partner with us to provide services. They are:
Center for People with Disabilities; Colorado State University Cooperative Extension; First Presbyterian
Church; Naropa University; Metropolitan State College; University of Colorado at Denver; Complete
Home Health Care; Meals on Wheels of Boulder; Special Transit; Retired Senior Volunteer Program;
City of Boulder Fire Department; and Volunteer Connection of Boulder County. These 12 partners have
provided $175,896 in the form of programs, services, staffing, volunteers, training and equipment, which
represents a 70% match for in-kind donations.
Public Housing Innovation: Bridgewalk
As described in the previous section, the development of our Bridgewalk property was a tremendous outof-the-box solution for its time, and perhaps even for today, for public housing properties where operating
subsidy was not sufficient. We wanted to develop a permanent solution for chronic under-funding of
public housing and, once it achieved market stabilization, Bridgewalk has surpassed our expectations for
its performance as an income-producing asset. Luckily, the operating subsidy formulas were corrected
just in time for us to have Bridgewalk retain its cash so that we can renovate it and return it to its Class A
status. We continue to preserve some affordability on the site.
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(4) PHA’s most recent PHAS sub-scores and Section Eight Management Assessment Program
(SEMAP) score.

PHAS Score Report for Fiscal Year 2007
PHAS Score

96

Designation Status

High performer
Original Score

Maximum Score

Physical (PASS Incentive)

30

30

Financial

29

30

Management

28

30

Resident

9

10

PHAS Total Score

96

100

SEMAP for PHA Fiscal Year End: 12/31/2009
Points Earned:

140

Total Points Possible:

145

Overall Score:

97%

Overall Rating:

High

(5) PHA’s HCV utilization rate as of the application due date and PHA’s percent of HCV budget
authority utilized in calendar year 2009.
The HCV utilization rate as of November 1, 2010 was 99%.
The HCV budget authority utilization rate for calendar year 2009 was 97.54%.
(6) PHA’s public housing occupancy rate as of the application due date.
As of November 1, 2010, the public housing occupancy rate was 97%.
(7) Certification that the agency has submitted its last three Agency Plans on time.
Boulder Housing Partners certifies that the last three Agency Plans have been submitted to
HUD no later than the due date of each year.
(8) Certification that the PHA is in compliance with HUD’s asset management policy.
Boulder Housing Partners certifies that we are in full compliance with HUD‟s asset
management policy.
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(9) PHA request for authority to use and combine assistance received under Sections 8 and 9 of
the 1937 Act to the extent necessary to implement the MTW Plan.
Boulder Housing Partners hereby requests authority to combine assistance provided under
Sections 8 and 9 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 to the extent necessary to carry
out the activities in this Moving to Work plan.
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C. MTW Plan
(1)

MTW Plan for the PHA’s first year of operation under the MTW demonstration,
following the order and format set forth in Attachment B of this Notice.

MTW Plan
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SECTION I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY
OVERVIEW OF THE MTW GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
This application is the result of many years of thinking about how to manage public housing and the
voucher program more creatively, more efficiently and with more measureable outcomes.
Boulder Housing Partners (BHP) is known as an innovator in the industry. We are willing to operate at
the leading edge of change, to experiment with new tools and to innovate where others see only obstacles.
We have been leaders in thinking with the industry about reform of public housing and have a
distinguished list of “among the first” accomplishments that have helped our industry grow. We are more
than excited about becoming a MTW agency in order to continue to learn, innovate and move the policy
and effectiveness agenda forward.
This proposal achieves a balance between our own innovative thinking and the policy innovations of
existing MTW agencies. Richard Rose, in his landmark book Lesson-Drawing in Public Policy: A Guide
to Learning across Time and Space,3 suggests that the search for fresh knowledge is not normal. He
suggests, instead, that policy-makers should seek to draw lessons from the work that exists and improve
and apply them to their own context. This application is a blend of many good ideas, gathered from our
MTW colleagues that have much to share, set in a context that is uniquely our own.
Boulder‟s MTW proposal builds on many organizational strengths, as well as challenges that are unique
to Boulder and common to all housing authorities:

Strengths:


Boulder Housing Partners has a long history of successful collaboration and partner-based
housing. Indeed, having changed our name to Boulder Housing Partners suggests that our
commitment to a partner model is enduring.



Boulder has a strong commitment to providing resources for affordable housing. The city
established a community goal of having 10% of its housing inventory permanently affordable, and
it supports that goal with funding from a housing trust fund. The community is very supportive of
affordable housing innovation and has provided BHP with almost $10 million in funds in the past
10 years.

Rose, Richard “Lesson Drawing in Public Policy: A Guide to Learning Across Time and Space” 1993, Chatham
House Publishers

3
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Boulder Housing Partners has a strong relationship with the University of Colorado. We are
excited about how our Moving to Work status will help us continue to leverage each other‟s
resources.



Boulder has the 4th largest inventory of public housing in the state of Colorado, yet our inventory
of small and decentralized units resembles that of many small, rural housing authorities,
particularly in the west and mid-west. Eighty eight percent (88%) of all public housing agencies
that own public housing have fewer than 500 units; and 77% of all public housing projects are
configured in properties of less than 100 units. At the same time, BHP has a substantial voucher
program that will provide ample opportunity to support MTW flexibility and initiatives. Our
lessons learned will be invaluable for our neighbors, and the nation.



There are no MTW agencies in HUD Region VIII. Per the demographics above, BHP is the right
size to be the representative housing authority for our region.



BHP created the Boulder Housing Partners Foundation, a 501(c) 3 corporation, in 2000 to assist us
in raising funds and providing services to support a customer population that needs serviceenriched housing.



BHP has adopted a challenge of achieving a net zero status in energy usage in its public housing
portfolio. BHP is well on our way to achieving this status by installing 480 kW of PV panels at
our family sites, currently installing energy conservation measures through our Energy
Performance Contract, and soon to install PV panels at our two high-rise buildings for the elderly.



In 2008, BHP began an undertaking to improve the processes that are used every day by staff. We
chose the Six Sigma model. This model, developed in 1981, was designed to improve the quality
of process outputs by examining and exploring the cause of errors in processes and reducing the
number of variables. BHP has improved the processes that involve opening federally subsidized
wait lists, processing applications to determine eligibility and determining whether an acquisition
project is ready to proceed. BHP will continue to find success with this model as we move through
what we consider to be the biggest process improvement of all times: implementation of the MTW
program.



And finally, BHP has a long history of contributing to the dialogue about reforming federal
housing programs, particularly public housing. In 2001, BHP‟s Executive Director wrote a
proposal for NAHRO‟s Housing Committee that advocated migration of public housing to a real
estate platform, similar to the financing modeled in the Section 8 program. That proposal became
the basis for NAHRO‟s proposed pilot program to convert public housing, and contributed to
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broader discussions regarding public housing‟s future. Ms. Martens has continued to contribute to
the dialogue by chairing NAHRO‟s Rent Reform Task Force, its Public Housing Committee, and
providing testimony to Congress on the future of public housing in 2003 and representing
NAHRO at the Public Housing Summit convened in 2008 that provided transition ideas to the
Obama administration.

Challenges:


Boulder is a high-cost community with very few private-sector solutions for affordable housing.
That creates a significant affordability gap for families ready to transition out of our assisted
housing inventory into the market. On the flip side, our strong economy provides employment
opportunities.



BHP‟s customer base has a higher-than-average percentage of households that are people with
disabilities and chronically homeless individuals with a dual diagnosis. This puts a tremendous
strain on the 1-bedroom inventory in our family and elderly housing and creates a large need for
supportive services.



Boulder has a large immigrant population, many of whom live in public housing. The lessons we
learn about working with this population towards citizenship and self sufficiency will be very
helpful to the national dialogue.



With the 2008 change in operating subsidy, BHP‟s subsidy increased 291%. Before the increase,
the deficiency that was so large proved to be both an asset and a liability. It caused us to be
creative about filling the operating losses, but it also caused us to redirect the maximum possible
amount of capital funds to operations, further aggravating our capital needs backlog. Boulder‟s
initial MTW proposal reflects an effort to address local and national challenges, and to use MTW
flexibility to access the richness of resources that exist in the community and at the University of
Colorado.

BHP’S GOALS, PROPOSED ACTIVITIES AND OUTCOMES:
Our plan includes the following goals: the first three are the MTW statutory goals
and the last two, while consistent with the statutory goals, are separated to better
describe our program:
1. Reduce cost and achieve greater cost effectiveness in federal expenditures,
2. Create incentives for families to work, seek work or prepare for work,
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3. Increase housing choices for low-income households,
4. Pilot a rent policy that will encourage self-sufficiency, assure accurate reporting of income and
ensure that customers are not rent burdened, and
5. Preserve, transform and revitalize our public housing.

Our proposed first year activities include: (see Section V for detailed explanation
of each)
1. Allow BHP to commit project-based vouchers to cover 100% of the units at converted public
housing developments.
2. Create a rent simplification structure specifically for elderly households and people with
disabilities.
3. Create a rent simplification structure for family households.
4. Implement rent simplification measures for all households.
5. Design the rent reform study.
6. Eliminated the 40% of income cap in the voucher program.
7. Implement a flat utility allowance for the voucher program.
8. Implement a landlord self-certification system for HQS inspections for the voucher program.

Our anticipated impacts include these specific outcomes:
1. Convert all of our public housing to a Section 8 project-based financing model that replicates the
tremendously successful model we used with our first public housing conversion at Broadway
East.
2. Achieve 100% service enrichment at all of our public housing properties.
3. Transform both the practice and perception of public housing into an environment where residents
“Live, Learn and Earn”.
4. Focus substantial service support to the voucher population.
5. Amend our rent and program administration guidelines to make the programs more user-friendly,
less staff-intensive and more conducive to economic self sufficiency.

23

6. Address critical gaps in the housing continuum at the entry and exit points for the public housing
and voucher program‟s participants. We can do this in two ways: by committing up to 60 new
vouchers to project-based transitional programs and using the flexibility of our existing funds,
along with resources generated by conversion, to create a minimum of 100 new units to be
included in BHP‟s Boulder Affordable Rentals program.
7. Use leveraged funds from the public housing conversion initiative to bring much-needed gap
funds to two projects already in development: Lee Hill Housing for chronically homeless
individuals and Red Oak Park Phase II, the Valmont building, for 20 units of transitional housing.
8. Expand the successful partnership that provides college tuition to BHP children who participate in
the I Have A Dream (IHAD) program. MTW flexibility will allow us to create more community
space, which will allow for another classroom.
9. Incentivize movement along Boulder‟s housing continuum by encouraging economic self
sufficiency and moving people towards market-rate housing, thus creating more housing
opportunities for those on the waiting list.
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SECTION II. GENERAL HOUSING AUTHORITY
OPERATING INFORMATION
Section A:
AMP

Property
Information

Number
of Public
Housing
Units

Studio
Units

1 BR
units

2 BR
units

3 BR
units

25

5

4 BR
units

AMP 1

BHP Family Sites

CO016333333

Arapahoe Court
951 - 953 Arapahoe Ave

15

Diagonal Court
3265 - 3273 30th Street

30

Iris Hawthorne
Iris and Hawthorne Ave

14

Kalmia
3500 - 3525 Arthur Courts

55

6

32

17

Madison
1130 - 1190 35th Street

34

12

14

8

Manhattan
660 - 690 Manhattan Ave

44

18

18

8

192

51

89

45

7

45

7

AMP 1 Total

AMP2

BHP Senior Sites

CO016777777

Northport
1133 Portland Place

15

7

50

20

30

95

58

36

1

AMP 2 Total

145

78

66

1

Totals

337

78

117

90

Walnut Place
1940 Walnut Street

25

7

Note: BHP plans to implement MTW activities beginning January 1, 2012; therefore 2012 would be
considered MTW Year One.

Housing Stock Information
Number of public housing units at the beginning of the
year

337 (assumes conversion to project-based assistance has
not commenced)
$291,944 to be spent in 2011 at Kalmia, a public
housing family site, for general renovation including
siding, windows, roofs, gutters, interiors, parking lot
repairs

General description of any planned significant capital
expenditures by development
Agency's total budgeted capital expenditures for the
fiscal year
Description of any new public housing units to be added
during the year by development (specifying bedroom
size, type, accessible features, if applicable)
Number of public housing units to be removed from the
inventory during the year by development specifying the
justification for the removal
Number of MTW Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV)
units authorized

$449,145 estimated to spent in 2011
none
337: to be converted from public housing to projectbased assistance
781 (600 baseline, 181 Non Elderly Disabled vouchers
included in MTW activities, but funding is excluded)
76
These include 50 Mainstream vouchers and 26
McKinney Vouchers
Apart from any public housing conversion action
involving project-based vouchers, no additional
vouchers will be project-based during the initial MTW
year.

Number of non-MTW HCV units authorized
Number of HCV units to be project-based during the
Plan year, including description of each separate project.
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Section B:
Leasing information, Planned – this information is estimated and may be subject to
change during the Plan year.
Anticipated total number of MTW PH units leased in
the Plan year

330 (2% budgeted vacancy)

Anticipated total number of non-MTW PH units leased
in the Plan year

none

Anticipated total number of MTW HCV units leased in
the Plan year

773 (1% budgeted vacancy)

Anticipated total number of non-MTW HCV units
leased in the Plan year

76

Description of anticipated issues relating to any
potential difficulties in leasing units (HCV or PH)

No anticipated difficulties for 2012

Number of project-based vouchers in use at the start of
the Plan year – described below:

89

PBV Description

Program

Woodlands Community

Housing for participants in the Family Self-Sufficiency
Program. On-site services include case management, child
care and career support.

Holiday Neighborhood

Broadway East

Vouchers

Housing for individuals who are chronically homeless and
dually diagnosed. Partnership between BHP and the Boulder
County Mental Health Center
Converted public housing at Broadway East which provides
services through the I Have a Dream Foundation, the Youth
Services Initiative program, the Parks & Rec Department
and the Regional Transportation District.

Section C:
Waiting List Information
Description of anticipated changes in waiting lists (sitebased, community-wide, HCV, merged)

No anticipated changes for 2012

Description of anticipated changes in the number of
families on the waiting list(s) and/or opening and
closing of the waiting list(s).

No anticipated changes for 2012
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35

10

44

SECTION III. NON-MTW RELATED HOUSING
AUTHORITY INFORMATION
Section A: Planned sources and uses of other HUD or other
Federal Funds
The description of each of these initiatives follows the table. All numbers are for FY 20114. BHP‟s fiscal
year is the same as the calendar year.

A. Non-MTW Related Housing Authority Information
A. List planned sources and uses of other HUD or Federal Funds (excluding HOPE VI)
SOURCES
Section 8 Mainstream Voucher Funding
Housing Assistance Payments

$

414,192

Administrative Funding

$

43,044

Housing Assistance Payments

$

572,808

Administrative Funding

$

69,867

Housing Assistance Payments

$

763,200

Administrative Funding

$

45,810

Section 8 Project Based Contract - Canyon Pointe

$

491,364

Section 8 Project Based Contract - Glen Willow

$

200,256

Section 8 Mod Rehab Project - North Haven

$

85,308

Housing First

$

274,260

McKinney Vento

$

29,903

Public Housing Family Self Sufficiency-ROSS

$

61,200

ROSS

$

40,392

Green Retro Fit Program**

$

30,000

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 Funding**

$

41,334

TOTAL SOURCES

$

3,162,938

Housing Choice Voucher Funding (81 NED vouchers)*

Housing Choice Voucher Funding (100 NED vouchers)*

**4 BHP received more than $2.5 million in ARRA and Green Retrofit funds, but those will be largely spent by FY2011.
*Non-elderly, disabled voucher funding is not included in MTW single fund flexibility.
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USES
Section 8 Mainstream Voucher Funding
Housing Assistance Payments

$

414,192

Administrative Funding

$

43,044

Housing Assistance Payments

$

572,808

Administrative Funding

$

69,867

Housing Assistance Payments

$

763,200

Administrative Funding

$

45,810

Section 8 Project Based Contract - Canyon Pointe

$

491,364

Section 8 Project Based Contract - Glen Willow

$

200,256

Section 8 Mod Rehab Project - North Haven

$

85,308

Housing First HAP

$

182,120

Housing First Grant Expense

$

69,775

Housing First Grant Management Fee and Salary

$

22,365

McKinney Vento

$

29,191

$

712

$

30,600

$

30,600

$

16,644

$

23,748

Green Retro Fit Program

$

30,000

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 Funding

$

41,334

TOTAL SOURCES

$

3,162,938

Housing Choice Voucher Funding (81 NED vouchers)*

Housing Choice Voucher Funding (100 NED vouchers)*

BHP Admin
Public Housing Family Self Sufficiency-ROSS
BHP Admin
BIG ROSS
BHP Admin
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B. Description of non-MTW activities proposed by the Agency, including
applications to other competitive HUD offerings and the agency's associated
proposals addressing HUD's Strategic Plan priority goals
Section 8 Mainstream Voucher Funding

BHP has 50 vouchers through this grant. This grant was
awarded to BHP in 1997 when a public housing
development was designated as elderly or near-elderly
only. These vouchers are designated to provide housing
to the population that was excluded from this
development (young/disabled population).

Section 8 Project Based Contract - Canyon Pointe

Canyon Pointe is Section 8 New Construction property
with 81 one-bedroom units and 1 two-bedroom unit for
elderly residents.

Section 8 Project Based Contract - Glen Willow

Glen Willow is a HUD 221(d)(3) property with 34 units
ranging from studios to 4-bedroom apartments
providing housing for very-low income families.

Section 8 Mod Rehab Project - North Haven

North Haven is a Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation
project with eight units serving as transitional housing
for families who are victims of domestic violence;
operated in partnership with our shelter for victims of
domestic violence.
McKinney funds allowed for the construction of ten
apartments at the Holiday Neighborhood to house
individuals who have been chronically homeless and
dually diagnosed. Holiday is operated in partnership
with the Mental Health Center. McKinney funds
continue to provide operating support for case
management.

McKinney-Vento funds:
Award 1

McKinney-Vento funds:
Award 2

McKinney funds provide rental assistance support to our
Boulder County Housing First program, providing
housing and case management support to 26 chronically
homeless, dually diagnosed individuals. BHP partners
with the Boulder Shelter for the Homeless to run this
program. BHP provides the housing assistance and the
Boulder Shelter for the Homeless provides the case
management services for these individuals to obtain
housing and remain successfully housed.

Public Housing Family Self Sufficiency-ROSS

BHP is in its third year of administering the FSS
program for the public housing program.

Green Retro Fit Program

Green Retrofit is a program of HUD‟s Office of
Affordable Housing Preservation to renovate and green
the multi-family inventory. These dollars are ARRAderived and are the grant portion associated with a $1.2
million loan.
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ARRA Funding

BHP received both the ARRA Capital Fund formula
grant as well as a competitive grant. The funds are being
used on solar and energy performance contracting
projects.

BHP‟s portfolio of programs outside of MTW is quite broad. As you can see from the table above,
BHP is experienced in many of the HUD multi-family programs and has applied for, and received, a
number of grants.
Our goals are aligned with HUD‟s strategic plan. BHP‟s primary goal is to be the single largest
contributor to the city of Boulder‟s goal to have 10% of all of our housing be permanently affordable.
This goal is directly related to HUD‟s strategy of increasing the inventory of quality affordable rental
units. Our secondary goal is to achieve the maximum possible service delivery at all of our assisted
units. This goal aligns with HUD‟s goal of using affordable housing as a platform for service delivery.
For a more detailed discussion of how BHP‟s partnership goals align with HUD‟s strategic plan, please
see page 119 of this application.
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SECTION IV. LONG-TERM MTW PLAN
Boulder Housing Partners uses five MTW goals to frame our long-term thinking. In addition BHP has
developed the following principles that have guided our MTW plan. With MTW flexibility, BHP plans to
be able to:
Use federal housing resources as compelling tools in creating positive change for families,
Manage converted public housing as a real estate asset and a vital part of our community‟s
infrastructure,
Encourage the community, and our prospective customers, to perceive public housing as a place to
Live, Learn, and Earn,
Accelerate the shift of staff focus from paper to people,
Complete the transformation of a public agency from bureaucratic to entrepreneurial,
Accelerate changes in outcomes for families from tepid to catalytic,
Enhance our role in the industry from thinkers to doers, and
Provide a more complete continuum of housing choices.
Our long-term goals and expectations are described below. The Moving to Work program has three
statutory goals. BHP‟s program includes an additional two goals that better articulate our program, and
are consistent with the statutory goals. Not every item listed below requires MTW flexibility. We include
these items in order to tell a more complete story of what we are trying to achieve.
Goals in Year One are described in detail below in the discussion about MTW Activities.

MTW Goal 1
Reduce cost and achieve greater cost effectiveness in federal expenditures
In Year 1, we expect to:
1. Streamline and simplify the rent calculation and re-certification process for elderly households and
people with disabilities,
2. Simplify the process for income and asset verification for all households,
3. Complete our planning to implement a flat and tiered rent program for families, including the
design of a rent reform controlled study with a control group (implementation in year 2),
4. Change from a 30% of rent-with-adjustments-to-income system, to a 26.5% of rent with no
deductions for elderly households and people with disabilities,
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5. Implement a flat utility allowance,
6. Exclude income from assets with a value less than $50,000 and disallow participation for
households with assets greater than $50,000,
7. Implement a biannual HQS inspection,
8. Create an MTW Advisory Committee to assist us in longer-term thinking and program evaluation,
and
9. Structure our evaluation metrics and benchmarks.

In years 2-10, we expect to:
1. Make standard documents more customer friendly
BHP initiated a process improvement plan to make all of our documents simpler to understand and
more customer-friendly. We want to extend this successful process to the legal documents
associated with the programs beginning with the lease and the HAP contract. Customers currently
find the documents cumbersome and difficult to follow. The result is that they miss the key
requirements and suffer the consequences.
2. Make the voucher program lease length more flexible
Many university towns, like Boulder, have a leasing season centered on the school year. This
creates many situations in which a landlord is unwilling to sign a one-year lease.
3. Revise and simplify our portability policy
The industry has long discussed a variety of needed changes to the administration of portable
vouchers. We would like to use MTW flexibility to experiment with a number of ideas that would
make local administration more streamlined. Our streamlining would not interfere with payments
to other PHAs.
4. Implement the revised rent system for family households
The biggest criticism of the public housing and voucher program is that the rent structure creates a
strong disincentive to work, and to accurately report income. We propose a rent structure for
families that will reward increased income, remove penalties for reporting income and mirror the
private market so that the transition from assisted housing to market rate housing will be more
seamless. In this MTW goal, BHP will find tremendous efficiency in administering a single rent
system for our public housing, voucher and LIHTC programs.
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MTW Goal 2
Create incentives for families to work, seek work or prepare for work
In Year 1, we expect to:
1. Streamline and simplify the rent calculation and re-certification process for households with
earned income,
2. Simplify the process for income and asset verification for all households,
3. Complete our planning to implement a flat and tiered rent program for families,
4. Complete planning for our resident mobility program, and
5. Complete planning for community center construction.

In years 2 – 10, we plan to:
1. Expand the staffing of our Resident Services program so that every public housing and
voucher household is assigned a service coordinator.
BHP has a Resident Services program and a Resident Services Strategic Plan. Our strategic plan
calls for an expansion of our service coordinator program so that every household in the program
can have reasonable access to a coordinator. Boulder is a service-rich community. BHP‟s
appropriate role is to be the vital link between abundant services and our families who need them.
Many barriers cause our public housing and voucher families to be isolated from the services they
need. In our 31-year history with service coordination, we know that service connection works.
We will use MTW funding flexibility to expand our capacity, as well as free up more of our
current staff time so they can focus on connecting our residents and participants to the services
they need to become self-sufficient, or to age in place.
2. Create a service delivery center at each of our family housing sites.
BHP has a strong belief that the most effective point of service delivery is home. Our long
experience with community centers bears this out. We will convert one to two apartments at each
of our family sites in order to create community centers. In addition to providing services,
community centers become a focal point for the community and help to create cohesive
neighborhoods.
3. Expand the program that provides college tuition to BHP students participating in the ‘I
Have a Dream’ program partnership.
Boulder Housing Partners and the I Have a Dream Foundation (IHAD) formed a partnership 12
years ago to provide a cutting-edge model for the integration of truly affordable housing enriched
with services for residents. IHAD is a national initiative that provides children in low-income
communities, beginning at the age of nine, with after-school support, guaranteed tuition support
and the skills, knowledge and habits to gain entry to higher education and succeed in college
and beyond. Since its inception in Boulder 475 kids have participated in the IHAD program
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and 175 have graduated from high school. Of these graduates, 86% (150) have gone on to
college or vocational schools. Of these 150, 70% have graduated. If we can create more
classroom space at each of our family public housing sites, we can work with our IHAD partner to
expand their program.
4. Expand our Community Service and Section 3 programs to build social capital by greater
involvement in the community.
BHP residents who have long been out of the workforce need to update their skills and experience
and build networks in order to make re-entry more possible and successful. We propose to expand
our community service and Section 3 programs as a pre-employment training program.
5. Create a system to reward households for progress towards self sufficiency.
BHP will work with residents to create a system that rewards their progress towards self
sufficiency and their efforts to make their home and neighborhood a better place to live. BHP, like
many housing authorities, finds itself spending the majority of its staff time and resources on the
minority of the population that is disrupting personal and community life. We want to turn this
paradigm on its head, instead spending time and money on people who are building community.
Further, we want to work with residents to create this system. We will suggest that we model it
after the Cornerstone Rental Equity program5. This program matches many of the ideas we have
about enhancing the benefits of renting a home and engaging residents in building equity.
6. Revise our Public Housing Family Self Sufficiency program to address a lower-skilled
population.
BHP is home to many families that are not yet ready to meet the requirements associated with the
Family Self Sufficiency program. We want to develop an FSS program that targets families much
earlier in the self sufficiency continuum. Families who need to gain basic literacy and life
management skills are currently under-served.
7. Expand our current work with the Bridges Out of Poverty program.
BHP is one of six organizations in Boulder County to implement the Bridges Out of Poverty/
Getting Ahead program. The Bridges Out of Poverty model examines the sources and impact of
generational poverty on families, reveals the hidden rules and norms of social class, and supports
families as they learn how they can change their behavior to embrace a mental model of
prosperity. The concept behind the program is consistent with recent findings in the literature
Cornerstone Renter Equity is a management system where residents have a stake in the property where they live by using
their contributions to maintain and improve property values and rental income with compensating financial equity. Residents
sign a contact with Cornerstone that enables them to earn up to $10,000 in financial equity in ten years, provided they complete
routine work assignments, attend management meetings, and fulfill lease commitments. Residents receive a monthly statement
of their earnings, but they must stay in their homes for five years before their credits are vested and are eligible for cash
payments. After becoming vested in the Renter Equity Fund, individuals may borrow up to 80% of the value of their credits for
any reason.

5
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about the Moving to Opportunity program in which “kin-centered networks” worked both for and
against families moving out of poverty, often against. In “Moving to Opportunity” 6 Briggs,
Popkin and Goering write that “...the most vulnerable among the poor are embedded in
„communities‟ of kin that often expose them to extraordinary risk and burden, no matter where
they live.”
BHP wants to use MTW to test this part of the theory that housing solutions will be compromised
unless we are addressing the intrinsic beliefs that people hold about being poor.

MTW Goal 3
Increase housing choices for low-income households
In Year 1, we expect to:
1. Remove the cap on income spent on rent in the voucher program, and
2. Implement a process to test mobility for residents from a Multi-Family Property with a Section
8 Project-Based Contract using Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers.

In Years 2 – 10 we expect to:
Think big. BHP wants to use MTW flexibility to add at least 100 new affordable units to fill critical gaps
in our affordable housing continuum (often called a “housing ladder”). With two projects already in
development, we are confident that we can make a difference. Boulder has a gap in three critical parts of
its continuum:
Housing for chronically homeless individuals,
Housing for families and individuals experiencing temporary homelessness and needing a
rapid re-housing solution, and
Families ready to “graduate” from public and voucher housing, but unable to bridge the 300%
gap between the average assisted rent and the average fair market rent.
In 1986 BHP began to create a portfolio of non-public housing that has since grown to 495 (358
permanently affordable and 137 market affordable) units and is now managed as Boulder Affordable
Rentals (BAR). BAR apartments are available to families earning between 35% and 60% of Boulder‟s
area median income. These units include 137 BAR units that operate at market rate because they do not
have affordable covenants attached, yet the rent is lower than market to serve as yet another step in the
continuum.
The graphic below summarizes our housing continuum, its gaps, and the ways in which MTW flexibility
will help address the gaps. The continuum is from 0% to 100% Area Median Income (AMI) and from
Briggs, Xavier, Popkin, Susan J., and Goering, John 2010 “Moving to Opportunity: The Story of an American Experiment
to Fight Ghetto Poverty” Oxford University Press
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housing for the homeless to homeownership. The activities described beneath the continuum are the ways
in which we will expand the supply of housing. Activities above are ways in which we will work on the
“demand” side of the equation, by increasing income and making housing more accessible and affordable.

1. Use MTW funding flexibility to create 31 newly constructed units of permanent supportive
housing for chronically homeless individuals.
In partnership with the Boulder Shelter for the Homeless, BHP has purchased land to build 31 new
units of housing for chronically homeless individuals. Our Lee Hill housing project will be
supported by project-based vouchers and McKinney-Vento funds. Construction is scheduled to
begin in September 2012. MTW flexibility is important in order to bring Replacement Housing
Factor Funds to the project without the administrative burden of establishing and managing a
separate public housing asset management project (AMP) for a small number of units. The cost of
administering such a small AMP and PH program renders the funds too costly to use, and yet they
fill a critical gap in the project budget.
2. Increase the cap on project-basing vouchers to dedicate up to 60 vouchers for housing for
individuals re-entering the community following homelessness or incarceration.
Boulder‟s population of single adult men who are trying to re-enter the community need supported
SRO housing as a temporary or permanent housing solution. Currently the inventory of housing
available to them is limited to BHP‟s one-bedroom apartments in its elderly or family buildings.
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The integration of frail, elderly women and homeless men in dense multi-family buildings has had
profoundly negative management, security and quality of life implications. We need to provide a
supported setting in which people can re-gain skills to live more successfully in the community.
3. Use resources leveraged from the conversion of public housing, along with MTW flexibility,
to create at least 100 new affordable units renting to families at 40% of the area median
income.
Another critical gap in the housing continuum is the lack of options for households ready to move
off of federal housing subsidy. Using the flexibility provided to us under the MTW program we
propose to increase our Boulder Affordable Rentals inventory by 24%.
We have done extensive pro forma work to test our assumptions that a successful conversion of
our public housing to project-based assistance can leverage $32 million in improvements to public
housing, as well as leverage an additional $11.4 million to add more than 100 new tax credit units
to the inventory. Our assumptions include the sale of public housing into a tax credit partnership
using 4% low income housing tax credits combined with Private Activity Bonds. The model can
support an average of $28,000 in rehabilitation per unit and completion of new community
centers. The new affordable units will be financed with proceeds from the sale of the units
combined with other sources such as replacement housing factor funds (5 years), local housing
trust fund investment, tax credit investment and conventional debt.
5. Implement a damage claim for landlords participating in the voucher program.
A key component of our MTW plan is to make the voucher program more attractive to private
landlords. It is an infrequent occurrence in Boulder that voucher participants leave a unit with
excessive damage, but it does happen. And then the story spreads. As a consequence, we have had
trouble recruiting landlords. We propose to use HAP funds to create a fund for damage claims.
6. Create a Section 8 homeownership program in partnership with the city of Boulder and
Thistle Community Housing.
Creation of a homeownership program may not require MTW flexibility, but doing so will round
out the critical interventions that BHP can make in the housing ladder. The city of Boulder has an
active homeownership program that is supplemented by an inclusionary zoning ordinance and a
housing trust fund. Absent either of these tools, the average price for a single family home in
Boulder is $535,000 and a multi-family home is $275,000. We propose to partner with Thistle
Community Housing because of their long track record of developing affordable homeownership
opportunities. Thistle is Boulder‟s largest non-profit housing developer specializing in mixedincome homeownership opportunities and community land trust development.
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MTW Goal 4
Pilot a rent policy that will encourage self-sufficiency, assure accurate
reporting of income and ensure that customers are not overly rent
burdened.
BHP has long been interested in rent reform and simplicity. In the 41 years since the introduction of the
Brooke Amendment, Congress and HUD have developed a complex and convoluted set of rules
governing the definition of income. Our property management staff spends often up to 60% of their time
calculating rent. We want them, instead, to be out on our properties, talking to our customers, leasing
units, walking the grounds, planning programs, solving problems, considering future needs of the
property, initiating conversations with our clients to define each household‟s individual success and how
to obtain it, and generally being a positive and visible part of the housing community. Instead, they are
tucked away in their offices, poring through shoeboxes full of medical receipts.
Our proposal is to maintain – but simplify - the current system of rent-based-on-a-percentage-of-income
system for elderly households and people with disabilities. If the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act
(SEVRA) were to pass, some rent simplification will be achieved. Our proposal expands the approach to
streamlining and simplification, far beyond what is proposed in SEVRA.
For families, we propose a flat and tiered rent structure. For all households, we propose a uniform system
of streamlining and simplification.
Rent that is based on adjusted income puts tremendous pressure on achieving the maximum deductions
possible, and it creates an odd, and perhaps inappropriate, subsidy for other social service industries. We
want to test a belief that residents will be better served if their rent payment reflects simple housing costs,
rather than a myriad of challenges including health spending, child care, transportation and aging. To that
end, we propose to eliminate all deductions from income for elderly households and people with
disabilities. Income will be gross income and not adjusted for any circumstances. In exchange for loss of
deductions, we will reduce the rent payment threshold from 30% to 26.5%.
To provide an incentive for elderly households and people with disabilities who wish to be employed, but
currently must report their increase in earned income within 10 days, we would remove the requirement
that they report this earned income until their next re-certification. This would provide an opportunity for
them to increase their income, reap the benefits of that increase and allow them to save, without having
30% of that new income source taken away for rent within 30 days.
Our rent policy for families will be focused on:
Eliminating the disincentive to work,
Mimicking the rent structure that families will use as they move into non-HUD affordable rentals,
and
Providing simplicity and predictability for families.
We have reviewed the literature on the effect of rent policy on social outcomes, and we have looked at the
rent structure for all of the existing Moving to Work agencies. In taking both into consideration, along
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with our outreach to hundreds of participants in our public housing and voucher programs, we have
concluded that a flat, tiered rent is the best option for us.
Our analysis is summarized in the chart below:

simplified rent
based on income

flat graduated
rent increasing
with time of
occupancy

flat tiered
rent
increasing
with
bedroom
size

yes

yes

no

yes

Removes or reduces
disincentive to work

no

no

yes

yes

Encourages accurate
income reporting

no

no

yes

yes

Simple to understand &
administer

no

yes

yes

yes

Relates to the product

no

no

no

yes

current system:
rent based on
income with
deductions

Affordable

Rent Options
Rent Principles

The challenge of achieving all five principles related to rent policy is daunting. In the chart above, the
principles are organized by approximate priority. BHP thinks it‟s keenly important to continue to tie rent
to income. Our households have earned income ranging from $1,000 to $50,000 annually. We need to be
very sensitive to rent burden.
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In place of a rent based on percentage of income we will offer a flat/tiered rent based on the following
table (BHP currently has a minimum rent for both the public housing and voucher programs of $50):
Rent per bedroom size based on % of Area Median Income

% of Area
Median
Income

0 BDRM

1 BDRM

2 BDRM

3 BDRM

4 BDRM

60%

942

1,008

1,210

1,398

1,560

55%

863

924

1,109

1,281

1,430

50%

785

840

1,008

1,165

1,300

45%

706

756

907

1,048

1,170

40%

628

672

807

932

1,040

30%

471

504

605

699

780

20%

314

336

403

466

520

10%

157

168

201

233

260

Minimum rent

50

50

50

50

50

The flat rent approach will apply to both public housing and the voucher program. Its application in
public housing is evident. The combination of income band and bedroom size will determine rent.
In the voucher program, the voucher value will be the difference between the payment standard and the
suggested affordable rent by bedroom size. In other words, if a family of three has a two-bedroom
voucher and income at 30% of the area median income, their voucher value will be $435:
Payment standard for a 2 bedroom unit
Affordable rent at 30% AMI 2 bedroom
Voucher value

$1040
- $605
$435

In addition, we propose to remove the cap on income that voucher holders can spend on rent so that
participants have a wide range of choice in the market, having first been strongly coached that their
portion of the rent should be no more than 30% of income.
In order to capture the impacts of the flat/tiered rent strategy in both programs, we will design the rent
reform controlled study to measure the impacts on both a treatment and control group. Participants will be
assigned to the treatment and control groups by a process which will be developed in year one.
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In Year 1, we expect to:
For elderly households and people with disabilities:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Adopt a simplified rent based on 26.5% of gross income,
Eliminate all deductions,
Exclude income from assets below $50,000,
Begin scheduling re-certifications so that they will occur every three years,
Eliminate third-party verification except at admissions and for audited files,
Eliminate all interim increases, except for increases in unearned income, and
Limit to one the number of interim decreases.

For family households:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Exclude income from assets below $50,000,
Eliminate third-party verification except at admissions and for audited files, and
Eliminate earned income disregard and interim recertifications for increases in income, and
Plan for the implementation of the flat/tiered rent system.

In Years 2 – 10 we plan to:
1. Implement a flat/tiered rent system for families households,
2. Implement the rent reform controlled study with the treatment and control groups to test the
alternate rent strategies, and
3. Monitor and evaluate the new rent structures for all households.

MTW Goal 5
Preserve, transform and revitalize our public housing
In 2006 Boulder Housing Partners became one of the first housing authorities in the nation to
implement a new model for the redevelopment of public housing. The new program converted 46
units of public housing to a market-based, financially sustainable model using project-based
vouchers and low income housing tax credits, resulting in a rehabilitated community that is both
service-enriched and environmentally friendly.
Among the primary innovations was the ability to serve the same low-income population as formerly
served in public housing, and the opportunity to offer the families a broad range of services and
support. Most prominent is an after-school program created in partnership with the I Have a Dream
Foundation (IHAD) for children at the site.
BHP‟s innovation allowed it to accomplish many goals:


Update the current units to insure their livability for another 20 years by making basic renovations,
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Continue to serve the same very low-income (0% - 30% of the AMI) population with a serviceenriched housing model,
Expand the amount of affordable housing in this neighborhood,
Diversify the mix of incomes and housing types,
Create a more environmentally sustainable community,
Use market-oriented financing structures, and
Ensure the continued availability of this housing to the community into the future.

We are not currently able to replicate this model because we have reached our statutory cap in projectbasing vouchers. In order to similarly convert the balance of our public housing units, we request
flexibility in order to project base 100% of the vouchers in advance of having supportive services
arranged. Our goal is to preserve the current public housing demographic at these small-scale sites and
improve the physical asset and operations, and to bring needed self sufficiency services to our households.

In Year 1, we expect to:
1. Amend the process for project-based vouchers, and
2. At a minimum, complete our planning for public housing conversion.

In Years 2 – 10 we plan to:
1. Use MTW flexibility to project base 337 units in former public housing developments
converted into a 4% tax credit partnership.
At the time of conversion, we will use the most effective tool available, whether it is a version of
PETRA legislation that has been signed into law or the current Section 18 disposition process. BHP
will comply with the certification to participate in the first available round of PETRA implementation
in the most reasonable and constructive manner, given the timing of BHP‟s activities and
congressional action of PETRA.
2. Test three mobility options for families in the converted public housing properties: none,
full and conditional.
Under current project-based voucher regulations, households can leave their project-based apartment
by requesting the next available voucher at the end of one year of tenancy. This provision is at the
heart of much debate as the nation considers legislation to convert public housing to project-based
financing. BHP wants to use MTW flexibility to test whether families who are able to move with
vouchers will achieve greater outcomes than those whose mobility is limited.
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SECTION V.

PROPOSED MTW ACTIVITIES

Activity One – Allow BHP to commit project-based vouchers to
cover 100% of the units at converted public housing
developments.
A. MTW Initiative Description
The goal of this initiative is to replicate the successful model we used with our first conversion of
family public housing at Broadway East and convert the remaining 192 family public housing units
and 145 elderly units to a project based financing model. The model consists of conversion of the
property to a 4% tax credit partnership, with tax credit proceeds and conventional debt satisfying the
deferred maintenance needs of the property and project-based Section 8 providing the operating
subsidy. The underwriting for the new model will include a program of wrap-around services that
will include our key partnerships to date – the I Have A Dream program, the Youth Services Initiative,
Intercambio, Workforce Boulder County, Meals on Wheels, CareConnect, Visiting Nurses, and
Special Transit.
Waive the 20% cap on project based vouchers: MTW flexibility is required in order to achieve our
goal of transforming public housing so that we can project base up to 100% of the tenant protection
vouchers in order to maintain the same customer demographic that currently resides in public housing.
We also request MTW flexibility to project base the vouchers without a local competitive process.
Definition of excepted units: MTW flexibility is required in order to project base 100% of
replacement vouchers at family properties. Our goal is to provide services at each site, but we want to
be able to project base in advance of such programs being finalized.

B. MTW Statutory Objective
This activity will:
1. Reduce cost and achieve greater cost effectiveness in federal expenditures by leveraging
other funds, and
2. Increase housing choices for low-income households.

C. Anticipated Impacts
BHP anticipates that this activity will:


Place current public housing developments on a predictable and sustainable real estate
platform
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Address the deferred maintenance and capital improvement needs of the properties



Allow for the provision of services on site through the construction of four community
centers at four family sites



Streamline the management operations by having predictable resources



Provide for authentic asset management and accurate projections of future capital needs

Potential negative consequences include:


Introduction of mortgage risk to the affected developments by trading a known subsidy
structure for debt



Appropriations risk of changing the subsidy program on which the developments rely

D. Baseline and Benchmarks
Metric

Dollar amount
of deferred
maintenance

Baseline

$13,796,262

Benchmark
Maintenance needs are
current and not deferred

Implementation
schedule
End of first year after
completion of
rehabilitation and
lease-up (estimated
completion time: 5
years)

($41,000 per
unit)

Property contributes to
replacement reserves for
future maintenance needs

Expense
PUPA

$5,700

$5,000

End of first year after
completion of rehab
and lease-up

Occupancy
rate

98%

98%

End of first year after
completion of rehab
and lease-up

Contribution
to reserves

$0

$300 per unit annual

End of first year after
completion of rehab
and lease-up

On-site
service
community
centers

37% of public
housing
properties have
centers (3 of 8)

86% of converted public
housing properties will have
centers (7of 8 sites)

Three existing; two
completed by end of
2013, the other two
by end of 2017
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E. Data Collection Metrics and Protocols
BHP will be able to collect all of the data to measure this activity from its financial statements and
management reports.

F. Authorization Cited
From Standard MTW Agreement, Attachment C, Statement of Authorizations, Sections:
D. 1. e. The Agency is authorized to determine the percentage of housing voucher assistance it
is permitted to project-base;
D. 7. The Agency is authorized to develop and adopt a reasonable rent policy and process for
project-basing Section 8 tenant-based leased housing assistance; and
D. 7. a. The Agency is authorized to project-based Section 8 assistance as properties owned
directly or indirectly by the Agency that are not public housing. Project-based assistance for
such owned units does not need to be competitively bid.

G. Rent Reform Initiative Information
Not applicable.
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Activity Two – Rent simplification specifically for elderly
households and people with disabilities
A. MTW Initiative Description
This activity‟s main objective is to simplify the rent calculation for elderly households and people
with disabilities who are currently living on a fixed income from such sources as Social Security,
Supplemental Social Security, and Old Age Pension.
Rent based on 26.5% of income: BHP‟s rent policy for elderly households and people with
disabilities will be calculated on gross income with no adjustments or deductions to income. In lieu of
deductions, rent will be based on this lower percentage of gross income.
Triennial Recertification: BHP proposes to recertify elderly households and people with disabilities
every three years. Annual recertification for our elderly households and people with disabilities living
on a fixed income creates much stress and anxiety for very little gain. The vast majority - 92% - are
living on Social Security, which has not increased in the past year and for which there will be no cost
of living adjustment in 2011 or 2012. The amount of documentation is overwhelming and difficult to
gather. The amount of staff time spent to annually recertify a household living on a fixed income
greatly outweighs the benefit of the minimal increase in BHP rent reciepts.
Income Disregard: BHP proposes to disregard increases in income until the next recertification. We
want to provide an incentive for people with disabilities and elderly households who wish to be
employed, but currently are discouraged from increasing their income due to the requirement that they
must report their increase in earned income within 10 days. Considered in concert with the provision
to do re-certifications every three years, this change could provide a meaningful opportunity to
increase household income, reap the benefits of that increase and enhance economic self sufficiency.
Limit on interim decreases: As another measure to create efficiencies, BHP proposes to limit rent
changes based on decreases in income to one per year.

B. MTW Statutory Objective
This activity will:
1. Reduce cost and achieve greater cost effectiveness in federal expenditures; and
2. Create incentives for families to work, seek work or prepare for work.
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C. Anticipated Impacts
BHP anticipates that this activity will:


Streamline the recertification process for these households



Reduce the anxiety and feeling of intrusion into the participants‟ private information



Maintain stable rent burden for assisted households for three years



Simplify the rent calculation, making it easier for assisted households to understand



Encourage residents and participants who are able to obtain employment



Significantly reduce administrative time to allow occupancy specialists to spend more time
with these residents and participants to assist them and connect them to other resources they
may need

Potential negative consequences include:


Loss of rental income to BHP for increases to fixed income households



One-time extraordinary medical expense could cause an undue hardship for these
households once the new policy is implemented, thus a hardship policy will be created

D. Baseline and Benchmarks
Metric

Baseline

Benchmark

Implementation
schedule

Percent of rent burden

30% of gross
income minus
deductions

26.5% gross income
with no deductions

Implement at
annual
recertifications
effective in 2012.

Hours of staff time in
recertification process
related to verifying
income, assets, and
deductions

Baseline to be
determined prior
to implementation
by a time study

Reduction in hours
of staff time of 50%

Implement at
annual
recertifications
effective in 2012.
Results achieved by
end of year one.
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Average rental income
and HAP related to
triennial recertification

Average TTP:
$235

No resulting % loss
in TTP

Will continue to
monitor.

Average HAP:
$536

No resulting
significant increase
in HAP

Number of households
with employment
activity

65 elderly
households or
persons with
disabilities

Increase number of
households by 1%

Effective January 1,
2012. Increase
achieved by end of
year one.

Number of hours spent
by residents and
participants preparing
paperwork for annual
recertification

To be determined
by resident survey
prior to
implementation

Reduction of 40
hours per year per
resident/participant

Triennial
recertifications
begin January 1,
2013, results by
December 31, 2013.

Number of hours spent
by staff processing
100% of
recertifications every
year versus triennially
for these households

3 hours average
for each of 594
households or
1782 total staff
hours

Reduction of 1,188
hours of staff time
per year

Triennial
recertifications
begin January 1,
2013, results by
December 31, 2013.

E. Data Collection Metrics and Protocols
BHP will use a process improvement (Six Sigma, see page 21 for explanation) approach to
documenting time required in performing all of the steps associated with our current rent policy.
We will use that information as the baseline from which to measure, at six month intervals,
improvements.
We will rely on our operating data base for impact information.

F. Authorization Cited
From Standard MTW Agreement, Attachment C, Statement of Authorizations, Sections:
C. 4, the Agency is authorized to restructure the initial, annual and interim review process in
order to affect the frequency and methods and process used to establish integrity of the income
information provided, and
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C. 11. The Agency is authorized to determine family payment, including the total tenant
payment, the minimum rent, the utility reimbursements and tenant rent, and to adopt and
implement any reasonable policies for setting rents in public housing including establishing
definitions of income and adjusted income, or earned income disallowance,
D. 1. c, the Agency is authorized to define, adopt and implement a reexamination program that
differs from the reexamination program currently mandated, and
D. 2. a. the Agency is authorized to adopt and implement any reasonable policies to establish
payment standards, rents or subsidy levels for tenant-based assistance and to calculate the tenant
portion of the rent that differ from the currently mandated program requirements.

G. Rent Reform Initiative Information
1. Agency’s Board approval of policy
The BHP Board‟s approval of this rent policy is included in the Board‟s resolution adopting the
MTW application and First-Year Annual Plan.
2. Impact analysis
In our analysis of the new rent reform, we found the following:
o
o
o
o

74% of affected households would have a lower resident rent
4% of affected households would remain at the same resident rent
10% of affected households would have an increase between 1 and 6% of their current rent
12% of affected households would have more than a 7% increase in the rent in year one

There are mitigating circumstances for many of the households whose increase would be
greater than 7%. In the majority of cases, households experienced a single medical event
which resulted in an unusually high amount of medical expenses for one year and would be
expected to return to an average amount.
In 2009, the Social Security Administration announced that there would be no Cost of
Living Adjustments for the following three years (2010 – 2012). Therefore, no loss of rental
revenue would occur until 2013. At that time, based on an average increase in Social
Security benefits of 1.5%, the impact of recertifying households on a fixed income every
three years to public housing tenant rental revenue would be approximately $4,449. For the
Section 8 participants, the impact would be no increase in HAP in the approximate annual
amount of $9,576. Once implemented, this data would be tracked in order to determine if
efficiencies in staff time would continue to outweigh the loss of revenue.
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3. Annual reevaluation of rent reform initiative
We will review the percentage of income amount yearly with the goal of balancing access to
the programs and equity.
4.

Hardship case criteria
In the first year of implementation, BHP will not expect any resident to experience more than a
7% increase in rent. Those residents who would be affected will have their rent increase
capped to 7%. Evaluation for the second year would be conducted as needed for those
residents affected. It is likely that the 7% cap would be continued, or a different hardship
policy implemented.

5. Transition period
Rent at 26.5%:
In the first year of implementation, all elderly households and persons with disabilities would
go through the annual recertification process. This recertification would implement the rent
based on 26.5% of gross income and remove all deductions (with the exception of the hardship
cases). As these recertifications are processed, each month the first third would be scheduled
for their next recertification in three-year‟s time, the second third would be scheduled in twoyear‟s time and the last third would be scheduled for the following year.
Change in interims:
The elimination of interim increases due to increases in earned income and the limit of one
interim decrease per year would be effective for all these households as of January 1, 2012.
6. Documentation of public hearing
See Section D. Evidence of Community Support and Involvement, (1) Evidence (in the form
of sign-in sheets, etc.) that the PHA has provided community and PHA resident participation
in developing its MTW application, including a public hearing, for the invitation letter, copy of
presentation notes and documentation regarding the public hearings.
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Activity Three – Rent simplification for family households
A. MTW Initiative Description
This activity is designed to simplify the rent calculation for family households.
Eliminate all interim increases: In the first year of MTW operation while families are still paying
rent based on income, BHP will not recalculate rent when an increase results from earned income
that was included in the annual income reported on the last recertification. BHP‟s experience tells
us that an average of 33% of our family households have, over time, left jobs once they understood
what their new rent would be. This policy outcome is not only unfortunate; it has created significant
additional work when the interim is done yet again.
Eliminate Earned Income Disregard: As a companion measure to the elimination of interim
increases, BHP will eliminate the earned income disregard program. Earned income disregard has a
similar intention of elimination of interims, with a crazy amount of complexity.
Plan for Flat and Tiered Rent: In the second year of MTW operation, families with earned
income will move to a rent system with a flat rent based on income in tiers, and associated with
bedroom size. The detail for the program can be found on page 39. As the rent structure is
designed, we will also design the control groups in order to adequately capture the affect of the rent
strategies (see Activity Five).

B. MTW Statutory Objective
This activity will:
1. Reduce cost and achieve greater cost effectiveness in federal expenditures; and
2. Create incentives for families to work, seek work or prepare for work.

C. Anticipated Impacts
BHP anticipates that this activity will:


Encourage households to increase earned income



Maintain a stable rent burden for assisted households



Significantly reduce administrative time to allow occupancy specialists to spend more time
with these residents and participants to assist them and connect them to other resources they
may need
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Potential negative consequences include:


Minimal loss of rental income to BHP



Potential for rent burden to participating families when the year two rent system is
implemented

D. Baseline and Benchmarks
Baseline

Benchmark

Implementation
schedule

Increase
proportion of
working
households

36% of families
have earned income

Increase of
2% in
number of
working
families

By second annual
recertification
under MTW of all
households,
December 2013

Increase average
income from
employment

Average earned
income is $16,400

Increase in
average
earned
income of
2%

By second annual
recertification
under MTW of all
households,
December 2013

Number of staff
hours in
recertification
process related to
income changes
(both increases
and decreases)

168 interim
recertifications
processed annually
due to increases in
income, or 252 staff
hours (31 staff days)

Reduction
in staff time
by 60% or
151 hours
(19 staff
days)

Results achieved
by end of first
MTW year.

Number of
paybacks due to
unreported
increases in
income

3% of family
households in PH
initiated a payback
agreement in the last
12 months

Less than
1% of
families
will initiate
paybacks

Results achieved
by end of first
MTW year.

Metric

E. Data Collection Metrics and Protocols
BHP will use a process improvement (Six Sigma) approach to documenting time required in
performing all of the steps associated with our current rent policy. We will use that information as
the baseline from which to measure, at six month intervals, improvements.
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We will rely on our operating data base for financial information to determine the average increase
in employment income.

F. Authorization Cited
From Standard MTW Agreement, Attachment C, Statement of Authorizations, Sections:
C. 4, the Agency is authorized to restructure the initial, annual and interim review process in
order to affect the frequency and methods and process used to establish integrity of the income
information provided, and
C. 11. The Agency is authorized to determine family payment, including the total tenant
payment, the minimum rent, the utility reimbursements and tenant rent, and to adopt and
implement any reasonable policies for setting rents in public housing including establishing
definitions of income and adjusted income, or earned income disallowance,
D. 2. a. the Agency is authorized to adopt and implement any reasonable policies to establish
payment standards, rents or subsidy levels for tenant-based assistance and to calculate the tenant
portion of the rent that differ from the currently mandated program requirements.

G. Rent Reform Initiative Information
1. Agency’s Board approval of policy
The BHP Board‟s approval of this rent policy is included in the Board‟s resolution adopting the
MTW application and First-Year Annual Plan.
2. Impact analysis
By eliminating all interim increases due to increases in earned income, BHP will not realize
any increase in tenant rent to BHP, or any decrease in HAP payments to landlords. Staff
savings from not processing recertifications should outweigh the loss of income.
We plan to implement the flat/tiered rent structure in year two and will continue impact
modeling during the first year planning phase. Based on analysis of the flat/tiered rent
structure as described in the long-term vision, we found that public housing families who are
fully eligible for subsidy would have an average rent burden of 27.3% under this new system.
For voucher families who are fully eligible for subsidy would have an average rent burden of
23.9%.
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Public Housing:
Eligible
Average
Family
Rent
Size
Burden
2
25.0%
3
36.0%
4
27.9%
5
26.7%
6
25.6%
7
22.7%
Average
27.3%

Section 8 vouchers:
Eligible
Average
Family
Rent
Size
Burden
2
25.3%
3
26.1%
4
20.4%
5
19.5%
6
20.4%
7
7.8%
Average
23.9%

Our continued testing does not find a negative, or regressive, impact based on family size or
ethnicity as the table, above, confirms. The findings are counterintuitive but continue to be
affirmed with multiple data runs.
We have also modeled for sensitivity as families change tiers. The first thing to observe is that
the tiers are broad. Households in the 10% tier need to increase their income by 100% to jump
to the 20% tier. Households with 20% income need to increase income by 50% to jump to the
30% tier. Based on what we know from national studies about moving to opportunity,
households are not experiencing large increases to income. We expect that families will be
able to stay in their assigned rents for long enough to be able to accumulate significant savings
from increases in earnings.
A second consideration is that households with income at the bottom of the tier are paying
30% of their income towards rent. As they move “up” the income tier, their proportion of rent
decreases, nearing 23% of their income that is being used towards rent. Based on modeling,
however, the average percentage-of-income-towards-rent change from tier to tier is less than
7%.
Both the rent chart (repeated from page 41) and income chart can be found on the next page:

55

Rent per bedroom size based on % of Area Median Income
% of AMI

0 BDRM

1 BDRM

2 BDRM

3 BDRM

4 BDRM

60%

942

1,008

1,210

1,398

1,560

55%

863

924

1,109

1,281

1,430

50%

785

840

1,008

1,165

1,300

45%

706

756

907

1,048

1,170

40%

628

672

807

932

1,040

30%

471

504

605

699

780

20%

314

336

403

466

520

10%

157

168

201

233

260

Minimum rent

50

50

50

50

50

Income limits per family size based on % of Area Median Income
% of AMI

1
Person

2
Persons

3
Persons

4
Persons

5
Persons

6
Persons

7
Persons

8
Persons

60%

37,680

43,020

48,420

53,760

58,080

62,400

66,720

70,980

55%

34,540

39,435

44,385

49,280

53,240

57,200

61,160

65,065

50%

31,400

35,850

40,350

44,800

48,400

52,000

55,600

59,150

45%

28,260

32,265

36,315

40,320

43,560

46,800

50,040

53,235

40%

25,120

28,680

32,280

35,840

38,720

41,600

44,480

47,320

30%

18,840

21,510

24,210

26,880

29,040

31,200

33,360

35,490

20%

12,560

14,340

16,140

17,920

19,360

20,800

22,240

23,660

10%

6,280

7,170

8,070

8,960

9,680

10,400

11,120

11,830

3. Annual reevaluation of rent reform initiative
Annual reevaluation for this activity will not begin until implementation of a flat/tiered rent for
families.
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4. Hardship case criteria
No hardship case criteria would be needed for this activity in year one of implementation. We
will develop hardship criteria in concert with the implementation of the flat/tiered rent.
5. Transition period
The elimination of all interim increases due to earned income would apply as of January 1,
2012. All current households who are within the Earned Income Disallowance period would
continue to receive the benefit until its completion under the current rules. No new cases of
Earned Income Disallowance would need to be processed, as they would be covered under the
elimination of all interim increases due to earned income.
6. Documentation of public hearing
See Section D. Evidence of Community Support and Involvement, (1) Evidence (in the form
of sign-in sheets, etc.) that the PHA has provided community and PHA resident participation
in developing its MTW application, including a public hearing, for the invitation letter, copy of
presentation notes and documentation regarding the public hearings.
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Activity Four – Rent simplification for all households
A. MTW Initiative Description
In the first year of the MTW program, we will implement a series of changes that will be applicable to
elderly households, people with disabilities and families in order to simplify the income and asset
verification process.
Source documentation: Boulder Housing Partners will adopt a policy to allow households to
provide computer-generated documentation from the income-source, or hand carry third-party
verification forms to and from the income source, if no other documentation can be submitted.
Verifying all household income by third-party verification is a very time-consuming process for
participating households. Households are required to submit detailed, documented verification of all
sources of income and assets. Staff then sends third-party verifications to agencies whose staff
resources are already limited. This initiative will decrease time and resources spent by all parties
involved.
Asset limitation: Upon admission to the public housing or Section 8 Program, household assets
will be limited to $50,000 in value. For new admissions, we will not impute income from assets.
For existing customers, income from assets below $50,000 will be excluded.
Self certification of assets: Household assets will be verified by third-party verification or
documents upon admission to the programs. This will provide the baseline for occupancy
specialists to use in future years to determine if households are eligible to self-certify to the amount
of assets they hold.

B. MTW Statutory Objective
This activity will:
1. Reduce cost and achieve greater cost effectiveness in federal expenditures.

C. Anticipated Impacts
BHP anticipates that this activity will:


Streamline the recertification process for all households



Simplify the rent calculation, making it easier to understand for assisted households



Significantly reduce administrative time to allow occupancy specialists to spend more time
with these residents and participants to assist them and connect them to other resources they
may need
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Reduce by half the time it takes us to let residents know what their new rent or HAP will be.
We have found that this interim period causes a great deal of anxiety and stress for our
residents

Potential negative consequences include:


A reduction in annual tenant revenue to BHP for the public housing portfolio in the amount
of $2,640 per year.



An increase in annual HAP to landlords of $918 per year.



Exclusion of families that need housing assistance but have sizeable assets.

D. Baseline and Benchmarks
Metric

Baseline

Benchmark

Implementation
schedule

Number of staff
hours in
recertification
process related to
income and asset
verification

Current staff
hours required to
recertify (to be
determined prior
to MTW year
one)

Reduction of
60% of staff
hours

For all households,
at annual
recertification,
beginning January
1, 2012. Results
achieved by end of
year one.

Number of days
prior to new rent
taking effect that
participant receives
notification of final
rent/HAP

30 days in
advance of
effective date

60 days in
advance of
effective date

For all households,
at annual
recertification,
beginning January
1, 2012. Results
achieved by end of
year one.

E. Data Collection Metrics and Protocols
BHP will use a process improvement (Six Sigma) approach to documenting time required in
performing all of the steps associated with our current rent policy. We will use that information as
the baseline from which to measure improvements, at six month intervals.
We will rely on our waiting list data for impact information. We will establish a financial report
from our database to evaluate the impact to tenant rental revenue and HAP. If it is noted that an
increase to HAP or a decrease to tenant rental revenue exceeds administrative savings, a lower
threshold amount may be established.
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F. Authorization Cited
From Standard MTW Agreement, Attachment C, Statement of Authorizations, Sections:
C. 4, the Agency is authorized to restructure the initial, annual and interim review process in
order to affect the frequency and methods and process used to establish integrity of the income
information provided, and
C. 11. The Agency is authorized to determine family payment, including the total tenant
payment, the minimum rent, the utility reimbursements and tenant rent, and to adopt and
implement any reasonable policies for setting rents in public housing including establishing
definitions of income and adjusted income, or earned income disallowance,
D. 1. c, the Agency is authorized to define, adopt and implement a reexamination program,
D. 2. a. the Agency is authorized to adopt and implement any reasonable policies to establish
payment standards, rents or subsidy levels for tenant-based assistance and to calculate the tenant
portion of the rent that differ from the currently mandated program requirements, and
D. 3. b. the Agency is authorized to adopt and implement any reasonable policy for verifying
family income and composition and for determining resident eligibility.

G. Rent Reform Initiative Information
1. Agency’s Board approval of policy
The BHP Board‟s approval of this rent policy is included in the Board‟s resolution adopting the
MTW application and First-Year Annual Plan.
2. Impact analysis
The impact of eliminating income from the first $50,000 of assets will result in a decrease of
rental income to BHP from public housing residents in the amount of $2,640.
Currently, 4% (6 households) of BHP‟s new admissions for 2010 have assets that exceed the
$50,000 limit.
3. Annual reevaluation of rent reform initiative
We will review the asset limit yearly with the goal of balancing access and equity.
4. Hardship case criteria
The hardship policy will apply to households who have assets in excess of $50,000 at the time
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of admission to the program who would not be qualified to participate in the program. If the
household meets the following criteria, they would qualify for an exception:
Household is elderly or a person with disabilities.
They do not own a home or other real estate.
Their assets only include money in a bank (savings, CDs, money market) account.
They plan to use the asset for assisted living in future years.
They are currently living on no income or a fixed income.
The Advisory Committee that will be created will hold hardship meetings once per month to
review all requests.
5. Transition period
The elimination of third-party verifications and self-certification of total assets less than
$50,000 will be effective at the first annual recertification of current residents and participants
beginning January 1, 2012.
The exclusion from annual income of the first $50,000 of assets will be effective at the first
annual recertification of current residents and participants beginning January 1, 2012.
The $50,000 limit on total assets will be applied to all new admissions to the public housing
and Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program as of January 1, 2012
6. Documentation of public hearing
See Section D. Evidence of Community Support and Involvement, (1) Evidence (in the form
of sign-in sheets, etc.) that the PHA has provided community and PHA resident participation
in developing its MTW application, including a public hearing, for the invitation letter, copy of
presentation notes and documentation regarding the public hearings.
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Activity Five – Design the rent reform study
A. MTW Initiative Description
In year one, BHP, in conjunction with our evaluation partner, the University of Colorado at Boulder
(CU), will design the system that will be used to rigorously test the effect of the alternate rent
strategies that we have proposed to implement in year two. The system will have both treatment
and control groups to which participants will be assigned on a random basis. All family households
with earned income participating in the public housing and Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher
Program could be candidates for participation in the control group. From this population, BHP will
create a computer-generated control group equal to 10% of the size of the treatment group. Control
group participants will be reviewed for diversity indices related to neighborhood, family size, age,
ethnicity, head of household and race. Our goal will be to define a control group that reflects the
population as a whole and is fully representative of the treatment group.
Results related to rent reform that the current MTW agencies have been reporting are very
encouraging, but are compromised in translation to policy change because the rent reform activities
have not been controlled. BHP has a strong desire to contribute our experience and data to
changing affordable housing policy. At the same time, we propose to size the control group at the
smallest possible census that meets the standards for controlled experiments. We believe that the
proposed activities related to rent reform offer a benefit to families that should not be unreasonably
withheld. Our evaluation partner at the University of Colorado has raised the question and has
offered assistance in the design of the group.
Within six months of approval as an MTW agency, BHP will begin establishing all baseline data
related to rent strategies. We would then have 18 months to establish baselines (6 months in 2011 as
the approval year and 12 months in 2012 as MTW year 1), refine metrics and establish our trend
line patterns. Within 18 months following implementation of our rent reform activities for
households with earned income we will begin to report short-term results. Short-term results will
allow us to refine rent strategies and provide an early indication of whether they will be effective.
Long-term, sustained data reports will take a minimum of three years. BHP and its evaluation
partner are committed to longitudinal, on-going evaluation.
The ideas mentioned above are preliminary and subject to input from HUD regarding research
needs and input from the University of Colorado. BHP will also confer with HUD to assure its
compliance with HUD‟s timing needs and requirements for implementation within two years of the
execution of the MTW Agreement, and will make any necessary timing adjustments.

B. MTW Statutory Objective
This activity will fulfill Section 3 of the Request for Applications under the Moving to Work
Demonstration Program, Statutory requirements and Eligible Applicants, (1) Rent Reform
Controlled Study: Applicants agree to institute a random assignment process for participants to
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treatment and control groups to address research standards.

C. Anticipated Impacts
BHP anticipates that this activity will:


Produce data and results to set the stage for future policy measures dealing with rent reform

Possible negative consequences:
As mentioned above, BHP and its evaluation partner at the University of Colorado have begun to
discuss the implications of choosing some households to receive the benefit of a flat rent while
others are denied that same benefit.

D. Baseline and Benchmarks
Metric

Baseline

Benchmark

Implementation
schedule

Refine and
finalize details of
rent reform
control study

Proposed rent
structure
established,
but not study
details

Establish evaluation
and study group

Implementation
January 1, 2012.

Design random
group selection
for treatment and
control groups

Conceptual
concerns
considered
but detailed
program still
pending

Design completed

Begin July 1,
2012.

Begin
implementation

Not
implemented

Fully implemented

Implemented as
of January 1,
2013.

Increase
proportion of
working
households

36% of
families have
earned
income

Increase of 2% in
number of working
families

By second annual
recertification
under MTW of
all households,
December 2013
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Increase average
income from
employment

Average
earned
income is
$16,400

Increase of 5%
annually

By second annual
recertification
under MTW of
all households,
December 2013

E. Data Collection Metrics and Protocols
The system that we will use to randomly assign participants and then track both the treatment and
control groups will be designed in MTW Year one because implementation of the revised rent
policy for families occurs in MTW Year 2. A new tracking tool will be created that staff will be
able to use to capture the data. BHP can pull all of the information we need on this activity from our
data base.

F. Authorization Cited
Section 3 of the Request for Applications under the Moving to Work Demonstration Program,
Statutory requirements and Eligible Applicants, (1) Rent Reform Controlled Study: Applicants
agree to institute a random assignment process for participants to treatment and control groups to
address research standards.

G. Rent Reform Initiative Information
1. Agency’s Board approval of policy
The BHP Board‟s approval of this rent policy is included in the Board‟s resolution adopting the
MTW application and First-Year Annual Plan.
2. Impact analysis
Controlling rent reform demonstrations under MTW is a critical evolution of the program.
As an industry, we need to translate our observations and anecdotes into verifiable data. At
the same time, we foresee some challenges that will have to be considered as we go forward.
First, unless we are willing to limit our MTW activities to a single initiative, there are a
number of variables that could contribute to improved economic outcomes. In addition to
rent reform, we propose to increase the delivery of service to our residents; we propose
access to a resident services coordinator; we propose an expansion of our partnership with
IHAD which has strong secondary impacts on families; and we are proposing an expansion
of our Bridges Out of Poverty program. Any one of these initiatives could produce the same
kind of benefit that rent reform can. We will be challenged to know, even in a controlled
study, what has most helped the treatment group.
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Second, we have a population of mixed-eligible families who will experience rent reform
differently as a result of pro-ration of subsidy. The flat rent of non-citizen household
members will fall outside of the tier for their income and will be an inhibitor to the
household‟s economic self sufficiency. However, the majority of participants will be drawn
from the voucher program in which 95% of the population does not experience this
challenge.
3. Annual reevaluation of rent reform initiative
Once the rent reform control study is implemented, reevaluation of the rent strategies will
take place on an annual basis.
4. Hardship case criteria
The control groups will be established in year 1, as well as the hardship case criteria.
5. Transition period
This system to perform the rent reform controlled study would be implemented upon
completion of the system and no later than two years after the execution of the MTW
Agreement.
6. Documentation of public hearing
See Section D. Evidence of Community Support and Involvement, (1) Evidence (in the form
of sign-in sheets, etc.) that the PHA has provided community and PHA resident participation
in developing its MTW application, including a public hearing, for the invitation letter, copy of
presentation notes and documentation regarding the public hearings.
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Activity Six – Eliminate the 40% of income cap in the voucher
program
A. MTW Initiative Description
Elimination of the 40% cap: BHP proposes to waive the current 40% cap on the percentage of
income spent on rent. Our goal is to allow for maximum resident choice in the voucher program and
substantially increase participants‟ ability to understand the program and lease up more quickly.
BHP‟s desire to simplify the voucher program comes from long experience witnessing participant
confusion about the voucher program. Despite using state-of-the-industry briefing tools, many
participants leave the briefing unsure about how to apply the information as they begin their search.
As a result, the number of calls we field during the lease-up process is enormous. We want
participants to be confident about their choices in the market.
In MTW Year Two, voucher families will migrate to a flat voucher allowance. We want to combine
the simplicity of the flat rent voucher with permission to find any apartment that fits the family‟s
school/work/services/transportation needs.

B. MTW Statutory Objective
This activity will:
1. Reduce cost and achieve greater cost effectiveness in federal expenditures by reducing calls to
Section 8 staff during lease-up period, because the program will be clearer, and
2. Increase housing choices for low-income households.

C. Anticipated Impacts
BHP anticipates that this activity will:


Increase housing choice



Simplify the process for participants



Decrease the amount of time it takes to locate and lease a unit

Potential negative consequences include:
There are two schools of thought related to choice: allow adults to make reasonable decisions
for themselves, and protect adults from the bad choices they might make. BHP wants to test our
belief in the former – that adults, armed with good information and good support, will make
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responsible choices about their housing. It is possible, however, that we will be wrong on this in
more instances than are tolerable. We will track rent burden carefully and monitor to be sure
that this policy is not regressive or harmful.

D. Baseline and Benchmarks
Metric

Baseline

Benchmark

Implementation
schedule

Average number
of days to lease
up

29 days

26 days

Implement new
policy on January 1,
2012, with
benchmark met by
end of first year

Percentage of
participants who
successfully lease
up

71%

75%

Implement new
policy on January 1,
2012, with
benchmark met by
end of first year

Number of calls
to staff &
questions during
lease up

Staff time
related to lease
up questions
(Baseline to be
determined)

10% reduction

Implement
new
policy on January 1,
2012,
with
benchmark met by
end of first year

Percentage of
gross rent burden

Of current
participants,
53% over 30%
and
6% over 40%

There is not a
performance
benchmark for
this metric. We
will track it to
indicate the
impact of the
policy.

Implement new
policy on January 1,
2012, with
benchmark met by
end of first year

Number of new
landlords
participating

257 current
landlords

1% increase

Implement new
policy on January 1,
2012, with
benchmark met by
end of first year
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E. Data Collection Metrics and Protocols
BHP can pull all of the information we need on this activity from our data base. A new tracking
tool will be developed for staff related to measuring the volume of questions received and assistance
provided during the lease-up period.

F. Authorization Cited
From Standard MTW Agreement, Attachment C, Statement of Authorizations, Section:
D. 2. a. The Agency is authorized to adopt and implement any reasonable policy to establish
payment standards, rents or subsidy levels for tenant-based assistance and any reasonable
policies to calculate the tenant portion of the rent.

G. Rent Reform Initiative Information
1. Agency’s Board approval of policy
The BHP Board‟s approval of this rent policy is included in the Board‟s resolution adopting the
MTW application and First-Year Annual Plan.
2. Impact analysis
This initiative is expected to increase housing choice. Currently, the units being proposed by
participants often exceed the 40% cap by very small margins, measured in the tens of
dollars. We want to be able to allow them to flex in order to find housing that most closely
meets their needs.
Because this is a voluntary measure, there is some potential that participants will make an
unwise choice to become severely rent burdened. Participants will be provided coaching as
to how this choice will impact them.
3. Annual reevaluation of rent reform initiative
The number of households who have chosen to pay more than 40% of their income towards
rent will be reviewed annually, along with each household‟s current situation. If evidence
becomes apparent that this activity is not working for the good of participants, this policy
will be changed.
4. Hardship case criteria
Because this is a voluntary activity and participants will be counseled as to rent burden prior
to lease up, no hardship case criteria is needed.
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5. Transition period
This activity would be implemented as of January 1, 2012 for all new admissions to the
voucher program and any current participant moving from one unit to another.
6. Documentation of public hearing (may be same as Annual Plan hearing)
See Section D. Evidence of Community Support and Involvement, (1) Evidence (in the form
of sign-in sheets, etc.) that the PHA has provided community and PHA resident participation
in developing its MTW application, including a public hearing, for the invitation letter, copy of
presentation notes and documentation regarding the public hearings.
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Activity Seven – Implement a flat utility allowance for the
voucher program
A. MTW Initiative Description
Another way in which the voucher program is complicated for a participant is the consideration of
how utilities will affect the maximum contract rent they can search for. If participants were able to
work with a flat utility allowance based on bedroom size they could determine, without calling us,
whether the proposed rent of a unit they are considering will be acceptable to BHP. The goal of this
activity, therefore, is to simplify the calculation and reduce anxiety during the lease-up period.
Flat Utility Allowance: BHP proposes the following flat utility allowance by bedroom size in the
voucher program in place of the current menu of dozens of configurations.
Utility Allowances by bedroom size
Resident pays one or two utilities
Resident pays more than two
utilities

0

1

2

3

4

$ 50

$60

$ 75

$ 90

$110

$100

$130

$150

$175

$210

B. MTW Statutory Objective
This activity will:
1. Reduce cost and achieve greater cost effectiveness in federal expenditures, and
2. Increase housing choices for low-income households, because the rent structure will be
easier for landlords to understand.

C. Anticipated Impacts
BHP anticipates that this activity will:


Reduce confusion for voucher participants by simplifying the calculation for gross rent



Reduce reluctance of landlords to participate in the program



Enable the search for housing to be more effective for participants



Increase participant awareness to find more energy-efficient units, consistent with Boulder‟s
commitment to a Climate Action Plan. Boulder has just adopted a green rental licensing
program which will require all landlords to make energy improvements to their rental units
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in order to receive a rental license. Consumers will be able to shop for a rental unit by
comparing the energy efficiency scores of the entire inventory.


Shorter lease up period

Potential negative consequences include:


Possible increase in resident rent due to a higher utility allowance resulting in undue rent
burden for a small number of households.

D. Baseline and Benchmarks
Metric

Baseline

Benchmark

Implementation
schedule

Number of staff
hours in
briefings to
describe utility
allowance
calculation

Average of 45
minutes spent in
each briefing

Average 22
minutes spent in
each briefing

Implement new
policy on January
1, 2012, with
benchmark met by
end of first year

Number of calls
to staff during
lease up

Staff time
related to lease
up questions
(Baseline to be
determined)

Reduction of 50%

Implement new
policy on January
1, 2012, with
benchmark met by
end of first year

Average lease up
days

29 days

27 days

Implement new
policy on January
1, 2012, with
benchmark met by
end of first year

Number of
participating
landlords

257 current
landlords

(This benchmark
will also be
affected by
Activity Six.)
265 or 3% increase

Implement new
policy on January
1, 2012, with
benchmark met by
end of first year

E. Data Collection Metrics and Protocols
BHP will use a process improvement (Six Sigma) approach to documenting time required in
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performing all of the steps associated with our current rent policy. We will use that information as
the baseline from which to measure, at six-month intervals, improvements.
A new tracking tool will be developed for staff related to measuring the volume of questions
received and assistance provided during the lease-up period.

F. Authorization Cited
From Standard MTW Agreement, Attachment C, Statement of Authorizations, Section:
D. 2. a. The Agency is authorized to adopt and implement any reasonable policy to establish
payment standards, rents or subsidy levels for tenant-based assistance and any reasonable
policies to calculate the resident portion of the rent.

G. Rent reform initiative information
1. Agency’s Board approval of policy
The BHP Board‟s approval of this rent policy is included in the Board‟s resolution adopting the
MTW application and First-Year Annual Plan.
2. Impact analysis
Based on extensive modeling of the utility change, the average unit allowance will increase
slightly and thus we are not expecting any significant impact.
3. Annual reevaluation of rent reform initiative
An annual review of the flat utility allowance will occur to take into account the need for
any changes in the utility allowances.
4. Hardship case criteria
If a participant needs a higher utility allowance due to a disability, the party will be able to
request one using the Reasonable Accommodation procedure.
5. Transition period
The flat utility allowance would be put into effect at the annual recertifications for all
participants beginning January 1, 2012.
6. Documentation of public hearing (may be same as Annual Plan hearing)
See Section D. Evidence of Community Support and Involvement, (1) Evidence (in the form
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of sign-in sheets, etc.) that the PHA has provided community and PHA resident participation
in developing its MTW application, including a public hearing, for the invitation letter, copy
of presentation notes and documentation regarding the public hearings.
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Activity Eight – Implement a landlord self-certification system
for HQS inspections for the voucher program
A. MTW Initiative Description
BHP will implement a landlord self-certification system for HQS inspections for the Section 8
Housing Choice Voucher Program. The goal of this activity is to reduce costs. All funds saved in
administrative efficiencies in the voucher program will be redirected to more resident/participant
service programs.
Biannual HQS inspections: Annual inspections will be conducted every other year, dependent on
the following criteria:
If the unit successfully passed the prior year‟s HQS inspection,
If the landlord will self-certify that the unit currently meets or exceeds HQS standards,
If the landlord and/or participant has not requested an HQS inspection be done by staff, and
If there have been no complaints about the unit from the resident.

B. MTW Statutory Objective
This activity will:
1. Reduce cost and achieve greater cost effectiveness in federal expenditures.

C. Anticipated Impacts
BHP anticipates this activity will:


Achieve cost savings of 40% annually by reducing outside contractor costs



Allow for inspections to occur at the time of annual recertification, rather than months prior
to the recertification



Shift more responsibility to residents to ensure adequacy of the unit in which they live

Potential negative consequences include:


More HQS issues during subsequent second-year inspection
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More potential complaints from participants



More staff time spent training participants on Housing Quality Standards



Increase in inspections due to complaints from participants

D. Baseline and Benchmarks
Metric
Cost of
inspections by
outside
contractor

Baseline
$27,130 annually

Benchmark
$14,795 annually
(45% reduction)

Implementation
schedule
Policy will go into
effect on January 1,
2012, benchmark
reached by end of first
year

E. Data Collection Metrics and Protocols
BHP will pull the data needed from its financial statements and data base. To help evaluate the
success of this activity, BHP will track the number of inspections conducted and requests for special
inspections, and the percentage of failed HQS inspections, separately for annual inspections and
inspections where an annual inspection was not done in the previous year.

F. Authorization Cited
From Standard MTW Agreement, Attachment C, Statement of Authorizations, Section:
D. 5. The Agency is authorized to certify that housing assisted under MTW will meet housing
quality standards established or approved by HUD. The certification form will be approved or
provided by HUD.

G. Rent Reform Initiative Information
Not applicable.
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SECTION VI. ON-GOING MTW ACTIVITIES
Not applicable

SECTION VII. SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDING
A. List planned sources (Operating, Capital, HCV) and uses of MTW funds
SOURCES
Operating Subsidy
Capital Fund Program
Housing Choice Vouchers (600 baseline, NED vouchers excluded)
Housing Assistance Payments

$
$

491,880
459,000

$

4,570,500

$

517,533

$

6,038,913

Operating Subsidy

$

491,880

Capital Improvements

$

353,100

Operations

$

60,000

Administrative Expense (COCC)

$

45,900

$
$

4,570,500
517,533

$

6,038,913

Administrative Funding

TOTAL
USES

Housing Choice Vouchers (600 baseline, NED vouchers excluded)
Housing Assistance Payments
Administrative Funding

TOTAL
B. List planned sources and uses of State or Local funds

Boulder Housing Partners receives a substantial amount of state and local funding that is principally applied to
the Boulder Affordable Rentals program. This program is explained on page 36 and complements the activities
under MTW in filling critical gaps in the affordable housing continuum. State and local funds will not be used for
implementation of MTW activities in MTW Year One.
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C. If applicable, list planned sources and uses of the COCC
SOURCES
Asset Management Fee Revenue
Property Management Fees
Bookkeeping Fees
Office Supply Fees
Development Fees and Tech Assistance
Cash Flow from Boulder Affordable Rentals
Tax Credit Management Fees
Section 8 Management Fees
Capital Grant Admin Fees
Interest Income
Maintenance Charges to Properties
Other Receivables

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

87,360
456,408
64,800
39,996
494,772
146,879
156,937
199,720
121,757
170,000
1,056,000
271,504

Other

$

55,720

$

3,321,853

Salaries and Benefits

$

2,646,900

Property Cost (Home Office)

$

117,010

Dues and Fees
Expendable Equipment

$
$

36,979
69,546

Insurance
Mortgage Interest
Office Supplies
Phone
Postage and Printing
Staff Training
Maintenance Vehicle Expense
Replacement Reserves
Debt Principal Reduction
Other

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

26,226
23,182
32,064
37,024
48,160
55,900
60,060
54,000
10,382
104,420

TOTAL
USES

3,321,853
TOTAL $
D. If using a cost allocation or fee-for-service approach that differs from 1937 Act
requirements, describe the deviations.

BHP is not using a cost allocation system that deviates from the 1937 Act requirements.
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E. List or describe use of single-fund flexibility, if applicable, describe uses across
traditional program lines or special circumstances in support of an MTW activity.
In the initial MTW Year, BHP proposes to use $60,000 of Capital Funds for the administration of the
MTW Program. In 2012, BHP plans to use Replacement Housing Factor Funds for construction of
permanently supportive housing. In subsequent years, BHP plans to take full advantage of single-fund
flexibility.
F. Projected Cash and Reserve Balances January 1, 2011
Public Housing Cash
Operating Cash
FSS Escrow

TOTAL
Section 8 HCV
Net Restricted Assets
Net Unrestricted Assets
FSS Escrow

TOTAL
Section 8 Project Based Multi-Family Properties
Operating Cash
Replacement Reserves

TOTAL
COCC
Replacement Reserves
Other Restricted Cash
Operating Cash

TOTAL
Total projected cash and reserve balances
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$
$

755,000
5,000

$

760,000

$
$
$

800,000
120,000
40,000

$

960,000

$
$

493,000
4,000

$

497,000

$
$
$

839,000
420,000
850,000

$

2,109,000

$

4,326,000

G. 2011 Sources and Uses by AMP
SOURCES

Tenant Dwelling Rental (Net)
HUD-Operating Subsidy
Federal Capital Grants
Tenant Late Fees
Tenant Work Order Charges
Tenant Reimbursed – Utilities
Interest Income
Laundry
Miscellaneous Revenue
TOTAL SOURCES
USES
Salaries and Benefits
Capital Improvements
Capital Improvement Admin Fees
Maintenance materials
Contract Labor & Repairs
BHP Contract Labor
Extraordinary Maintenance
Garbage and Trash Removal
Utilities
PILOT
Asset Management Fee
Audit Fees
FSS Expense
Insurance Expense
Interest Expense
Legal Expense
Miscellaneous – Expense
Phone Expense
Property Mgmt & Bookkeeping Fee Expense
Resident Services Fee Expense
Staff Training
Resident Representative Council Allocation
TOTAL OPERATING COSTS
TOTAL NET INCOME (LOSS)

Public Housing 1
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

Public Housing
2

Public Housing
Subtotal

911,880
196,080
261,671
6,396
4,740
2,120
1,260
13,500
12,077

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

409,224
295,800
197,329
1,920
3,000
4,720
384
10,560
27,410

$ 1,321,104
$
491,880
$
459,000
$
8,316
$
7,740
$
6,840
$
1,644
$
24,060
$
39,487

$ 1,409,724

$

950,347

$

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

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

76,680
151,479
19,690
29,930
96,928
117,840
32,600
9,000
126,423
29,040
17,400
6,192
360
17,226
840
1,800
2,683
8,472
111,444
89,232
1,464
3,624
950,347

$
170,220
$
353,100
$
45,900
$
84,540
$
274,123
$
313,920
$
74,700
$
49,680
$
359,016
$
99,120
$
39,840
$
14,172
$
4,800
$
55,893
$
1,920
$
3,840
$
6,807
$
11,124
$ 253,044
$ 132,672
$
3,336
$
8,304
$ 2,360,071

93,540
201,621
26,210
54,610
177,195
196,080
42,100
40,680
232,593
70,080
22,440
7,980
4,440
38,667
1,080
2,040
4,124
2,652
141,600
43,440
1,872
4,680
1,409,724

-
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-

2,360,071

-

SECTION VIII. BOARD RESOLUTION AND EVALUATION
METHODOLOGIES
A. Board Resolution
See the following pages for Resolution #20:
AUTHORIZES SUBMISSION OF AN APPLICATION TO THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD) TO PARTICIPATE IN THE MOVING TO WORK
(MTW) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM, INCLUDING THE FIRST ANNUAL MTW PLAN (PLAN),
BASED UPON THE INFORMATION DESCRIBED IN THE HOUSING AUTHORITY REPORT, AND
APPROVES THE PLAN AND SPECIFICALLY THE RENT POLICY DESCRIBED IN THE PLAN;
AND APPROVES THE ADOPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF PROVISIONS INCLUDED IN THIS
RESOLUTION AND THE ATTACHMENTS

And Resolution #21:
A RESOLUTION FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE ANNUAL MOVING TO WORK PLAN
AND CERTIFCATIONS OF COMPLIANCE.
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RESOLUTION #20

SERIES OF 2010
AUTHORIZES SUBMISSION OF AN APPLICATION TO THE UNITED
STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
(HUD) TO PARTICIPATE IN THE MOVING TO WORK (MTW) DEMONSTRATION
PROGRAM, INCLUDING THE FIRST ANNUAL MTW PLAN (PLAN), BASED UPON
THE INFORMATION DESCRIBED IN THE HOUSING AUTHORITY REPORT, AND
APPROVES THE PLAN AND SPECIFICALLY THE RENT POLICY DESCRIBED IN THE
PLAN; AND APPROVES THE ADOPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF PROVISIONS
INCLUDED IN THIS RESOLUTION AND THE ATTACHMENTS

WHEREAS, on July 30, 2010, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
issued Notice PIH 2010-29, inviting applications from eligible housing authorities to participate in
the MTW demonstration program (the Notice); and
WHEREAS, Boulder Housing Partners (BHP) has prepared an application to HUD for
participation in MTW (the Application), including an Annual MTW Plan for the first year of
operation under MTW (the Plan); and
WHEREAS, the BHP adopts the Plan and specifically the rent policy described in the Plan; and
WHEREAS, BHP certifies that in the implementation ofMTW, BHP will:
(1)
Ensure that at least 75% of the families assisted under MTW by the PHA will
be very low-income families (Le., families with incomes of less than 50% of area median
income) at the time they initially receive assistance under the demonstration;

(2)
Establish a reasonable rent policy that is designed to encourage employment
and self-sufficiency on the part of participating families;
(3)
Continue to assist substantially the same total number of low-income families
under the demonstration as would have been served if HUD funding sources have not been
combined;
(4)
Maintain under the demonstration a comparable mix of families, by family
size, as would have been assisted if HUD funding sources had not been combined;
(5)
Assure that housing assisted under MTW meets housing quality standards
established or approved by HUD;
(6)
Comply with the reporting requirements as set forth in form HUD-50900 or
as otherwise authorized by HUD;
(7)
Comply with Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity Requirements as listed in
24 CFR Part 5, and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990;
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(8)
Comply with 24 CFR Part 50 or Part 58 environmental review procedures.
BHP agrees (i) to carry out the required mitigating measures or select an alternate eligible
property, if permitted by HUD, and (ii) not to acquire, rehabilitate, convert, lease, repair, or
construct property, or commit HUD or local funds to such program activities with respect to
any eligible property until approval by the cognizant unit of general local government under
24 CFR Part 58, or HUD approval under 24 CFR Part 50 is received;
(9)

The following Sections of the 1937 Act shall continue to apply:
(a)

The terms "low- income families" and "very low-income families"
shall continue to be defined by reference to Section 3(b)(2) of the
1937 Act (42 U.S.C. 1437a(b)(2».

(b)

Section 18 of the 1937 Act (42 U.S.C. 1437p, as amended by Section
1002(d) of Public Law 104-19, Section 201 (b)(1) of Public Law
104- 134, and Section 201(b) of Public Law 104-202), which
governs demolition and disposition, shall continue to apply to public
housing notwithstanding any use of the housing under MTW.

(c)

Section 12 of the 1937 Act (42 U.S.C. 1437j), governing wage rates
and the community service requirement, shall apply to housing
assisted under MTW, other than housing assisted solely due to
occupancy by families receiving tenant-based assistance; and

WHEREAS, the Notice requires that the Authority adopt the attached Annual Moving to Work
Plan Certifications of Compliance, which is incorporated by reference into this resolution; and
WHEREAS, the Notice requires that the Housing Authority authorize the submission of the
Application, including the Plan, as well as providing certain assurances regarding the elements of
the MTW demonstration.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that BHP authorizes submission of an application to
the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to participate in the
Moving to Work (MTW) demonstration program, including the Plan, based upon the information
described in Housing Authority Report; and approves the Plan and specifically the rent policy
described in the Plan; and approves the adoption and implementation of provisions included in this
resolution and the attachments; and further authorizes the Executive Director of BHP or her
designee to execute all necessary documents required to receive such approval and participate in the
MTW program and to make changes that are not substantial.
Adopted this 22nd day of November, 2010

ngela cCormick, Chair
Boulder Housing Partners
Board of Commissioner
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RESOLUTION # 21
SERIES OF 2010
A RESOLUTION FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE ANNUAL MOVING TO
WORK PLAN AND CERTIFCATIONS OF COMPLIANCE.

Annual Moving to Work Plan
Certifications of Compliance
Certifications of Compliance with Regulations:
Board Resolution to Accompany the Annual Moving to Work Plan
Acting on behalf ofthe Board ofCommissioners ofthe Public Housing Agency (PHA) listed
below, as its Chairman, I approve the submission of the Annual Moving to Work Plan for the
PHA fiscal year beginning January 1,2012, hereinafter referred to as "the Plan", of which this
document is a part and make the following certifications and agreements with the Department
ofHousing and Urban DeVelopment (HUD) in connection with the submission ofthe Plan and
implementation thereof:
1. The PHA published a notice that a hearing would be held, that the Plan and all information

relevant to the public hearing was available for public inspection for at least 30 days, that
there were no less than 15 days between the public hearing and the approval of the Plan by
the Board of Commissioners, and that the PHA and conducted a public hearing to discuss
the Plan and invited public comment.
2.

The Agency took into consideration public and resident comment before approval ofthe Plan
by the Board of Commissioners in order to incorporate any public comments into the
Annual MTW Plan;

3.

The PHA will carry out the Plan in conformity with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
the Fair Housing Act, section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and Title II of the
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.

The PHA will affrrmatively further fair housing by examining its programs or proposed
programs, identity any impediments to fair housing choice within those programs, address
those impediments in a reasonable fashion in view ofthe resources available and work with
local jurisdictions to implement any ofthe jurisdiction's initiatives to affrrmatively further
fair housing that require the PHA's involvement and maintain records reflecting these
analyses and actions.
5. The PHA will comply with the prohibitions against discrimination on the basis of age
pursuant to the Age Discrimination Act of 1975.

4.

6.

The PHA will comply with the Architectural Barriers Act of 1968 and 24 CFR Part 41,
Policies and Procedures for the Enforcement of Standards and Requirements for
Accessibility by the Physically Handicapped.
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7.

The PHA will comply with the requirements of Section 3 ofthe Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968, Employment Opportunities for Low-or Vety-Low Income Persons,
and with its implementing regulation at 24 CFR Part 135.

8.

The PHA will comply with requirements with regard to a drug free workplace as required by
24 CFR Part 24, Subpart F.

9.

The PHA will comply with requirements with regard to compliance with restrictions on
lobbying as required by 24 CFR Part 87, together with disclosure forms ifrequired by this
Part, and with restrictions on payments to influence Federal Transactions, in accordance
with the Byrd Amendment and implementing regulations at 49 CFR Part 24.

10.

The PHA will comply with acquisition and relocation requirements ofthe Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and
implementing regulations at 49 CFR Part 24, as applicable.

11.

The PHA will take appropriate affirmative action to award contracts to minority and
women's business enterprises under 24 CFR 5.l05( a).

12.

The PHA will provide HUD or the responsible entity any documentation that the
Department needs to carry out its review under the National Environmental Policy Act
and other related authorities in accordance with 24 CFR Part 58.

13.

With respect to public housing the PHA will comply with Davis -Bacon or HUD
determined wage rate requirements under section 12 ofthe United States 1937 Act and the
Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act.

14.

The PHA will keep records in accordance with 24 CFR 85.20 and fitcilitate an effective
audit to determine compliance with program requirements.

15.

The PHA will comply with the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act and 24 CFR
Part 35.

16. The PHA will comply with the policies, guidelines, and requirements of OMB Circular

No. A-87 (Cost Principles for State, Local and Indian Tribal Governments) and 24 CFR
Part 85 (Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative Agreements to State,
Local and Federally Recognized Indian Tribal Governments.).
17. The PHA will undertake only activities and programs covered by the Plan in a manner

consistent with its Plan and will utilize covered grant funds only for activities that are
approvable under the Moving to Work Agreement and Statement ofAuthorizations and
included in its Plan.
18.

All attachments to the Plan have been and will continue to be available at all times and all
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locations that the Plan is available for public inspection. All required supporting
documents have been made available for public inspection along with the Plan and
additional requirements at the primary business office of the PHA and at all other times
and locations identified by the PHA in its Plan and will continue to be made available at
least at the primary business office of the PHA.

Boulder Housing Partners

I hereby certi:fY that all the information stated herein, as well as any information provided in the
accompaniment herewith, is true and accurate. Warning: HUD will prosecute false claims and
statements. Conviction may result in criminal and/or civil penalties. (18 U.S.C. 1001, 1010,

Adopted this 22nd day of November, 2010

Angela cCormick, Chair
Boulder Housing Partners
Board of Commissioner
ATTEST:
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B. Evaluation Methodologies
Description of any planned or ongoing Agency-directed evaluations of the demonstration, if
applicable.
BHP proposes to partner with the University of Colorado to evaluate the social outcome portions of
our application. BHP has placed our proposal in the context of the research work that is ongoing in
the field of housing and poverty outcomes.
Much has been written about the use of rental housing to affect social outcomes in the lives of
households living in poverty. Boulder‟s application is informed by Betsey Martens‟ work as an
adjunct member of the University of Colorado faculty from 2007-2009 teaching Housing Policy, as
well as some recent studies that have been particularly compelling:
the work of Susan Popkin of the Urban Institute and her recent ground-breaking work with the
Chicago HOPE VI Panel Study7,
the recently published book by Xavier Briggs, John Goering and Susan Popkin‟s work in
studying the Moving to Opportunity (MTO) program, and
the Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies‟ work in re-thinking rental housing policy.
Much of the outcome-based research has studied four key types of intervention:
1. Provision of training, employment services and supportive services,
2. Modification of the rent-based-on-income structure,
3. Simple provision of vouchers to assist households in moving to neighborhoods of lower poverty
and greater opportunity, and
4. Enhanced provision of vouchers, including relocation assistance and connection to supportive
services.
Despite many well-conceived programs and interventions, housing policy has not yet produced the
substantial outcomes hoped for. Some of the outcomes have been positive and encouraging. Voucherbased interventions have produced much better living conditions and a heightened sense of safety and
security among households studied over time. Particularly in the Chicago study, young women have
7

Focus on Critical Rental Housing Experiments: Framing the Discussion, Daniel McCue 2008 Harvard Center for Joint
Housing Studies
Briggs, Xavier, Popkin, Susan J., and Goering, John 2010 “Moving to Opportunity: The Story of an American Experiment to
Fight Ghetto Poverty” Oxford University Press
Popkin Chicago HOPE VI Panel Study (The CHA‟s Plan for Transformation: How Have Residents Fared? Susan Popkin,
Diane K. Levy, Larry Buron, Megan Gallagher, and David J. Price August 2010)
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fared better than young men in changing patterns that lead to potential negative outcomes.
However, many challenges remain for these families who, at the end of five years in the case of the
HOPE VI Panel Study, report shockingly poor health and persistently low levels of employment.
Similarly, in the MTO longitudinal study, three lessons are shared with policy makers that have
bearing on how Boulder‟s MTW program should be structured:
1. Safe affordable housing in low-poverty neighborhoods is required,
2. The most vulnerable of poor are embedded in “communities of kin” that often expose them to
extraordinary risk and burden, no matter where they live, and
3. Conventional housing choice programs (the voucher program) are compromised because poor
people exist in a poverty of information.
Given the resources in the Boulder community, and given the nature of its neighborhoods and the
demographic of its resident population, BHP‟s program can contribute to advancing the study of the
literature in five distinct ways, by testing:
Three options related to family mobility: full mobility, conditional mobility and a control
group with no mobility,
The effectiveness of place-based delivery of service,
The power of a flat, tiered rent to increase income and employment,
The effectiveness of substituting successful networks for “communities of kin”, and
Whether strong supportive services to children in the household creates positive outcomes for
the adult members.
Approach:
Professor Willem Van Vliet will lead the research team for the University of Colorado. Professor Van
Vliet is the Director of Community Engagement and Director of the Children Youth and
Environments Center for Research and Design at the University of Colorado. His academic career has
been centered on housing needs and policy focus, and more recently he has developed a body of
research and scholarship on the impact of housing and environment on children. He has authored ten
books on the topic of housing, trends, policy and environmental impacts. Professor Van Vliet brings a
very strong base of housing policy research to our evaluation effort.
Once the Moving to Work demonstration has been awarded to Boulder Housing Partners, we will
conduct baseline research and refine the data that BHP needs to be collecting with our academic
partner at the University of Colorado. We will jointly advertise a fellowship available to a doctoral
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candidate who will design and execute the evaluation. The on-going longitudinal work will be
sponsored by the University.
Our evaluation participation will be focused on outcomes for residents. The administrative and
financial outcomes for Boulder Housing Partners will be managed and evaluated internally.
Administrative Efficiency Evaluation:
BHP proposes to work with the University of Colorado in refining our metrics, baseline and
benchmark approach, and then rely on our internal staff to gather and trend data.
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D. Evidence of Community Support and Involvement
(1) Evidence (in the form of sign-in sheets, etc.) that the PHA has provided community and
PHA resident participation in developing its MTW application, including a public hearing.
Overview
As soon as Boulder Housing Partners decided to apply for the Moving to Work Designation Program, we
began to engage the greater community in our discussions. The focus of these discussions was two-fold:
to think and brainstorm about the impact the Moving to Work designation would have, not only on BHP,
but more importantly on the clients we serve; and to think about how to move people through the
continuum of housing that BHP provides.
From August 31, 2010 to October 15, 2010 a total of 27 meetings were conducted with stakeholders,
including current residents of the public housing program; current participants of the Section 8 Housing
Choice Voucher Program; the BHP Board of Commissioners; community partners; public housing,
Section 8, and Resident Services staff; and senior executive staff. These meetings do not include the
public hearings, of which there were four, to review the actual application and first-year plan.

Date

Invitees

8/31/2010
9/13/2010

BHP Board of Commissioners Retreat
BHP Board of Commissioners

9/15/2010

BHP staff meeting with leasing, section 8 and maintenance

9/15/2010

Resident Representative Council

9/16/2010

Community Partners - Boulder Shelter for the Homeless, Mental Health
Center of Boulder and Broomfield Counties, Safehouse, Boulder County
Aids Project, Emergency Family Assistance Association

9/20/2010
9/21/2010
9/22/2010

PH, S8 and Resident Services staff
Executive staff
Team leader meeting

9/23/2010

Community Partners - Mental Health Center of Boulder and Broomfield
Counties, Boulder County Housing Authority FSS Program, WorkForce
Boulder County, Boulder County Department of Social Services,
Intercambio

9/23/2010

Walnut Place residents

Number of
attendees
12
24
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23
16

8
11
12
5

4
8

9/28/2010
9/29/2010
9/29/2010
9/30/2010
10/4/2010
10/4/2010
10/5/2010
10/6/2010
10/7/2010
10/8/2010
10/11/2010
10/12/2010
10/12/2010
10/13/2010
10/13/2010
10/15/2010
10/15/2010

Northport residents

9

Section 8, Public Housing, Resident Services staff
Diagonal Court residents
Team leader meeting
Arapahoe Court residents
Board of Commissioners
Iris Hawthorne residents
Manhattan residents
Madison residents
Kalmia residents
Board of Commissioners
All Section 8 participants
Foundation Board of Commissioners
Resident Representative Council
All Section 8 participants
PH, S8 and RS staff
Team leader meeting

10
11
5
3
14
7
11
15
21
20
4
8
17
8
11
6

As the MTW program information evolved, it was continually posted to our website to be available to the
public. Invitations providing background, BHP‟s goals under MTW, and questions for the meeting were
sent to residents, participants and community partners. A public notice was posted in the local newspaper
providing the dates, times and places for the public hearings and who to contact for more information.
MTW Staff Planning Discussions
On September 21, 2010, BHP held an all-day brainstorming session with key staff members to discuss all
aspects of the MTW program and the application process. BHP created four teams of staff to be
responsible for the activities to be included in the first-year plan. Five staff meetings were held with staff
from the leasing, maintenance and resident services department to gather input, ideas and suggestions.
Impact, effects and hardship policies were central to the discussion.
The team leaders met on a weekly basis to coordinate progress on the application and to be sure that
policy innovations from each team were coordinated.
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Resident Feedback
We were very pleased with the participation rate we achieved with our public housing resident meetings.

Date
9/23/2010
9/28/2010
9/29/2010
10/4/2010
10/5/2010
10/6/2010
10/7/2010
10/8/2010

Resident meetings
for public housing
residents:
Walnut Place
Northport
Diagonal Court
Arapahoe Court
Iris Hawthorne
Manhattan
Madison
Kalmia
Totals

Number of
attendees

Percent of total
households

9
9
11
3
7
11
15
21
86

9%
18%
37%
21%
50%
25%
45%
40%
26%

An invitation letter was sent to all public housing residents and Section 8 participants, providing a brief
overview of MTW, its purpose, BHP‟s goals under MTW, and questions to think about prior to the
meeting. For public housing residents, the meetings were held at each property. For the Section 8
participants, two informational meetings were held at the main office of BHP. A copy of the invitation
letter follows this section.
Resident participation was higher at the public housing properties than the meetings held for Section 8
voucher holders. Staff did receive numerous calls from the Section 8 participants. The two meetings held
for the Section 8 Participants were attended by 12 households.
Residents provided very positive responses to the MTW Program. One participant immediately wanted to
know how and where she could sign up. Her early response to the program‟s positive impact on our
customer population was echoed throughout the more than 27 meetings held.
The vast majority of the families expressed a strong desire to move on and become more self-sufficient.
They were very clear that they need more guidance and assistance. There were requests for training in
many areas, including computer skills, GED, ESL, and financial literacy and money management. Some
of the barriers that were identified were access to affordable child care, affordable transportation and the
need to learn English.
Elderly households and people with disabilities talked articulately about exactly how stressful, confusing
and demeaning the process of recertification on an annual basis is and the impact it has on these
households. The invasion into their private lives is huge and under the current system, some have opted
out of deductions for which they could qualify in exchange for not providing such private information.
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They strongly welcomed the idea of only having to provide information, and less of it, once every three
years. Elderly residents expressed a need for assistance with transitioning from assisted housing to the
next step and defining what that next step might be. Participants regularly talked about looking forward
to having their property managers and occupancy specialists more available to them to deal with more
critical, real-life issues, provide referrals for other assistance, and connect them to other resources.
Resident Representative Council Feedback and Meetings
The Resident Representative Council (RRC) acts as the Resident Advisory Board for BHP. The RRC met
with BHP twice to review the MTW program and application:
The MTW program was introduced at the RRC meeting on September 15, 2010, and
The program overview was presented to the RRC at their meeting on October 13, 2010.
The two biggest issues that were discussed included the high cost of transportation when one needs to rely
on the public bus service and the lack of affordable child care in the community to allow mothers to work
outside the home. Our goal in future years of MTW participation include a partnership with the local
public transportation company to provide for low-cost bus passes for all of our residents and possible joint
ventures at community centers to provide affordable child care on site.
Board of Commissioners Meetings
The Board of Commissioners held three working sessions on the MTW application:
The Board met in retreat on August 31, 2010 and heard an introduction and overview of the
program and how it would benefit BHP‟s residents. The Board encouraged staff to pursue the
program further.
The Board heard a more in-depth explanation of the program and staff‟s early thinking of how the
program would benefit BHP, the clients and the community at its regular meeting on September
13, 2010. A motion for staff to spend the time, energy and resources to fully pursue this
designation was approved unanimously by the Board.
On October 4, 2010, the Board held a working session on MTW. The Board received a
comprehensive outline of BHP‟s potential program. Their discussion and questions indicate that
they fully understood the benefits of the program and what it could mean to our residents and
community. They especially appreciated the flexibility that MTW can provide that would allow
BHP to further fund resident services, free up occupancy specialist time to provide more one-onone assistance to our clients and provide fund flexibility to better maintain our housing stock,
create more affordable housing opportunities, and leverage our funds.
BHP and its Board held the first public hearing at the monthly Board of Commissioners‟ meeting
on October 11, 2010. Two members of the public attended this meeting, neither of whom were
current residents nor participants. They were interested in the program and how it would benefit
the community as a whole. One was especially curious about how the rules could be changed or

92

improved upon to make receipt of the housing benefit less time-consuming and demeaning for
participants, as well as the transportation barriers that affect our population.
Community Outreach
Several meetings were held with our community partners to explore the possibilities of how this program
could strengthen the partnership we already enjoy. Partners involved included:
Boulder Shelter for the Homeless,
Mental Health Center of Boulder and Broomfield Counties,
Safehouse Progressive Alliance for Nonviolence,
Emergency Family Assistance Association,
Boulder County Aids Project,
Boulder County Housing Authority,
Family Self-Sufficiency Program,
Boulder County Department of Housing and Human Services Peak Team,
Intercambio de Comunidades, and
Boulder County Department of Social Services.
Overall the agencies were very excited about the program and the positive impact it could bring to the
clients we have in common.
Continued Outreach
Three additional public hearings on the MTW application and first-year plan were held on:
November 3, 2010,
November 4, 2010, and
November 8, 2010.
The public hearings were attended by a total of 22 people. An additional nine people made their
comments via phone or email as they were unable to attend one of the public hearings. Overall, the MTW
application and proposed activities were well received. Many people believe that the intent is to make
access to housing assistance easier and that it will be successful. We also heard a concern regarding the
elimination of medical deductions for those households who have high medical expenses on an on-going
basis. The first-year hardship exception would cap a household‟s rent increase to 7%. When this is
implemented, we will carefully track the hardship and number of families affected to create a different
hardship criteria for year two, if necessary.
Letters of support for the MTW application and first-year plan have been received by the following
community partners. The letters are included as an attachment to this application, beginning on page 187.
Boulder Shelter for the Homeless,
Boulder Housing Partners Foundation,
City Council of the City of Boulder,
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Community Justice Services,
I Have A Dream Foundation,
The Richman Group Affordable Housing Corporation,
Resident Representative Council, and
Walnut Place Residents.
Documentation following this section includes:
-

Three sign-in sheets for community meetings (community partners, public housing family site,
and a public housing site for the elderly and people with disabilities),
Three invitation letters for meetings (Northport, Community Partners and Staff),
Copy of the invitation that went to all current Section 8 participants explaining the MTW
application and plan and public hearings,
Copy of the slideshow presentation that was explained and discussed in detail at the public
hearings,
Documentation showing public notice regarding public hearings (public notice was posted in the
local newspaper, as well as on the homepage on our website, www.boulderhousing.org), and
Summary of all public comments received
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Community Partners Invitation Letter for MTW
4800 N. Broadway, Boulder, CO 80304
Phone: (720) 564 - 4610
Fax:
(303) 939 – 9569
Website: www.boulderhousing.org

Dear Community Partners,

September 17, 2010

Boulder Housing Partners will be applying to become a part of the Moving to Work Demonstration Program under
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Part of the application process requires input
from all constituencies, including residents, community partners, leasing and maintenance staff, housing
commissioners, etc. BHP would like to invite you to learn more about this unique program and help guide us in our
application process at a meeting hosted by BHP on Thursday, September 23, 2010 at 10:00 a.m. The main focus of
this meeting is how we could partner together to assist our residents to “move to work”. Topics to discuss would
include what services are available, how BHP can tap into those resources, and what would it take from you to
assist our residents.
What is the Moving to Work Demonstration Program (MTW)?
The HUD website defines this program as:
“Moving to Work (MTW) is a demonstration program for public housing authorities (PHAs) that provides them the
opportunity to design and test innovative, locally-designed strategies that use Federal dollars more efficiently, help
residents find employment and become self-sufficient, and increase housing choices for low-income families.
MTW gives PHAs exemptions from many existing public housing and voucher rules and more flexibility with how
they use their Federal funds. MTW PHAs are expected to use the opportunities presented by MTW to inform HUD
about ways to better address local community needs.”
Why does BHP want to participate in MTW?
BHP wants to participate for the following reasons:
1. To create an environment where housing assistance becomes a tool with attached supportive
services to allow families to become self-sufficient,
2. To reduce the amount of paperwork required to qualify and recertify for housing for all
families, with a focus on the seniors and disabled,
3. To create efficiencies in order to free up funding to allow us to assist more needy families and
re-direct staff resources to better meet residents‟ needs, and
4. To allow for the next step for families participating in transitional housing programs.
Who will it affect?
Only the public housing residents and Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program participants.
How can you help?
We are looking to you, our community partners, to assist us in thinking about the needs in the community for
affordable housing and how participation in this program can help meet those needs.
If you have any other questions, please feel free to contact me at 720-564-4631.
Sincerely,
Karen Kreutzberg
Federal Housing Programs Manager
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Senior Public Housing Site Invitation Letter for MTW
4800 N. Broadway, Boulder, CO 80304
Phone: (720) 564 - 4610
Fax:
(303) 939 – 9569
Website: www.boulderhousing.org

September 22, 2010
Dear Northport Residents,
Boulder Housing Partners will be applying to become a part of the Moving to Work
Demonstration Program under the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).
Part of the application process requires input from all constituencies, including residents,
community partners, leasing and maintenance staff, housing commissioners, etc.
BHP would like to invite residents to learn more about this unique program and help guide us in
our application process at a meeting on September 28, 2010 at 3:00 p.m. in the community
room.
What is the Moving to Work Demonstration Program (MTW)?
The HUD website defines this program as:
“Moving to Work (MTW) is a demonstration program for public housing authorities (PHAs) that
provides them the opportunity to design and test innovative, locally-designed strategies that use
Federal dollars more efficiently, help residents find employment and become self-sufficient, and
increase housing choices for low-income families. MTW gives PHAs exemptions from many
existing public housing and voucher rules and more flexibility with how they use their Federal
funds. MTW PHAs are expected to use the opportunities presented by MTW to inform HUD
about ways to better address local community needs.”
Why do we want to participate in MTW?
BHP wants to participate for three main reasons:
1. To create an environment where housing assistance becomes a tool with attached
supportive services to allow families to become self-sufficient,
2. To reduce the amount of paperwork required to qualify and recertify for
housing for all families, with a focus on the seniors and disabled,
3. To create efficiencies in order to free up funding to allow us to assist more needy
families and re-direct staff resources to better meet residents‟ needs, and
4. To increase housing choices for low-income families.
Whom will it affect?
Only the public housing residents and Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program
participants.

99

How will it affect me as a BHP resident?
By participating in this program, BHP hopes to reduce stress at time of recertification, increase
resources to support families to improve their economic status, and create new housing
opportunities.
Questions to consider prior to the meeting:
How can the recert process be changed to make it easier and less stressful?
Would it help to change the frequency of the recert process to every other year, or every
third year?
What is the most difficult part of the process and how can we make it easier?
If you have any other questions, please feel free to contact me at 720-564-4631.
Sincerely,
Karen Kreutzberg
Federal Housing Programs Manager
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Staff Invitation Letter for MTW
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Invitation Letter to Section 8 Participants
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MTW Slideshow Presentation
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Public Notice Regarding Public Hearings
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Summary of Public Comments
Date
Program Comment
10/21/2010 S8
I like the idea for the recertification every three
years; it is a traumatic experience to gather all
the paperwork for me as an elderly person.

Response provided

10/21/2010 S8

They are pretty good ideas, I like the changes,
they would be helpful.

10/22/2010 S8

Suggestion to offer more PR to prospective
landlords in order to increase housing choices.

We will work on this.

10/22/2010 S8

Do not increase voucher holder’s rent limit from
40% to 60%, would be like the mortgage crisis
setting people up for failure

Explained concept of our
intent, having some wiggle
room when many times it is a
matter of $30 or less.

10/22/2010 S8

Allow child care for respite care as a single mom
who needs time to herself as a deduction.

As we look at entire rent
structure for families, will take
everything into account.

10/22/2010 S8

Is it possible to include a home buyer's option for
Section 8?

It is in the plan for future
years.

10/22/2010 S8

Job readiness expenses should be included as a
deduction against income.

As we look at entire rent
structure for families, will take
everything into account.

10/22/2010 S8

Damage claim policy should be removed, if a
person leaves a unit with damages, they should
be kicked off the program forever.

Market should be regulating
this person's ability to lease up
again, will monitor if put into
place.

10/22/2010 S8

Question about asset income exclusion, if total
annual income is less than $50K, then you will
discount all the income

Clarified that it only applied to
income from assets in the
bank.

10/22/2010 S8

My computer just died, what about providing
access to computers for people or get computers
into the hands of the section 8 families,
coordinate with school district or other
organization when they replace computers

With community centers at PH
sites, hope is to provide a
computer lab. Will keep in
mind for S8 participants as to
how to achieve this.

10/26/2010 S8

I have read the plan, everything sounds good, do I Meeting not required,
have to be at the meeting, when is the
submission deadline is
submission date?
11/30/2010.

10/26/2010 S8

I want to go back to work and be functional and
would like to get help with this, would this be
included?
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Service referrals will be
expanded to S8 participants.

10/26/2010 S8

What do you mean exactly by elimination of
third-party verification?

10/26/2010 S8

Would we still need to report increases in income
within 10 days?

10/26/2010 S8
10/26/2010 S8

Recertification every three years is a good idea.
Rent based on 26.5% of income with no
deductions would not be good. I have been
taking medicines to get back from near death,
and still have a long way to go. This would not be
good, as all the money is going into getting better
and this would take away 26.5% of my income to
get better. Could it to be an either/or option, if
someone doesn't have any medical, they could
take the lower percentage, but if have high
medical bills, they could continue to have the
deductions?

10/27/2010 S8

Requested an explanation in Spanish, thought
that all the proposed changes would be
wonderful and very helpful to the elderly.

10/28/2010 PH

Will this affect me in PH? If so, how?

Gave him an overview of the
program and proposed
activities.

10/28/2010 PH

I would like to go back to school, possible to get
help with this?

Service referrals will be
expanded to all. Passed his
name to FSS.

10/28/2010 PH

The program sounds really good, I hope you get
it.
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Clarified that every year at
recertification, we must verify
all income, asset and
deduction information via
third-party.
Explained that this rule would
be eliminated for elderly and
disabled households.
If accepted, as this is
implemented, for the first
year, the increase in rent will
be capped at 7%. The impact
will be monitored and if an
alternative needs to be looked
at, we will do so for year two.

11/2/2010 S8

In regards to the HUD’s “Moving to Work”
Demonstration Programs, I would like to
comment on a situational basis. As my husband
does not qualify in the subsidized portion of
renting a unit we must pay a full portion for him
to live with us. Though, to remove him from the
unit thus the payment we are to get a divorce or
legally separate to remove him from the
payment. As this is not our choice in this matter
we will continue to pay rent that we cannot
afford, in hopes my rent will not significantly
increase after securing employment. My concern
is how am I to do my best and strive when we
cannot even make rent until I find employment
and hope that the rent does not exceed our living
expenses with the increased rent. His work, being
an undocumented alien, we are not receiving
much money to begin with so our rent is not even
changed accordingly to our income each month.
We are proceeding to gain his residency and the
costs of living expenses are suffocating us right
now. I am not sure how this could work, but
please keep in mind that I am fighting to get
ahead and because of my husband’s status we
are struggling excessively to meet the needs of
development and even just living in our home.
Thank you for your consideration, I hope this can
make a difference for the other families
struggling as well.
For those with disability and large medical
deductions, what if the 7%
hardship is still not enough and causes an
increase in rent that cannot
be handled by the resident?

Non-Citizen Rule is a law and
by my understanding cannot
be completely disregarded.
However, if accepted, as we
design a rent strategy for the
families, we will keep this in
mind.

11/3/2010

S8

11/3/2010

S8

Can the saving that BHP will realize with this
program be used for interior
painting and carpets?

The money would not go to
private landlords or even BHP
units that are not under PH.

11/3/2010

S8

With the name moving to work, what if I am
disabled or elderly and cannot
work?

Elderly and disabled will not be
required to participate in the
self-sufficiency part of this
program.

11/3/2010

S8

Is this a pilot program?

Yes, but it has been around
since 1999.
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If accepted, as the new rent
strategy is implemented, we
will continue to monitor the
hardship cases.

11/4/2010

S8

If someone is chosen to be a part of test group
that can refuse?

We are unsure how the test
group will work as of yet, but
will keep everyone informed.

11/4/2010

S8

Will the flat rate utility allowance possibly
increase someone's rent?

Based on our data analysis, the
utility allowance will be similar
or a bit higher. Generally, we
will continue to monitor the
impact as it happens.

11/4/2010

S8

How will child support affect income in the new
program?

As of now, we have not
thought about changing any
rules regarding which income
to include or exclude, but will
keep it in mind if we are
accepted.

11/4/2010

S8

What guarantee do I have that in year 2 you will
keep a hardship program
for disabled and our rent will increase?

We will be required to monitor
impact as we implement
changes and to maintain a
hardship policy. We are not
sure what the hardship policy
will be in year 2, so we can't
offer a guarantee.

11/4/2010

S8

I am concerned as a disabled person without
medical deductions I will not
be able to afford the increase in rent and will be
homeless.

We will monitor the impact as
the changes are implemented.
In the first year, all rent
increases will be capped at 7%.

11/4/2010 S8

Will this be like TANF with a time limit or strict
requirements? Is there any way to motivate
people to be productive in society without
punishing people or threatening to remove their
assistance?

The goal is to incentivize and
motivate people to become
more sufficient and assist
them by linking them to the
services they need.

11/4/2010 S8

I suggest that you market the section 8 program
more, rents in Boulder are too high for the
payment standards. I come from San Diego who
has a list that they update every 3 months; they
advertise the program and encourage landlords
to participate.

The idea is to make the
program easier for landlords to
understand to encourage more
participation. We will look into
San Diego's model.
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11/9/2010 PH

My recertification only takes 1 - 2 hours per year.
This process allows me to show the gratitude for
the benefit I am receiving. If we go to once every
three years, this will eliminate any one-on-one
time I have with my manager.

The goal is to free up even
more staff time so they can be
on site to address concerns,
issues, connect people to
services. MTW should allow
more one-on-one time with all
residents.

11/12/2010 S8

I help a few disabled ladies who receive housing
assistance and their medical deductions are very
important to their rent not going too high. Can
participants opt in to this program? Or would
they be required to participate?

The goal is to make it easier for
everyone, we will monitor the
hardships that are created and
look at new hardship policies.
Participants will not be able to
opt out of the entire program.

11/17/2010 S8

I was really sick and could not make any of the
meetings. Can you please explain what this is
about?

An explanation of MTW was
given and what the proposed
activities are for the first year.

11/17/2010 S8

Is there any way that a meeting could be held
quarterly for all the Section 8 participants so that
we could connect and share ideas, concerns, and
suggestions?

Great idea! We will look at
this option and the possibility
of hosting a getting started
meeting in the spring when the
weather is nice again.

11/17/2010 S8

This sounds like a great idea; I really hope you get
it.
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(2)

Board resolution approving the MTW application and adopting the Annual MTW Plan
Certifications of Compliance, included with Attachment B to this notice.

See the following pages for Resolution #20:
AUTHORIZES SUBMISSION OF AN APPLICATION TO THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD) TO PARTICIPATE IN THE MOVING TO WORK
(MTW) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM, INCLUDING THE FIRST ANNUAL MTW PLAN (PLAN),
BASED UPON THE INFORMATION DESCRIBED IN THE HOUSING AUTHORITY REPORT, AND
APPROVES THE PLAN AND SPECIFICALLY THE RENT POLICY DESCRIBED IN THE PLAN;
AND APPROVES THE ADOPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF PROVISIONS INCLUDED IN THIS
RESOLUTION AND THE ATTACHMENTS

And Resolution #21:
A RESOLUTION FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE ANNUAL MOVING TO WORK PLAN
AND CERTIFCATIONS OF COMPLIANCE.
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RESOLUTION #20

SERIES OF 2010
AUTHORIZES SUBMISSION OF AN APPLICATION TO THE UNITED
STATES DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
(HUD) TO PARTICIPATE IN THE MOVING TO WORK (MTW) DEMONSTRATION
PROGRAM, INCLUDING THE FIRST ANNUAL MTW PLAN (PLAN), BASED UPON
THE INFORMATION DESCRIBED IN THE HOUSING AUTHORITY REPORT, AND
APPROVES THE PLAN AND SPECIFICALLY THE RENT POLICY DESCRIBED IN THE
PLAN; AND APPROVES THE ADOPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION OF PROVISIONS
INCLUDED IN THIS RESOLUTION AND THE ATTACHMENTS

WHEREAS, on July 30, 2010, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
issued Notice PIH 2010-29, inviting applications from eligible housing authorities to participate in
the MTW demonstration program (the Notice); and
WHEREAS, Boulder Housing Partners (BHP) has prepared an application to HUD for
participation in MTW (the Application), including an Annual MTW Plan for the first year of
operation under MTW (the Plan); and
WHEREAS, the BHP adopts the Plan and specifically the rent policy described in the Plan; and
WHEREAS, BHP certifies that in the implementation ofMTW, BHP will:
(1)
Ensure that at least 75% of the families assisted under MTW by the PHA will
be very low-income families (Le., families with incomes of less than 50% of area median
income) at the time they initially receive assistance under the demonstration;

(2)
Establish a reasonable rent policy that is designed to encourage employment
and self-sufficiency on the part of participating families;
(3)
Continue to assist substantially the same total number of low-income families
under the demonstration as would have been served if HUD funding sources have not been
combined;
(4)
Maintain under the demonstration a comparable mix of families, by family
size, as would have been assisted if HUD funding sources had not been combined;
(5)
Assure that housing assisted under MTW meets housing quality standards
established or approved by HUD;
(6)
Comply with the reporting requirements as set forth in form HUD-50900 or
as otherwise authorized by HUD;
(7)
Comply with Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity Requirements as listed in
24 CFR Part 5, and the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990;
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(8)
Comply with 24 CFR Part 50 or Part 58 environmental review procedures.
BHP agrees (i) to carry out the required mitigating measures or select an alternate eligible
property, if permitted by HUD, and (ii) not to acquire, rehabilitate, convert, lease, repair, or
construct property, or commit HUD or local funds to such program activities with respect to
any eligible property until approval by the cognizant unit of general local government under
24 CFR Part 58, or HUD approval under 24 CFR Part 50 is received;
(9)

The following Sections of the 1937 Act shall continue to apply:
(a)

The terms "low- income families" and "very low-income families"
shall continue to be defined by reference to Section 3(b)(2) of the
1937 Act (42 U.S.C. 1437a(b)(2».

(b)

Section 18 of the 1937 Act (42 U.S.C. 1437p, as amended by Section
1002(d) of Public Law 104-19, Section 201 (b)(1) of Public Law
104- 134, and Section 201(b) of Public Law 104-202), which
governs demolition and disposition, shall continue to apply to public
housing notwithstanding any use of the housing under MTW.

(c)

Section 12 of the 1937 Act (42 U.S.C. 1437j), governing wage rates
and the community service requirement, shall apply to housing
assisted under MTW, other than housing assisted solely due to
occupancy by families receiving tenant-based assistance; and

WHEREAS, the Notice requires that the Authority adopt the attached Annual Moving to Work
Plan Certifications of Compliance, which is incorporated by reference into this resolution; and
WHEREAS, the Notice requires that the Housing Authority authorize the submission of the
Application, including the Plan, as well as providing certain assurances regarding the elements of
the MTW demonstration.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that BHP authorizes submission of an application to
the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to participate in the
Moving to Work (MTW) demonstration program, including the Plan, based upon the information
described in Housing Authority Report; and approves the Plan and specifically the rent policy
described in the Plan; and approves the adoption and implementation of provisions included in this
resolution and the attachments; and further authorizes the Executive Director of BHP or her
designee to execute all necessary documents required to receive such approval and participate in the
MTW program and to make changes that are not substantial.
Adopted this 22nd day of November, 2010

ngela cCormick, Chair
Boulder Housing Partners
Board of Commissioner
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RESOLUTION # 21
SERIES OF 2010
A RESOLUTION FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE ANNUAL MOVING TO
WORK PLAN AND CERTIFCATIONS OF COMPLIANCE.

Annual Moving to Work Plan
Certifications of Compliance
Certifications of Compliance with Regulations:
Board Resolution to Accompany the Annual Moving to Work Plan
Acting on behalf ofthe Board ofCommissioners ofthe Public Housing Agency (PHA) listed
below, as its Chairman, I approve the submission of the Annual Moving to Work Plan for the
PHA fiscal year beginning January 1,2012, hereinafter referred to as "the Plan", of which this
document is a part and make the following certifications and agreements with the Department
ofHousing and Urban DeVelopment (HUD) in connection with the submission ofthe Plan and
implementation thereof:
1. The PHA published a notice that a hearing would be held, that the Plan and all information

relevant to the public hearing was available for public inspection for at least 30 days, that
there were no less than 15 days between the public hearing and the approval of the Plan by
the Board of Commissioners, and that the PHA and conducted a public hearing to discuss
the Plan and invited public comment.
2.

The Agency took into consideration public and resident comment before approval ofthe Plan
by the Board of Commissioners in order to incorporate any public comments into the
Annual MTW Plan;

3.

The PHA will carry out the Plan in conformity with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
the Fair Housing Act, section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and Title II of the
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.

The PHA will affrrmatively further fair housing by examining its programs or proposed
programs, identity any impediments to fair housing choice within those programs, address
those impediments in a reasonable fashion in view ofthe resources available and work with
local jurisdictions to implement any ofthe jurisdiction's initiatives to affrrmatively further
fair housing that require the PHA's involvement and maintain records reflecting these
analyses and actions.
5. The PHA will comply with the prohibitions against discrimination on the basis of age
pursuant to the Age Discrimination Act of 1975.

4.

6.

The PHA will comply with the Architectural Barriers Act of 1968 and 24 CFR Part 41,
Policies and Procedures for the Enforcement of Standards and Requirements for
Accessibility by the Physically Handicapped.
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7.

The PHA will comply with the requirements of Section 3 ofthe Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968, Employment Opportunities for Low-or Vety-Low Income Persons,
and with its implementing regulation at 24 CFR Part 135.

8.

The PHA will comply with requirements with regard to a drug free workplace as required by
24 CFR Part 24, Subpart F.

9.

The PHA will comply with requirements with regard to compliance with restrictions on
lobbying as required by 24 CFR Part 87, together with disclosure forms ifrequired by this
Part, and with restrictions on payments to influence Federal Transactions, in accordance
with the Byrd Amendment and implementing regulations at 49 CFR Part 24.

10.

The PHA will comply with acquisition and relocation requirements ofthe Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and
implementing regulations at 49 CFR Part 24, as applicable.

11.

The PHA will take appropriate affirmative action to award contracts to minority and
women's business enterprises under 24 CFR 5.l05( a).

12.

The PHA will provide HUD or the responsible entity any documentation that the
Department needs to carry out its review under the National Environmental Policy Act
and other related authorities in accordance with 24 CFR Part 58.

13.

With respect to public housing the PHA will comply with Davis -Bacon or HUD
determined wage rate requirements under section 12 ofthe United States 1937 Act and the
Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act.

14.

The PHA will keep records in accordance with 24 CFR 85.20 and fitcilitate an effective
audit to determine compliance with program requirements.

15.

The PHA will comply with the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act and 24 CFR
Part 35.

16. The PHA will comply with the policies, guidelines, and requirements of OMB Circular

No. A-87 (Cost Principles for State, Local and Indian Tribal Governments) and 24 CFR
Part 85 (Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative Agreements to State,
Local and Federally Recognized Indian Tribal Governments.).
17. The PHA will undertake only activities and programs covered by the Plan in a manner

consistent with its Plan and will utilize covered grant funds only for activities that are
approvable under the Moving to Work Agreement and Statement ofAuthorizations and
included in its Plan.
18.

All attachments to the Plan have been and will continue to be available at all times and all

117

locations that the Plan is available for public inspection. All required supporting
documents have been made available for public inspection along with the Plan and
additional requirements at the primary business office of the PHA and at all other times
and locations identified by the PHA in its Plan and will continue to be made available at
least at the primary business office of the PHA.

Boulder Housing Partners

I hereby certi:fY that all the information stated herein, as well as any information provided in the
accompaniment herewith, is true and accurate. Warning: HUD will prosecute false claims and
statements. Conviction may result in criminal and/or civil penalties. (18 U.S.C. 1001, 1010,

Adopted this 22nd day of November, 2010

Angela cCormick, Chair
Boulder Housing Partners
Board of Commissioner
ATTEST:
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(3)

Description of any significant partnerships between the PHA and other public agencies or
private nonprofit or for-profit entities (particularly local welfare offices and local
providers of job training and related services) and any partnerships that link the
provision of housing to transportation, energy, recreation, public health services and
education providers. The applicant should clearly explain how such partnerships will help to
achieve the objectives of the PHA’s demonstration and the Department’s cross-cutting
policy priority of sustainability, based upon HUD’s 2010-2015 Strategic Plan.

BHP‟s commitment to partnership is very strong. As described on page 12, the strongest testimony may
be in our name change. We have frequently relied on partners to provide services to our residents.
BHP maintains 14 active partners from a partnership list that totals more than 75 organizations with
whom we work. Our partnership goals align with many of HUD‟s strategic goals related to rental
housing. We will describe them within the context of HUD‟s strategy, as follows:

Goal 2: Meet the Need for Quality Affordable Rental Homes
2A. End homelessness and reduce the number of families with severe housing needs.
2B. Expand the supply of affordable rental homes where they are most needed.
2C. Preserve the affordability and improve the quality of federally assisted rental homes
2D. Expand families‟ choice of affordable rental homes
Initiative
Description
Relevance
Partner
Holiday
10 units of new construction and
Boulder County
2A
Neighborhood
supportive services for chronically
Mental Health
Housing First
homeless individuals.
Center
26 units of tenant-based vouchers
Boulder Shelter
Boulder County
2A
and supportive services for
for the
Housing First
chronically homeless individuals
Homeless
31 units of new construction
Boulder Shelter
2A
Lee Hill Housing
housing and supportive services for
for the
chronically homeless individuals.
Homeless
BHP operates 28 units of
Transitional
transitional housing in the following
Housing
four programs:
8 units of transitional housing for
Boulder County
2A
victims of domestic violence
Safehouse
3 units of transitional housing for
Emergency
2A
families transitioning from
Family
emergency shelter
Assistance
9 units of transitional housing for
Center for
2A
people with disabilities to learn
People with
independent living skills
Disabilities
8 beds in a group home for youth
Sage
2A
who have aged out of foster care or
Community
juvenile justice programs
Partnership
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Red Oak Park
High Mar

New construction of 59 units;
LIHTC-funded redevelopment of a
former BHP-owned mobile home
park
New construction of 59 units;
LIHTC-funded; age-restricted

2B
2B

Tax Exempt
Bonds

BHP has issued tax exempt bonds to
Thistle Community Housing to
support their acquisition and
redevelopment of the Mapleton
Mobile Home Park in order to
preserve it as permanent affordable
for households whose income is less
than 60% of Area Median Income.

2B

Property Tax
Exemption

BHP is a special limited partner in
two affordable cooperative housing
projects with a total of 25 units in
Boulder to help assure these unique
units remain available to the
community

2B, D

WNC and
Associates
Morgan Creek
Ventures
Boulder Shelter
for the
Homeless,
Center for
People with
Disabilities,
Thistle
Community
Housing
Boulder
Housing
Coalition

Goal 3: Utilize Housing as A Platform for Improving Quality of Life
3A. Educational outcomes and early learning
3B. Health outcomes
3C. Increase economic self sufficiency
3D. Supportive services
3E. Public Safety
Initiative
Description
BHP‟s most powerful partnership is
with our local chapter of I Have a
Dream Foundation. BHP has built
classrooms at two of our family
IHAD program
public housing sites for IHAD‟s
programs, which include afterschool tutoring and support and
tuition assistance.

Relevance

Partner

3A, B, C

I Have a Dream
Foundation

Youth Services
Initiative

After-school programming and
support for BHP kids who are not in
the IHAD program.

3 A, B

Boulder County
Family Self
Sufficiency

BHP contracts with Boulder County
Family Self Sufficiency to run our
Family Self Sufficiency (FSS)
initiatives. In addition to the
traditional FSS programs for

Parks &
Recreation
Department of
the City

3C
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Boulder County
Housing
Authority

Developmental
Disabilities

Police in Public
Housing

Section 8 and public housing
families, we partnered with Boulder
County Housing Authority (BCHA)
to develop Woodlands. This 35-unit
project was developed and operated
in partnership with BCHA to
support the self sufficiency goals of
families.
A close collaboration with Imagine,
Boulder‟s Developmental
Disabilities Center resulted in the
award of HUD Section 811 funds to
Imagine enabling them to build a
new affordable group home for
senior clients on site at BHP‟s
second LIHTC project, Foothills
Community.
BHP maintains a strong working
relationship with the Boulder Police
Department. In 2000 we began a
program of putting police officers in
our public housing. This has been a
tremendously successful
partnership. Residents feel more
secure, and police personnel have
housing choice in a high-cost
community like Boulder.

3B, C

Imagine,
Boulder‟s
Developmental
Disabilities
Center

3E

Boulder Police
Department

Goal 4: Build Inclusive and Sustainable Communities Free from
Discrimination
4A. Catalyze economic development and job creation
4B. Promote energy-efficient buildings
4C. Ensure open, diverse and equitable communities
4D. Facilitate disaster preparedness
Initiative
Description
BHP now constitutes 13% of all the
PV-generated power in the city of
Boulder. We work very closely
with the city‟s Climate Smart
Energy
program and have accepted the
Partnerships
challenge to be the first housing
authority in the nation to achieve
net zero energy in our public
housing.
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Relevance

Partner

4A, B

City of Boulder
ClimateSmart,
Bella Energy

With respect to HUD‟s emphasis on linking the provision of housing to transportation, energy, recreation,
public health and education, we highlight the following significant partnerships:
Transportation
BHP has a partnership with the Denver Regional Transportation District (RTD) in which we offer a bus
pass to residents at select housing sites along major transportation corridors. It is our plan to offer this
pass, known in Boulder as an Eco-Pass, to all public housing residents.
Energy
As described above, BHP has installed 500 kW of PV panels on its housing, constituting 13% of all of the
PV-generated power in the city. The value of this form of energy improvement exceeds $2.4 million,
which we have procured through partnerships, using none of our own money. The city of Boulder‟s
Climate Smart program is a key partner, as is the Governor‟s Energy Office. We hope to use our MTW
status to inspire a closer relationship with Xcel Energy, which is the Denver metro area utility provider.
Recreation
BHP‟s relationship with the city‟s Parks and Recreation program began in the 1980s when we received a
Youth Sports Grant. That initial and modest grant has grown into a major program within the Parks
Department now called the Youth Services Initiative, whose mission is to provide youth from low income
families the opportunities and resources necessary to make positive recreational, educational and lifestyle
choices. The Youth Services Initiative has developed a model after-school program that addresses the
demonstrated need for a community-based, multifaceted approach to promoting the positive development
of youth living in BHP housing communities – one that will help them to develop skills, competencies,
positive values and self-esteem, as well as increase literacy levels and strengthen families. Currently, 213
kids and their families participate in the program. This represents 19,300 contact hours during the school
year and 6,600 contact hours during the summer.
Public Health
BHP has worked closely with the local Tobacco Education and Prevention Program (TEPP) through the
Boulder County Public Health Department to help us implement our goal to transition 100% of our units
to no-smoking communities. TEPP has offered cessation information, classes and materials to our
residents. By September 30, 2011, all of our properties will have a no-smoking policy fully implemented.
We have also partnered with the Group to Alleviate Smoking Pollution (GASP) to create a survey and
educational material to share with our residents about the dangers of second-hand smoke and the benefits
of a no-smoking policy.
Education
BHP‟s most significant partnership is with the I Have a Dream Foundation program. The program and
partnership is described in detail on page 34. In sum, the partnership allows the kids at select BHP public
housing sites to receive guaranteed college tuition in return for staying in school and graduating from high
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school. To increase the chance for success, IHAD offers after-school tutoring and support, as well as
family intervention.
In addition to these partnerships, we offer the following programming through our Resident Services
program, as they relate to five adopted goals of our Resident Services Strategic Plan. Not all of the
activities are conducted in partnership, although the majority of the activities have a partner involved.

Goal #1: Keep residents housed and promote personal and economic success
Programs and actions to address Goal #1:
Program

Partners

Eviction Prevention Counseling
Case Reviews
Service Coordination at Senior
Sites/resource referral
Tenant Assistance/Eviction
Prevention Assessment Program
Resident Record Keeping
Program
Support for Section 8 Voucher
Access
New Resident Orientation
Home Care/Housekeeping
support

Work Force Boulder
County

Funding
source
BHP

Current

BHP

Current

BHP

Current

BHP

Current

Foundation

Summer 2010

Community volunteers BHP, In kind

Fall 2010

Resident Councils
Complete Home
Health and
Community
Volunteers

Fall 2010

BHP

ROSS grant +
Current
in kind donation
ROSS grant +
in kind

Meals on Wheels

Meals on Wheels

Volunteer support for specific
resident needs

Community volunteers ROSS grant

After-school Programs

Early childhood education
referrals
Scholarship support
Children‟s Bilingual Reading
Program

Timing

Current
Current

YSI (Youth Services
Initiative),
IHAD (I Have a
City of Boulder, Ongoing
Dream), Boulder
BHP, IHAD
Valley School District/
Family Resource
Schools
Boulder Valley School
BHP
Ongoing
District
Foundation,
BHP Foundation
Fall 2010
TBD
Residents

BHP
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Current at 1 site

English as a Second Language
Classes
Financial literacy program
Learn-to-Earn Computers
Program
FSS- Family Self-Sufficiency
Program
Getting Ahead Program

Resident Internships

Intercambio de
Comunidades, Origins
Faith Group
Elevations Credit
Union,
Intercambio
BOCOCO (Boulder
Community
Computers)
Boulder County
Housing Authority
Boulder County
Community Services
Boulder County
Community Action
Program
Workforce Boulder
County

Local Universities and
Colleges
Contractors,
Employment referrals/ job search
Workforce Boulder
skills
County
How to start your own business
Community Partners
Boulder County,
Love and Logic Parenting Class
Family Literacy
Student Internships

Los Padres

Los Padres Staff

Anti-bullying Program

Community Partnerships

Youth Services
Initiative, Safehouse
Progressive Alliance
for Nonviolence
Community
Volunteers, Staff from
Community Partners

Foundation,
Elevations
Credit Union

Current at 2
sites; 2 more by
Fall 2010

BHP, grants

January 2011

BHP, In kind
donations

Fall 2010

BHP, HUD
Grant

Ongoing through
2011

Boulder County
grant

Current

BHP,
Workforce
funds

In process

Foundation

Ongoing

BHP

Current

TBD
Boulder County
grant
Los Padres inkind donation

TBD

YSI, BHP

Current

BHP,
Foundation,
Community
Partners

Current and ongoing

Spring 2010
Summer 2010

Goal #2: Promote safe and healthy communities
Programs and actions to address Goal #2:
Program

Partners

Family Site Service Coordination
Community Meetings

Funding
source
BHP

Residents

BHP, RRC
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Timing
Current at public
housing AMP 1
Current at 7 sites

Holiday Parties

Youth Services
Initiative

Community Potlucks

Residents

Site Newsletters

Residents

Resident welcoming groups

BHP, residents

Fall 2010

HUD, BHP

Current

Resident Site Councils

Residents
Special Transit,
Residents
Residents

BHP

Current at 3 sites

Youth Action Groups

Residents

BHP

TBD

Resident volunteer program

Residents
Police and Fire
Departments of the
City of Boulder
Area Agency on
Aging
Presentations on
related topics
throughout the year

BHP

Current

In kind

Current/
Bi-yearly

In kind

Current

BHP

On-going

Resident Representative Council

Emergency Preparedness
Fall Prevention
Health and Safety Education
Series
Community Partnerships

BHP, YSI,
Foundation
Residents, faith
groups, RRC
BHP

BHP,
Residents, Community
Community
Volunteers, Staff from
Partners,
Community Partners
Foundation

Current at 5 sites
Summer 2010
Ongoing

Current and ongoing

Goal #3: Engage residents and the larger community in the maintenance and
protection of affordable housing assets
Programs and actions that address Goal #3:
Senior Garden Committees

Residents

Funding
source
BHP

Trash Clean-up

Residents

BHP

Current at 2 sites

Recycling Programs

Residents

BHP

Current at 3 sites

Resident Initiated Site Projects

Residents

BHP

Community Volunteer work
projects
Garden Projects @ family sites

Community volunteers BHP

Current at 4
family sites
Current

Program

Partners

Residents, CU Going
Local, Growing
Gardens, residents
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Timing
Current at 3 sites

BHP, Donations Two family sites
and 1 project
based section 8
site currently,
one other site in
process

Goal #4: Mobilize local, state and federal resources to support planned
programming
Programs and actions to address Goal #4:
Program

Partners

Grant writing

BHP Foundation

Fundraising

BHP Foundation

Partnerships

Community Partners

Advocacy

BHP Foundation

Volunteer Coordination

Volunteer Connection,
CareConnect, United
Way
BHP Foundation

Intern Program
Community Planning
Partnerships

Funding
source
BHP, HUD,
BCHA,
Community
Foundations,
Corporations
BHP
Foundation
In-kind

Timing
Ongoing, based
on deadlines of
funding sources
Ongoing
Ongoing

BHP,
Foundation
BHP

Ongoing

BHP,
Foundation
Resident Services staff BHP
serve on several
community boards and
advisory committees

Ongoing

Ongoing

Ongoing

Goal #5: Promote positive and effective communication among residents,
BHP staff and the larger Boulder community.
Programs and actions to address Goal #5:
Program

Funding source

Timing

Newsletters

BHP

Monthly

Website

BHP

Ongoing

Internal trainings

BHP

As needed

Ad campaigns/Press Releases for programs

BHP

As necessary
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(4)

Description of how the PHA intends to leverage funding and other in-kind resources in
the implementation of its MTW program.

The strength of BHP‟s MTW application comes from the extent to which funds will be leveraged
by the flexibility allowed under the law.
Activity
Public Housing
Conversion

Source of leverage
The City of Boulder‟s Affordable
Housing Fund,
the Colorado Division of Housing,
Low Income Housing Tax Credit
equity, and
conventional debt

Capital Improvements

City of Boulder, average of
$350,000 annually

After school support and
college tuition
scholarships

I Have A Dream Foundation
investment
This amount represents the total to
begin a class and see it all the way
through to scholarships to college times 2 classes
City of Boulder Youth Services
Initiative program dollars
Based on a 2010 annual amount

$2.5 million

As described on page 123
Based on a 2010 annual amount

$ 97,560

Youth recreation
programming
Resident services
partnerships
Total Leveraged

Amount
$11.4 million
in equity for
new units and
$23.2 million
in capital for
renovation of
existing units
$350,000

$267,000

$ 37,814,560
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E. Additional Information Regarding Implementation of MTW Plan
(1)

Demographic information, including income levels, of families currently assisted by
the PHA (in both the public housing and HCV programs) and of families to be assisted
by the PHA under the proposed MTW Plan.

The charts show current resident and participant demographics as of November 1, 2010. BHP
intends to continue to house and assist the same demographic under MTW.
Resident Characteristics Report
As of Month: 11/01/2010

Property: All Public Housing and Voucher
Income Information
Average Annual Income by Income Level
Income Level
Extremely Low Income, 0% - 30%

Combined
Count Percent

PH only
Count Percent

HCV only
Count Percent

894

90

290

91

604

89

97

10

26

9

71

10

Low Income, 51% - 80%

3

0

1

0

2

0

Above Low Income

1

0

0

0

1

0

Very Low Income, 31% - 50%

Very Low
Income
10%

Extremely
Low Income
90%
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Average Annual Income ($)
Average Annual Income: $12,680
Average Annual Income by Dollar Amount
Combined
Count Percent

Dollar Amount

PH Only
Count Percent

HCV only
Count Percent

$0

37

4

2

1

35

5

$1 - $5000

70

7

22

7

48

7

$5001 - $10,000

337

34

105

33

232

34

$10,001 - $15,000

240

24

93

26

157

23

$15,001 - $20,000

140

14

44

14

96

14

$20,001 - $25,000

94

9

32

10

62

9

Above $25,000

77

8

29

10

48

7

Above $0
4%
$1 - $5K
$25K
7%
8%
$20,001 $25K
9%
$15,001 $20K
14%

$5001 $10K
34%
$10,001 $15K
24%
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Distribution of Income by Income Source
**Some families have multiple sources of income**

Combined
Count Percent

Income Source

PH Only
Count Percent

HCV only
Count Percent

With any Wages

383

38

152

48

231

34

With any Welfare

219

22

124

39

95

14

With any SSI/SS/Pension

549

55

149

47

400

59

With any other Income

120

12

25

8

95

14

36

4

2

1

34

5

With no Income

With no
Income
4%
With any
other
Income
12%

With any
Wages
38%

With any
SSI/SS/
Pension
55%

With any
Welfare
22%
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TTP/Family Type Information
Average Monthly TTP ($)
Average Monthly TTP: $293
Distribution of Total Tenant Payments

Combined
Count Percent

Tenant Payment Amount

PH Only
Count Percent

HCV only
Count Percent

$50 **BHP minimum rent is $50**

76

8

16

5

60

9

$51 - $100

36

4

10

3

26

4

$101 - $200

282

28

86

27

196

29

$201 - $350

315

32

105

34

210

31

$351 - $500

158

16

51

16

107

16

$501 and Above

128

12

49

15

79

11

$50
8%

$501 and
Above
12%

$51 - $100
4%

$351 - $500
16%
$101 - $200
28%

$201 - $350
32%
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Distribution by Family Type
Combined
Count Percent

Family Type
Elderly, Non-Disabled

PH Only
Count Percent

HCV only
Count Percent

116

12

30

9

86

13

41

4

15

5

26

4

Families with Children

383

38

131

42

252

37

Elderly & Disabled

109

11

42

14

67

10

Non-Elderly & Disabled

329

33

98

31

231

34

Disabled HOH with Children
Female, Head of Household, with Children

17
297

2
30

1
73

0
23

16
224

2
33

Near Elderly, Non-Disabled

Disabled
HOH with
Children
2%

Female,
Head of
Household,
with
Children
30%

Elderly,
NonDisabled
12%

Near
Elderly,
NonDisabled
4%

Families
with
Children
38%
Non-Elderly
& Disabled
33%

Elderly &
Disabled
11%
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Family Race/Ethnicity
Distribution by Head of Household's Ethnicity
Ethnicity

Combined
Count
Percent

PH Only
Count
Percent

HCV only
Count
Percent

Hispanic or Latino

261

26

134

42

127

19

Non-Hispanic or Latino

734

74

183

58

551

81

Hispanic or
Latino
26%

NonHispanic or
Latino
74%
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Distribution by Head of Household's Race
Race
White Only

Combined
Count Percent

PH Only
Count Percent

HCV only
Count Percent

933

94

301

95

632

93

37

4

10

3

27

4

0

0

0

0

0

0

12

1

3

1

9

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

13

1

3

1

10

1

White, Black/African American

0

0

0

0

0

0

White, Asian

0

0

0

0

0

0

All Other Combinations

0

0

0

0

0

0

Black/African American
American Indian or Alaska Native Only
Asian Only
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander Only
White, American Indian/Alaska Native

Black/African
American
4%

Asian Only
1%

White,
American
Indian/Alaska
Native
1%

White
94%
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Household Information
Total Household Members and Average Size
Total Number of Household Members: 2151
Average Household Size: 2
Number of Households: 995
Distribution by Number of Bedrooms
Combined
Count
Percent

Number Bedrooms

PH Only
Count
Percent

HCV only
Count
Percent

Studio

104

10

10

10

10

10

1 Bedroom

361

36

371

37

371

37

2 Bedrooms

339

34

341

34

341

34

3 Bedrooms

162

16

160

16

160

16

4 Bedrooms

29

3

30

3

30

3

4 Bedrooms
3%
Studio
10%
3 Bedrooms
16%

1 Bedroom
36%
2 Bedrooms
34%
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Distribution by Household Size
Combined
Count
Percent

Household Size

PH Only
Count
Percent

HCV only
Count
Percent

1 Person

531

53

178

56

353

52

2 Person

155

16

13

4

142

21

3 Person

86

9

25

8

61

9

4 Person

100

10

52

16

48

7

5 Person

93

9

39

12

54

8

6 Person

21

2

77

2

14

2

7 Person

9

1

3

1

6

1

6 Person
2%

7 Person
1%

5 Person
9%
4 Person
10%
1 Person
53%

3 Person
9%

2 Person
16%
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Distribution of Household Member's Age
Combined
Count
Percent

Age Range

PH Only
Count
Percent

HCV only
Count
Percent

0 - 5 years

279

13

99

13

180

13

6 - 17 years

596

28

212

29

384

27

18 - 50 years

786

37

269

36

577

37

51 - 61 years

244

11

83

11

161

11

62 - 82 years

209

10

70

9

139

10

37

2

4

1

33

2

83+ years

83+ years
2%

51 - 61
years
11%

0 - 5 years
13%

62 - 82
years
10%

6 - 17 years
28%
18 - 50
years
37%
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Length of Stay Information
Distribution by Length of Stay (currently assisted
families)
Combined
Count
Percent

Length of Stay
Less than 1 year

PH Only
Count
Percent

HCV only
Count
Percent

211

21

50

16

161

24

1+ to 2 years

88

9

29

9

59

9

2+ to 5 years

277

28

84

26

193

28

5+ to 10 years

221

22

84

26

137

20

10+ to 20 years

141

14

51

16

90

13

57

6

19

6

38

5

Over 20 years

Over 20
years
6%
10+ to 20
years
14%

Less than 1
year
21%

1+ to 2
years
9%

5+ to 10
years
22%
2+ to 5
years
28%
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(2)

Whether and how assistance will be targeted to families of different income levels by
program and/or by site.

BHP does not plan to affect the demographic of the population of those families currently
participating in BHP‟s public housing and voucher programs.
(3)

Proposed schedule showing significant dates and milestones for implementation of the
PHA’s MTW application.

Proposed schedule with significant dates and milestones for implementation
(assuming MTW status will take effect on January 1, 2012.)
Activity One – Allow project-basing vouchers to cover 100% of converted public housing units
Description
Significant Date
Milestones
Apply for conversion of PH Within six months of execution
units
of MTW agreement.
Based on funding, HUD approvals,
Receive tax credit funding
Dependent on tax credit funding and renovation schedule, our goal is
for renovation of all units
availability.
to begin the process as soon as
Build community centers at Dependent on tax credit funding possible, and complete all
renovations and community centers
Kalmia and Manhattan
availability.
within five years, barring any
Build community centers at
Dependent on tax credit funding
unforeseen circumstances.
Madison and Diagonal
availability.
Court
Activity Two – Rent simplification for elderly households and persons with disabilities
Description
Rent based on 26.5% of
gross income

Triennial recertifications

Income disregard

Limit on interim decreases

Significant Date
Implement as of annual
recertification beginning
January 1, 2012.

Milestones
As of December 31, 2012, all elderly
households and persons with
disabilities will have rent based on
26.5% of gross income.

As households are recertified in
2012, the first one third will
have their next annual
By December 31, 2015, all these
recertification in 2015; the
households will be on a triennial
second third will have their next
recertification period.
recertification in 2014; and the
final third will recertify in 2013.
Effective January 1, 2012, all
increases in earned income will
not need to be reported.
Effective January 1, 2012, all
interim decreases limited to one
per year.
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Activity Three – Rent simplification for family households
Description
Eliminate all interim
increases
Eliminate earned income
disregard (EID)

Significant Date
Effective January 1, 2012, family
households will no longer have to
report income increases.
Effective January 1, 2012, EID
will no longer be provided to new
households.

Flat and tiered rent

By January 1, 2012, have analyzed
and be ready to implement a
flat/tiered rent for all family
households.
Activity Four – Rent simplification for all households
Description
Source documents

Milestones

By December 31, 2013, all
households grandfathered in for
EID will have completed the EID
time frame.
For implementation beginning
January 1, 2013, as families come
up for annual recertification.

Significant Date
Milestones
Effective January 1, 2012,
eliminate all third-party
verifications except for audited
files.
Asset limitation
Effective January 1, 2012, limit
amount of assets upon admission
to $50,000. Also, exclude from
income for all households income
from the first $50,000 in assets.
Self-certification of assets
Effective January 1, 2012, for all
current households with assets less
than $50,000, allow for selfcertification of assets.
Activity Five – Design study, treatment and control groups to test effects of alternate rent
strategies
Description
Significant Date
Milestones
Upon execution of MTW
Study design completed and
agreement, begin designing the
Design study
implementation to begin January
system to evaluate the effects of
1, 2013.
the rent strategy.
Within six months of execution of Randomly select participants and
Define control group
MTW agreement, define control
assign to groups beginning
group.
January 1, 2013.
Within six months of execution of
Establish baselines, refine
Prior to implementation (January
MTW agreement, begin
metrics
1, 2013.)
establishing all the baselines.
Within six months of
Report short-term results of
implementation (July 1, 2013).
study
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Activity Six – Eliminate 40% cap of income towards rent in the voucher program
Description

Significant Date
Milestones
Effective January 1, 2012, this
Eliminate 40% cap of income
Continually monitor rent burden
will apply to all voucher
towards rent
and impact.
holders at initial lease up.
Activity Seven – Implement flat allowance for voucher program
Description

Significant Date
Milestones
Effective January 1, 2012, this
Implement two-tiered flat utility
will apply to all voucher
Continually monitor rent burden
allowance for voucher
holders at annual
and impact.
participants
recertification.
Activity Eight – Landlord self-certification of HQS inspection
Description
Allow landlord to self-certify to
HQS inspection every other year

Significant Date
Effective January 1, 2012, this
will apply to all landlords
whose unit passed inspection
in 2011.

Milestones

Note: BHP plans to implement MTW Year One as of January 1, 2012, although some activities
may commence earlier, as permitted by HUD.
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Potential local and national impact of the MTW Plan if it were implemented.

Since the adoption of the US Housing Act of 1937, laws and regulations have evolved that need
evaluation and change. BHP would be honored to be one of the agencies allowed to be a research center
for reasoned policy change. All of our proposed MTW activities have the possibility to be the basis of
substantial reform.
Many of our ideas shared here related to conversion of our public housing are central to the Transforming
Rental Assistance discussion, and the related legislation proposed by HUD. Our ability to continue work
on that topic will have great impact on national policy, allowing us to contribute thinking on key
transformation topics like:
The ways in which we can assure that public housing assets renovated using debt can be
safely managed and remain as public assets even in the unlikely event of foreclosure,
The ways in which the participation of a local lender can bring risk and asset management
tools that are now provided poorly via PHAS and REAC inspections,
The degree to which traditional real estate management indicators and benchmarks can
better substitute for current HUD management tools,
The degree of renovation and improvement that can be achieved with rental income that is
comparable to the market, and
The degree to which residents experience changed living in an improved asset with
enriched services, and
The degree to which mobility affects opportunity.
We propose to test a mobility policy, in two phases. During MTW Year 1, we will arrange our voucher
preference system to allow families living at Glen Willow (a 34-unit HUD Multifamily Section 8
property) to exit the property with a voucher. Families requesting an exit voucher would receive every
third voucher from the Section 8 lottery pool. In other words, the first two turn-over vouchers go to
applicants in the lottery pool and the third to a Glen Willow applicant. During MTW Years 2-5 we will
implement a three-part mobility experiment. Kalmia households will have full mobility based on criteria
developed and refined during the Glen Willow testing. Madison households will have no mobility
options; and Manhattan residents will have conditional mobility choices based on a set of criteria to be
developed that may include moving for reasons related to work, education, medical care and family
unification. These three sites were selected because they are very similar in size, bedroom configuration
and demographic.
BHP‟s rent reform proposal has national impact on two levels. First, it is among the less common of the
models used by existing MTW agencies and, thus, needs more testing; and second, there is needed reform
to the model as it is currently applied in HOME and LIHTC applications. Currently, the flat/tiered model
associated with housing built using either HOME or LIHTC funds achieve the goals of tying rent to
income and bedroom size, but is seriously lacking in being able to differentiate by location, amenities,
unit size and value received. Because we are an organization with a long history of managing HOME and
LIHTC housing, we understand the limitations of that rent system. We want to invest the creativity of our
entire staff into finding a way to structure rent to address the principles of income and family/bedroom
size, but also differentiate between a two-bedroom apartment in a newly constructed building on a bus
line versus the two bedroom apartment in an older building on the outskirts of town. The current program
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does not differentiate those rents to allow for the preferences of shoppers in a competitive market. Our
work in testing this model will have impact not only on the public housing and voucher programs, but
also for HOME and CDBG.
BHP proposes a series of reforms to the process of certifying income and assets and calculating rent that
will hopefully contribute to a nationwide change in the program. There is broad consensus among
customers and managers that the current rent system is over-regulated, fraught with error, demeaning to
participants and expensive to manage.
As described more fully in the evaluation section of the MTW Plan on page 86, BHP has given much
thought to the challenges our households face and the extent to which housing can be a positive lever for
change. Our proposed self-sufficiency measures should help test:
The effectiveness of place-based delivery of service,
The power of a flat, tiered rent to promote self sufficiency,
The effectiveness of substituting successful networks for “communities of kin”, and
Whether strong supportive services to children in the household creates positive outcomes for
the adult members.
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Extent to which the Plan has the potential as a replicable program model promoting
the purposes of the MTW demonstration and furthering HUD’s goal of expanding crosscutting policy knowledge, in line with the agency’s 2010-2015 Strategic Plan.

Among the most primary of BHP‟s interests in attaining MTW status is to better inform the discussion
about how to preserve and transform the public housing inventory in the nation, and how to use housing
as a platform from which to affect significant and lasting change for our customers. These are not small
goals. It could be true that PETRA passes in the 112th Congress, but if it does not, our ability to better test
some of the concepts associated with the conversion ideas will contribute to the dialogue. BHP has long
offered the opinion that the potential impacts of public housing conversion are permanent and vital, and,
as such, should be tested in pilot programs before written into law.
In addition to the conversion ideas, the following MTW activities are easily replicable:
1. Rent based on a lower percentage of income in lieu of deductions to income,
2. Rent that is flat and tiered in order to model the affordable programs that bridge our customers
to self sufficiency,
3. Rent calculation that is simple and transparent and predictable,
4. Public housing conversion that maintains the asset and creates new affordable units at the
same time, and
5. A voucher program that is more landlord and customer-friendly, by adopting flat utility
allowances, self-certification on HQS, elimination of 40% cap of income towards rent, and
providing a mechanism for private landlords to submit damage claims.
All of our ideas about administrative efficiency and cost reduction can easily translate to the majority of
housing authorities in the country.
Many of our ideas about moving families to work depend on a culture of strong partnerships. It is our
greatest hope that a similar culture exists inside many other communities to create a platform of
replicability.
Our size in the category may be our biggest strength. Our public housing stock is small enough (337 PH
units) that our lessons can be applied to the more than 2,900 housing authorities that are configured at our
size, yet our full portfolio is large enough (1,800 total units/780 vouchers) that we have been able to be
very entrepreneurial. We have experienced a wide variety of situations and outcomes, and can use the
flexibility of MTW for important, replicable initiatives.
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F. Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH)
Under our proposed activity one – allow BHP to commit project based vouchers to 100% of the units at
converted public housing developments, BHP intends to dispose of all 337 public housing units in order to
secure tax credit funding to rehabilitate all of the units. The goal is to address the deferred maintenance and
capital needs of the units, prolong the sustainability of these units and allow for the provision of services to
these units through the construction of community centers at four of the larger sites. The services that will be
offered include training (GED, job skills, computer skills, ESL, financial literacy), as well as possible child
care options, after-school tutoring and activities, and an I Have a Dream Foundation classroom. Our goal
under MTW is to also partner with the Regional Transportation District to allow access for all of our residents
to a Neighborhood Bus Pass Program at a reduced rate. Any residents affected by relocation due to the
rehabilitation of these units will have first preference for returning to the site, and will also receive assistance
to relocate if necessary. The demographic of the residents currently being served at the public housing sites
will be preserved, to ensure that this housing remains for extremely-low, very-low and low income families.
Our projects are always widely advertised in the local community, through the local newspaper as well as our
many community partners serving the same client base. This activity affirmatively furthers fair housing, by
preserving low-income housing in a high-income, higher rent community.
Through our proposed activities six through eight (elimination of the 40% cap on income towards rent,
implementation of a flat utility allowance and self-certification of landlords for HQS inspections), our goal is
to increase housing choices for low-income families. We believe by eliminating some of the restrictions of the
program, as well as simplifying the rent calculation to make it easier to understand for both participants and
landlords, more landlords will participate in the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program, therefore
increasing the units where Section 8 Vouchers can be used. Once accepted into the MTW program, training
about the new policies for both landlords and participants will take place. This training will also be open to
landlords that are not currently participating in the program or who have denied participation in the past. These
activities will affirmatively further fair housing by providing low-income families additional housing locations
and opportunities.
Through our ability to have single fund flexibility and leverage the current public housing stock, BHP is
proposing to create a minimum of 100 new units to be included in BHP‟s Boulder Affordable Rentals
program. Our current development project which is in the process of being constructed, Red Oak Park,
consists of 59 units consisting of single family homes, duplexes and townhomes, for families earning less
than 50% of the Area Median Income. High Mar, another development project that is still in the planning
stages, calls for 59 units in a multi-storey building specifically for elderly families earning less than 50%
of the AMI. Both of these developments were carefully planned in order to allow for visitability in the
vast majority, if not all, of the units. Both of these developments are located in neighborhoods that allow
for access to schools, health care facilities, transportation centers, employment centers and social services.
Both will house a community center specifically designed to the population that will be living at the
community. Thus, these activities will affirmatively further fair housing.

BHP has developed and constructed 193 units of housing for families who earn less than 60% of the Area
Median Income in the past 10 years. By adding these two new developments, the number increases to
311. Every project has been conceptualized and implemented based on the demographics of the families
intended to be served at each site. In addition, BHP will continue to offer training on fair housing to all
staff and residents, which will include what to do if someone feels that they have been discriminated
against.
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Thus, BHP‟s proposed MTW activities will affirmatively further fair housing substantially, by promoting
racially, ethnically, and socio-economically diverse communities.
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
The 2008 Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report for the City of Boulder and Boulder
County/Broomfield County Regional HOME Consortium includes the results from the Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. The impediments found were:
1. Limited information about fair housing. The Cities of Broomfield, Boulder and Longmont have easily
accessible information about fair housing on their websites. A review of and searches within the websites
of other cities within the Consortium, as well as the Counties of Boulder and Broomfield, found little or
no information on fair housing or housing discrimination available or easily accessible.
2. Discrimination. The complaint data reviewed for this section found that people experience fair housing
discrimination in the Consortium; however; the prevalence with which discrimination occurs is unknown.
The complaint data, legal cases and comments from stakeholders suggest that persons with disabilities
and persons of Hispanic descent are the most vulnerable to housing discrimination. This is supported by
the City of Longmont‟s Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, which identifies discrimination
against the Hispanic population (e.g., differing rental terms, evictions, materials not available in Spanish)
as a fair housing impediment in the City.
3. Lending to Hispanic population. In 2005, Hispanics in the Consortium who applied for mortgage
loans experienced comparatively higher denial rates than Whites for all loan types, regardless of applicant
income. For conventional home purchases, most lower-income minorities experienced higher denial rates
than lower-income Whites.
4. Cost of land and housing. Limitations on the availability of land, slow growth controls and very high
costs of for sale housing in the Consortium make it very difficult for low- and moderate-income persons
to purchase housing in most areas within the Consortium.
Of the four impediments identified, BHP‟s MTW Plan directly addresses the lack of available inventory
due to the high cost of land and housing. With MTW flexibility we propose to increase the inventory of
affordable rental housing in Boulder by at least 100 units. These new units will increase Boulder Housing
Partners‟ total inventory by 10% and our total inventory of non-federal housing by 24%. In our future
goals under MTW, we plan to use our Section 8 Voucher Program to create a homeownership program.
With respect to the other three impediments, two are related to geographic areas or activity outside of our
scope. BHP‟s MTW plan relies on our standard practices and our partners to help identify, and overcome,
the instances of discrimination experienced by BHP‟s customers. Through MTW activities, more contact
with our partners will be essential. By providing more services to our residents and participants, BHP will
be able to assist them in eliminating any barriers they are experiencing as a result of discrimination, and
explore the prevalence which was unknown in the analysis done by the City of Boulder. Currently, BHP
offers most of our information in Spanish. By engaging more community partner involvement, BHP can
explore and eliminate housing discrimination that may be happening.
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They’re Bold
How one Colorado city converted the site of an old

Illustrations courtesy Boulder Housing Partners

T

heir homes are the
result of the first collaboration ever undertaken by Habitat for Humanity
and a co-housing
community.
This summer a
coffee shop will
open, then a gourmet pizza place, an eco-friendly dry cleaner,
health club, and salon. These shops will form
the front door to the new neighborhood at the
north end of Broadway, a main artery through
Boulder. By fall, artists will
begin to move in to the
Studio Mews, a live/work
community along a pedestrian walkway.
All of this activity centers around a two-acre
park–the living room of
the site. The pedestrian
walkway links the park,
the Studio Mews, a community garden, and the
historic “Holiday Twin
Screen” movie marquee
that is left over from the
days when the site held a
drive-in movie theater.
More than 40 percent of the homes here will
be affordable to low- and moderate-income
families. The best designers and builders in
Boulder have helped to make this place a
reality.

Three families
in Boulder,
Colorado,
made history
when they
bought the first
units in the
Wild Sage

Co-housing
project in the
city’s Holiday
Neighborhood.

Putting it all together
The Holiday Neighborhood is the result of an
innovative partnership between Boulder Housing Partners (BHP)–the local housing authority–and seven private developers, including Construction is under
both for profit and nonprofit companies. What
way at Boulder’s new
makes this project unusual is that a public Holiday Neighborhood
entity acted as land developer and sold fin(above), but an old
ished lots to the private developers, who are
movie marquee (top)
building the residential and commercial reminds residents of the
buildings.
site’s previous life.
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Projects undertaken by BHP must meet a
Right: the site map.
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er in Boulder
drive-in movie theater to a mixed-use neighborhood.

By Cindy Brown

triple bottom line by accomplishing social, financial, and
environmental goals. To meet its social goal of providing a
high level of affordability at the site, BHP discounted the
land sales to its development partners. The organization
held land for the park and gardens, and dedicated a 70foot corridor to the city for a noise buffer and bike path
along a busy highway.
The project’s social and financial goals complement each
other. One financial goal was to generate a surplus in the
land development phase. This surplus has been invested in
56 units that BHP will “buy back” from the developer
partners and hold for rent to people of low income.
It has taken more than seven years to get the project
fully under way, but it almost was nipped in the bud.
When negotiations
for the 27-acre site
began in 1996, several members of the
real estate community opposed the
deal, because they
didn’t think the
public sector should
be involved in development.

When completed, the area
will include 333 housing
units, 138 of them
affordable, plus retail,
artists’s studios, and
architects’ offices. Above:
Main Street North.
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A special place
Boulder is a city of
about 103,000
people, located just east of the foothills of the Rocky
Mountains. The community has a history of growth
management, beginning with the 1976 “Danish Plan” to
limit residential growth to two percent or less each year.
Through the Boulder Valley Comprehensive Plan, the
city and county agree to direct urban growth into the city.
Extensive open space acquisitions and citywide parks
create a livable community. However, the unintended
consequence of these policies has been to limit land supply
and drive up the price of land and housing. The current
median price of a single-family house in Boulder is $450,000.
Recognizing the problem, the city has made affordable
housing a priority. Its current goal is to make 10 percent of
all of the housing stock in Boulder permanently affordable
to people earning 60 percent of the area median income or
less. The city has an affordable housing trust fund, known
as the CHAP–Community Housing Assistance Program.
Funds from property taxes and a tax on new development
generate about $1 million annually; the money is awarded
competitively to private and public sector applicants.
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The affordable housing priority and CHAP
fund were critical components in creating the
Holiday Neighborhood project.
How it came about
When it opened in 1969, the Holiday Twin
Screen Drive-In Theater prompted its proud
manager to call it “the finest drive-in in the
USA.” The first movie shown there was “Easy
Rider.” The drive-in closed in 1989.
In 1990, the drive-in, along with many
parcels in north Boulder, was annexed to the
city. The owners negotiated the right to build
a 120,000-square-foot big box warehouse on
the site. They signed a letter of intent with a
retailer and entered the city planning approval process. At about the same time, the
city was undertaking a sub-community planning process for north Boulder. What resulted was a vision not for a big box development but for a fully integrated mixed-use,
mixed-income area with a new urbanist character, which has been the development pattern for much of Boulder.
The city set out to acquire the land. This
was a radical planning tool, atypical for Boulder. Some members of the real estate community began a campaign to stop the process.
But in 1997, the council held firm and authorized the city’s purchase of the land, even
providing a grant of $ 1million and allowing
the use of city reserves to back an interim loan
for the land purchase.
After a long series of negotiations, the city
bought the land in March 1997. Realizing it
should not be a developer, due to the potential for conflict of interest in the regulatory
review, the city sold the land to Boulder Housing
Partners in 1998.
Public entity as land developer
BHP is a pubic entity, but it is separate from
the city. In Colorado, housing authorities are
established by state charter. They can condemn property, issue debt, and develop, own,

and manage property. In Boulder, BHP owns
and manages more than 1,500 units scattered
throughout the city; BHP is the largest landlord in Boulder.
Although many housing authorities across
the country are developing housing, few have
BHP’s history. Foreseeing the reduction of
federal funding in the early 1980s, the organization developed an apartment complex consisting of 80 percent market rate units and 20
percent affordable units, partly for cash flow.
BHP also undertook one of the first lowincome housing tax credit projects in the
nation, begun soon after the passage of the
federal tax credit legislation in 1986. The
organization was working on other development at this time, including 75 rental units in
a mix of affordable and market-rate units.
After buying the land at the Holiday site,
BHP entered the city’s planning approval
process. The first step was the concept plan.
Barrett Studio Architects was selected as the
master site designer, and the public process
began. The first meeting, a kick-off barbeque,
was held in a tent on the site in 1998. People
toured the site and answered questions such as
these: What would you like to celebrate about
the site? What would make the project a
success?
A concept plan came together very quickly
and was presented to the planning board in

1999. The board supported the plan, but
there was a problem. The concept plan called
for 20 housing units per acre, twice the density specified in the North Boulder Sub-community Plan. In the end, a special ordinance
was adopted that created a density bonus, but
it took the entire year of 2000 to write and
adopt the ordinance. Still to come were the
site review and technical document, which
took until the end of 2002.
After months of scheduling and canceling,
a ground breaking ceremony was held on the
site on a snowy day in December 2002, appropriate to ground breaking for the “Holiday” neighborhood.
What will be there
When completed, the Holiday Neighborhood
will include 333 homes, 138 of them affordable, with 56 affordable units for rent and 82
for sale. Thirty-four units will be part of the
Wild Sage Co-housing development. The average price of the affordable units will be
$94,000 to $170,000. Market-rate units will
sell for an average of $216,000 to $460,000.
A sub-team of the developer group created
the “Holiday Neighborhood” identity. Each
part of the project has its own name, too.
There is Northern Lights at the Holiday Neighborhood–14 duplex homes–all affordable.
There is Garden Crossing, Northcourt,

Inside the
community
house (right)
and the “Reels
3” sculpture,
another
reminder of
the former
drive-in movie
theater.

View from the project manager
I’ve had the privilege and the aggravation of working on the Holiday
Neighborhood project since 1996. I was with the city of Boulder and
part of the original team charged with acquiring the land by former
city manager Tim Honey.
My new office is next to the Holiday site, and I walk on the site almost
every day. Some days I see contractors dumping concrete where they
shouldn’t and building foundations on land they don’t own yet and a
variety of other problems that require multiple phone calls upon my
return to the office. But most days, I just look on in amazement as the
buildings barrel out of the ground at an astounding rate.
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Sometimes I wonder if it is still1996 and I’m in some public hearing

induced hysteria and only imagine that I am walking on the site under
construction, dreaming of a future that will never happen. But then I
arrive at the edge of the two-acre park and know it is real. It’s raw and
dirty and everything is under construction, but you can begin to see what
architect George Watt calls the “good bones” of the development–the
elements that will provide structure for the beautiful buildings and
landscape that is still to come.
Crucial to the success of the project were people willing to think big:
a city manager who said, “Do it ,” and a board of commissioners
willing to take a risk to meet public goals. My small organization
fronted hundreds of thousands of dollars, as did the city of Boulder
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Parkview, Main Street North, and Northstar
Place, each a mix of affordable and marketrate housing in a variety of housing types.
There will be 50,000 square feet of nonresidential uses, including a coffee shop and
pizza place, artists’ studios, fitness center, and
architects’ offices. According to the open space
document for the site, “The overall plan of the
neighborhood was structured as a series of
pedestrian spaces, paths, and outdoor environments that create public living rooms and
passageways.”
The pedestrian walkway links the park to
the Studio Mews and the Community Gardens and restored Holiday Drive-in Marquee.
A small grant funded a public art installation of
four-foot-tall, stainless steel movie reel sculptures where pedestrians cross Holiday Drive
into Holiday Park. The site is linked to the city
by a bike path and frequent transit service.
At 27 acres, this was a large site for Boulder–and one that could be developed as an
urban neighborhood in an area dominated by
suburban growth patterns. Many drive-in theater sites along Colorado’s Front Range are
being redeveloped now, but most are typical
subdivisions without any nod to the past.
Outcomes and lessons
Among the lessons learned is that to accomplish community goals, the project leader must

be dedicated to the public good. BHP was
willing to take a lower financial return on the
project and charge a lower development fee
than most in the private sector would do.
BHP ensured that a park was included in the
development, that there was double the amount
of affordable housing that would have been
produced by a private developer alone, and
that the project provided an appropriate gateway to the north edge of town.
As a public entity, BHP believed in the
public process and structured it to be truly
inclusive. The site plan evolved during the
public process, rather than being developed
before the process and then defended against
public outcry. In a town famous for its public
debate and high level of public participation
and opposition, there was virtually no opposition to this project.
In addition, many of the neighbors had
participated in the sub-community plan and
were relieved to have a mixed-use plan, rather
than a big box, as a neighbor.
Another lesson is that partners should be
chosen for their expertise. Realizing that it
lacked expertise with market-rate single-family housing, BHP chose a developer that was
highly qualified in that regard. The commercial section of the project is being built by a
developer with a strong record in mixed-use
projects. And the sweat equity elements of the
project, in which families that will own the
homes contribute 350 to 450 hours of their
time to building those homes, were led by
Habitat for Humanity and a local nonprofit,
the Affordable Housing Alliance.
We also learned that new urbanism can
work. People want to walk to their favorite
coffee shop and catch transit to their jobs.
And with cars tucked away in the alleys, there
is room for front porches, where people can
interact with their neighbors and keep an eye
on the street.
Already those living nearby have their favorite run or walk through the neighborhood,

through its affordable housing trust fund, to keep the project running
and pay debt on land during the long development process.
For me, it is all about trade-offs; about balancing poetry with pro
forma. There is a lot of poetry at the site, between the live/work
studios, the park, the art, the historic sign, and the vision of movies in
the park and farmers at a street market. All that poetry had to be paid
for somehow.
The trade-offs are always difficult in any development, but here
they were sometimes heart breaking. More right-of-way property
dedicated to the city meant a smaller park. Innovative water quality
treatments and the need to drain the site impacted the size and
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and that changes constantly as new buildings
go up. Pre-sales are between 62 percent and
97 percent, astounding appraisers and others
in the real estate community. The same brokers who opposed the project are now asking
to be part of a team that will build a house for
a low-income family in a new development
adjacent to Holiday.
A final lesson: In development, everything
takes longer and costs more than you think.
The BHP team loves to look back on the early
schedule that showed a project time line between 1997 and 2001. At the time, 2001
seemed so far in the future it is was laughable.
Good thing the team didn’t know the real
time line.
The future at Holiday
There will be construction here for a while to
come, and the park will be slow to develop
due to tight budgets at the city parks department. But in the meantime, Boulder Outdoor Cinema is at work on a scheme to show
outdoor movies. Instead of pulling up in your
car, you’ll be able to pull up a blanket and
watch a movie outside on a summer night.
And a weekly farmers market is planned for
13th Street, along with an artists market.
Architect David Barrett had this to say about
Holiday Neighborhood at the ground breaking: “This is a monumental excavation. Out of
this dig will come a magnificent 21st century
settlement…the transition from a landscape
dedicated to the internal combustion engine,
into a true neighborhood…a place for life.”
Cindy Brown is co-executive director for development at Boulder Housing Partners.

Resources
Contacts: Cindy Brown or Willa Johnson at
Boulder Housing Partners, 720-564-4610.
www.boulderhousing.org and www.
holidayneighborhood.com.

usability of the park. The community garden shrunk as the developers
used more land on each side to squeeze in one more affordable unit.
We had to earn enough money to cover our costs and buy back units
from the developers in order to hold them for rent to people of very
low income.
We set guiding principles at the beginning of the process that reminded
us to focus on variety and diversity of housing type and richness of
architecture, serving the community and creating an environmentally
sustainable community–all good goals, but sometimes in conflict. Only
time will tell if the decisions were the right ones.
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Cindy Brown

Once a Dreamer,
Always a Dreamer

Service-Enriched Housing
at Boulder’s Broadway Community
by Kevin Knapp, Boulder Housing Partners

T

he link between academic achievement, self-sufficiency and career success
is a central theme at Boulder, Colorado’s Broadway Community affordable
housing complex. The 70-unit site near downtown Boulder will be highlighted by
construction of the new 3,000-square-foot, two-story Broadway Community Center,
which will be located centrally in the complex. The new community center will provide
a rich variety of supportive services that would otherwise be unavailable to Broadway
Community residents, including a study lounge, library, community food pantry, offices for
support staff and a state-of-the-art computer lab for job hunting and student use.
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The Broadway Community Center also will provide office
space for a resident support staff that is highlighted by BHP’s
unique relationship with the “I Have A Dream” Foundation—a
program that provides children in low-income communities with
guaranteed tuition support and the skills, knowledge and habits to
gain entry to higher education and succeed in college and beyond.
Not surprisingly, academic support for the resident youth of the
Broadway Community is a central link in the complex’s mission.

The plan to convert the Broadway Community to a model of
service-enriched housing began in October 2005. At that point,
Boulder Housing Partners (BHP), which serves as Boulder’s
housing authority, submitted an application to the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to dispose of existing
public housing for redevelopment of the Broadway Community
site using Private Activity Bonds and low-income housing
tax credits. The approval of that application allowed for the
rehabilitation of 46 public housing units and the demolition of two
units to allow for the new community center. Once the project
is complete, the rehabilitation and redevelopment will provide
residential buildings separated by informal common outdoor
spaces and playgrounds overlooking beautiful mountain views to
the west. The project will house residents from Boulder’s low- and
moderate-income population who will have access to updated,
fortified and attractive housing with services available from
multiple local resources.

4.6 percent of Boulder County’s population lives below
the poverty line, which includes 8,000 children.

Construction of the Broadway Community Center.
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Practices & Perspectives

The “achievement gap” is a main component of the rhetoric used
to describe the high correlation between the socioeconomic status
of a student’s family and their educational success. The odds are
against the 13 million American youth growing up in poverty.
Of this population, it is believed that roughly half will earn a
high school diploma. Many don’t associate the mountain
community of Boulder County as a municipality that struggles with
such social difficulties as the achievement gap. In fact, 4.6 percent
of Boulder County’s population is living below the poverty
line—including 8,000 children. At the end of the school day,
many of the community’s students lose the support of a positive
role model that is able to stress the significance of education and
future employment.

Disposition of Public Housing
In October 2005, BHP submitted an application to
HUD to dispose of existing public housing and allow for
rehabilitation of the site using Private Activity Bonds and 4
percent Low Income Housing Tax Credits. The application
to the city of Boulder for an assignment of unused bonding
authority carried forward from prior years was approved in
March 2006. With the bonds in place BHP was then able
to close on the tax credit partnership. No local, state or
federal subsidies were used.

Broadway Community will attempt to change the statistics
associated with the achievement gap by providing a home for the
“I Have A Dream” Foundation’s Boulder County chapter in their
new community center. With a mission to provide a positive force
in the lives of students that come from a low-income background,
“I Have A Dream” will offer the motivation and tools to complete
high school and seek further education. With the help of
community volunteers and University of Colorado students, along
with staff members from AmeriCorps and the Sisters of Notre
Dame, the program will give Broadway Community children the
skills, knowledge and habits to succeed. A partnership between
BHP and “I Have A Dream” aims to provide students with tutoring,
mentoring, cultural enrichment, job placement and college
preparation. Students who successfully complete the program—

BHP’s Board of Commissioners was committed to
maintaining the affordability of the former public housing.
HUD approved 44 project-based vouchers to the units at
Broadway apartments. The project is owned by Broadway
East LLLP with BHP serving as the operating manager.

referred to as “Dreamers”—and receive a high school diploma,
will be awarded with scholarships for higher education.
With the construction of the Broadway Community Center,
Dreamers will have access to a safe and productive after-school
program where they can receive homework assistance and an
after-school snack.

Services Available to Broadway
Community Residents

“This new community center is very important for the Dreamers’
academic success,” said Lori Canova, “I Have A Dream”
Foundation of Boulder County CEO. “Along with the 15 new
computers, which will be donated by IBM’s Teaming for
Technology Program for a new computer lab, the center will
ensure our program will continue to have an impact on lowincome children in Boulder County, both now and in the future.”

❚❚ NECO Pass (neighborhood-based bus pass)
❚❚ Annual recreation center passes from Boulder
Parks & Recreation
❚❚ Two full-time Americorps employees on site

Many community leaders and Dreamers attended the February
groundbreaking of the community center, and completion is
scheduled for the fall of 2008. At that point, the new community
center will give the “I Have A Dream” Foundation the ability to
expand its services to many of the low-income children living at
Broadway East.

❚❚ Community service volunteer opportunities
❚❚ On-site job training and placement services
❚❚ Computer training
❚❚ Partnerships with local university

“Boulder Housing Partners and its funding partners are pleased to
invest in this comprehensive partnership with “I Have A Dream”
by providing the community center needed to offer mentoring and
educational support to the families living at the new Broadway
site,” said Betsey Martens, co-executive director of BHP. “It is truly
a remarkable opportunity for our families to have supportive and

❚❚ Individual Development Accounts
with matched savings
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“There’s no way to tell where I would be today
had it not been for ‘I Have A Dream’”

academic services right in their backyard. We thank the local “I
Have A Dream” sponsors for their ongoing support of “I Have A
Dream” and for funding the future scholarships earned by children
in this community.”

coordinators reach out for updates and invitations to upcoming
field trips. “We have a saying,” said Francisco Mejias, who has
served as Project Coordinator since 1999, “Once a Dreamer,
always a Dreamer.”

The focus of “I Have A Dream” is drop-out prevention, a growing
problem with children who struggle to beat the injustices of
poverty and the achievement gap. While many parents work
multiple jobs to keep up with the cost of living in Boulder, the
lack of after-school programs available to low-income families is
a significant challenge. Each Dreamer that the program adopts
qualifies by income and is deemed to be at high risk for school
drop out. Project coordinators and volunteers team with the
students from their elementary years to the completion of high
school, with the goal of providing positive relationships and
support that will allow for the opportunity of higher education or
job placement. With all the positive experiences and motivation
the program provides, “I Have A Dream” still loses around 20
percent of Dreamers to a loss of interest. Nevertheless, the project

Financing for the community center is provided by a mix of
private activity bonds, 4 percent low-income housing tax credits,
conventional loans and grants. One of the most notable private
contributors is the Denver Nuggets starting point guard, Anthony
Carter. Carter is an “I Have A Dream” success story, having
benefited from the social and educational support systems in place
as a graduate of the Atlanta chapter. Carter claims, “There’s no
way to tell where I would be today had it not been for “I Have
A Dream,” but it probably wouldn’t be very good. [They were]
always there for me.”
This last spring, the Boulder County “I Have A Dream” Foundation
celebrated 14 Dreamers who completed high school and
welcomed the ninth class of students into the program. With
recent graduates to serve as role models, the new cohort will have
similar support systems and the benefit of the new Broadway
Community Center. Fifty new Dreamers will be based at the
Broadway Community housing complex. With the help of a new
home for “I Have A Dream” and the service-enriched housing
opportunities provided at Broadway Community, this new class of
Dreamers will be given the chance to succeed against the odds.

The Broadway Community Center has received
the following local grants to support programming
and special capital improvements at the Broadway
Community Center:
United Way Foundation

Design & Planning

Teaming for Technology & IBM

Computer Lab

City of Boulder CDBG

ADA elevator

Climate Smart Solar

PV Panel support

Xcel Energy

Compact Fluorescent
Lights

About the Author
Kevin Knapp, is an intern at Boulder Housing Partners and works
with the Asset Management team. He also attends the Leeds
School of Business at the University of Colorado, Boulder, as a
full-time MBA. He began his career in low-income neighborhoods
while teaching with the Teach for America program. He will
graduate from Leeds in May 2009. He can be reached at
kevin.knapp@colorado.edu.
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Boulder Housing Partners
Before the House Government Reform Committee’s Subcommittee on Federalism and the
Census
Regarding Challenges Facing Public Housing
May 10, 2006
Mr. Chairman, I want to sincerely thank you for the opportunity to testify today and for holding
this very important hearing. My name is Betsey Martens. I am the Co-Executive Director of
Boulder Housing Partners (BHP), the public housing authority serving the city of Boulder,
Colorado. I am also pleased to serve as Public Housing Subcommittee Chairperson of the
National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO) and as a member of
NAHRO’s Board of Governors.
As we meet today we face a significant challenge in the management of public housing. Public
housing is an irreplaceable asset that the federal government has invested in for over seven
decades. In my community, public housing provides a safe, decent and affordable home to more
than 857 low-income, elderly and disabled individuals. Together with my colleagues at this table,
and around the country, we provide housing for millions who have serious housing needs due to
age, income or disability. We fight the good fight everyday because we know that public housing
represents, for many very low-income families and individuals in our communities, the line
between decent shelter and homelessness.
Public housing is a largely successful response to our country’s long-standing commitment to
ensure that those of lesser means are well housed in decent, safe and viable communities. That
success notwithstanding, within my portfolio of 991 units, and among six different housing types,
public housing is by far the most challenging asset I manage. 1 Why is this?
In preparing for this hearing I have searched for a reasoned response to this question. The answer
I have arrived at is simple. I cannot manage public housing the way I need to manage it, nor can I
manage it as I do the other assets in my portfolio that I run like conventional real estate. I have
an essential community asset (and let me say right from the start that, contrary to popular belief,
the number of people living in poverty in Boulder exceeds the national average) that I take great
care of it, but current regulations quite literally tie my hands and put the asset at risk.
As a result, I have begun a process in Boulder of disposing of our public housing. Our disposition
strategy will result in a repositioning of the asset and does not reflect a decision to abandon the
deep affordability that public housing represents. To the contrary, for Boulder, it means that we
believe we have found a way, through current regulation, to do it better.
Given the vital importance of this asset, and the extent to which I would prefer to keep public
housing and avoid a disposition process, the bottom line is that if I were able to run this real estate

1

The six types of housing are: Public Housing (383 units); Section 8 project-based certificate (124 units);
Section 8 project-based vouchers (45 units); Low Income Housing Tax Credit (141 units); Workforce
Housing (210 units); Market-rate Housing (126 units)
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in the way I know how, and manage it like a conventional real estate asset, most of the problems I
will describe to you in this testimony would be significantly mitigated.
In order to manage this inventory successfully, five fundamental imperatives must be addressed:
1. Rent reform
2. Preservation of the physical asset
3. Flexibility to reflect local market conditions and the ability to operate in a deregulated environment
4. Recognition of the significant service needs of our residents
5. The ability to restructure the underlying financing
Rent Reform
I have 383 units of public housing and I have 383 different rents. Rent is based on 30% of each
family’s adjusted income, accompanied by a subsidy from HUD that, theoretically, covers
operating costs. This approach is exactly backwards. Currently, the amount of rent a family pays
is tied to their adjusted income. The subsidy I receive from HUD is tied, loosely, to my cost of
operation. More logically, the amount of rent I receive needs to be tied to my cost to operate. The
subsidy needs to be tied to family income. Otherwise, from year to year, and even from month to
month, I don’t know what income I have to work with to maintain a significant and varied
housing portfolio.
The rent I receive is unrelated to the product itself and my cost to manage it. The rent paid by
residents is unrelated to the value they receive and the rent they would pay in the market. In
communities where neighbors talk, few can make sense of why one family, living next door to
and in the exact same apartment as another family, might be paying $400 per month less for the
same value. The inevitable underside of the safety net we have created is that our residents find
the current rent policy confusing and invasive. In the worst case, our rent structure fosters
deception and, for some, can actually discourage work.
A rent based on income puts tremendous pressure on its definition. Over 27 years of
implementing income-based rents, HUD has developed a complex and convoluted set of
regulations governing the definition of income. My property management staff spends often up to
60% of their time calculating rent. I need them, instead, to be out on our properties, talking to our
customers, leasing units, walking the grounds, planning programs, solving problems, considering
future needs of the property and generally being a positive and visible part of the housing
community. Instead, they are tucked away in their offices poring through shoeboxes full of
medical receipts.
I need to have residents who are motivated to increase their income, rather than motivated to hide
it to keep their rent low. A system that rewards a low income is no champion of self-sufficiency
or increased prosperity. Twenty-five years ago, as the Director of my local Community Action
Agency, I lobbied my housing authority for rent reform in my role as a tenant advocate. No less a
tenant advocate today, I still object to the principle that every time one of our families gets a
raise, the housing authority is there holding its hand out, wanting 30% of that raise in rent. How
are families supposed to get ahead if they can’t put their increased income in the bank?
If we could simplify rent, we would free up significant resources for both housing authorities and
HUD. We have developed a tangled web of complexity and oversight in the interest of rent
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integrity. We now have three required levels of income verification on a reporting form that has
grown from two pages to 11. There is a massive investment of money and time for all of us to
force, and enforce, rent integrity in a system that seems almost designed to invite applicants and
residents to report inaccurate income, either by mistake or intention. I agree that the elderly
family, who reports only one of their two Social Security incomes because the 90-year-old
patriarch grew up in an age where only men were the breadwinners, should pay their fair share. I
think we can improve a system in which I will spend hundreds of dollars in staff time to get this
additional $127 in rent, and HUD will spend much more to check to see that I have gotten it right.
HUD has introduced a tool that shows some promise. But, like many HUD tools, it has been
released before it is ready for prime time. The new Enterprise Income Verification (EIV) system
is helping us find unreported income. We are optimistic about the ease with which we may be
able to verify accurate income. But there are notable, if not painful, flaws. For example, one of
our participants, a 72-year-old woman living with her 81-year-old husband on an Old Age
Pension, was recently a victim of identity theft. As a result, EIV reported to us that her pension is
now supplemented by full time employment at a fishery in Portsmouth, Maine. HUD would have
us take that information as fact, despite the improbability of the commute, and perhaps even her
suitability for the work. Had we not recognized her name and intervened to check the information
using a different database, her new income would have increased her rent from $330 to $895,
which she would have been obligated to pay while she, personally, worked to regain her Social
Security identity and prove to us that she is not working at a fishery in Maine.
Our alleged fisherwoman is not the only victim in this story. We transmit every income and rent
calculation to HUD through a massive database called the Public Housing Information Center
(PIC). PIC will reject her file because her income registered in EIV will not match the income
that we have verified and reported. If more than 5% of our files are rejected in a month, HUD will
sanction us by withholding 5% of our subsidy until the problems are corrected. EIV is reporting
dozens and dozens of false income reports that, besides being wrong, lag three or more quarters
behind real-time. These false reports may even be the source of HUD’s impression that there are
many ineligible families participating in housing assistance. Nonetheless, the time and expense
for us to maintain PIC reporting is a problem that I will address in more detail below.
The Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act of 1997 (QHWRA) tried to address rent
reform. The spirit of the legislation was right, but the implementation took only a half step and
made a program that, for my community, confounds rather than contributes. We are now required
to define a ceiling rent—in other words a market-comparable rent—for our public housing units.
We offer residents a choice of the ceiling rent or an income-based rent, with the caveat that a loss
of income can trigger a return to the income-based rent. This is the half step. We cannot have a
rent system that requires us to forgo rental income when family incomes go up and forgo rental
income again when incomes go down. It doesn’t take long for that system to fail and cross over to
become a net loss.
In our community, we try to implement the rent options with a straight face. The average income
of the 112 public housing residents living in one-bedroom apartments in my housing authority is
$8,360 annually. Their rent based on income is an average of $209. Every year we ask them if
they would like to continue paying $209 or would they prefer to pay the flat rent of $600. You
can imagine the answer. And, of our 383 public housing families, we have 8 families paying the
flat rent.
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QHWRA gave us rent choice, not rent reform. Rent choice, for us, is like putting perfume on a
dog that has had a run-in with a skunk. What we need to do now is wash the dog, not freshen her
up. The whole system needs to be taken apart and rebuilt. We all have to be asking the question
of whether spending millions to enforce compliance with an inherently flawed system makes
more sense than simplifying it and redirecting the resources to more productive goals. We all
need a rent system that supports an asset management strategy that will preserve our collective
investment in public housing, which we consider to be an irreplaceable asset.
One place to start is to adopt a percentage of gross income rent structure with a single standard
deduction for those who qualify for medical expenses. This approach needs to acknowledge the
differential tax treatment of earned income, pension income and unearned income. Eliminating
all deductions to income other than a single, and standard, medical allowance would go a long
way towards simplifying the system and minimizing confusion for residents. This strikes me as
the best option for elderly and disabled families whose income is fixed.
A percentage of gross income achieves the rent simplification goal but does not address the
current disincentive to work. In order to promote work and self-sufficiency, we need to also
evaluate a flat rent system. A flat rent would not be affected by increases in income, allowing a
family to protect their savings. In either case, we need to move quickly to rent reform, because
the cost of the current system, as the box below demonstrates, may be our undoing.

The Cost of Calculating Rent
Our elderly and disabled residents who are eligible for a medical deduction often come into our
office with shopping bags, and even the occasional suitcase, full of receipts for items purchased
under doctor’s orders. Staff sort through a year’s worth of receipts for everything from bananas
and Vitamin C to prescriptions and Depends. Not only does this take hours and hours of staff
time, but it is overly invasive to the resident.
We have one resident with more than 35 prescribed supplements, each one requiring a
calculation of future cost done by reviewing the label, dividing the number of pills in the bottle
by the daily dose prescribed and multiplying by the cost of each bottle. Imagine doing this not
only 35 times for one customer, but for everyone in your caseload who claims a medical
deduction.
Each certification of income takes 5-6 hours. Each of my staff has a caseload of approximately
150 units. If they spend five hours calculating rent, that is 43% of their time as property
managers just assigning rent! And that is assuming someone’s rent does not change in the
year. We adjust rent within ten days if someone has an increase or decrease of income. With
rent adjustments, our property managers are spending 60% of their time assigning rent to a unit.
Compare that to an FHA or private sector manager who spends almost no time in rent
calculation and limited time in income verification. Property managers then have time to talk
to customers, walk the property, plan for improvements and manage their sites.
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Preserving the Asset
Our capital investment program at Boulder Housing Partners guides our investment of funds by
four priorities: life safety; general risk or code enforcement; building system failure; and
landscaping/appearance/resident requests. Our annual funding from HUD in the amount of $923
per unit annually ($350,000 total, net of administrative and operating costs) allows us to just
barely address the first three. The impact of ignoring systems and curb appeal is not trivial. We
are the largest producer of affordable housing in our community. The way our properties look in
the community is our own particular testimony to nervous neighbors and to our belief that the
new project we are proposing will be an asset to their neighborhood.
Our first public housing units were built in 1972, meaning that the entire system is reaching the
end of its life cycle. Despite a talented maintenance staff that is expertly managed, our
assessment is that we are currently deferring close to $1 million in improvements annually. Our
20-year capital needs assessment confirms this and, more to the point, a project underway
underscores the amount of ground we have lost due to the absence of appropriate capital tools. I
mentioned that we have begun the process of disposing of our public housing because, despite our
deep commitment to the affordability and excellent management practices, we have concluded
that we can no longer fulfill our fiscal responsibility if we keep public housing in our portfolio. In
this first project, we will sell 46 units of public housing built in 1982 into a tax credit partnership
in which 26 additional units will be built on the site. Our cost to make the public housing units
comparable to the new tax credit units is $42,000 per unit. The redeveloped site will include 72
units, with the original affordability preserved by using project-based vouchers.
I agree that one solution for public housing is to encourage a broader cross-section of lower
income families. However attracting those families to housing in which building system and curb
appeal needs, despite attentive and careful maintenance, have been deferred will become a more
impossible goal each year that we let the problem grow. Capital needs, not unlike the needs of
willful children, do not just go away if we leave the room.
The current system of annual allocation of funds is inefficient and promotes a band-aid approach
to asset maintenance. We have to staff the program at .75 FTE just to comply with the oversight
requirements that go beyond the good practice of reporting, planning and involving residents.
These reporting and tracking requirements are cumbersome. And, while involving residents is
great practice, it reminds me of the three days I spend to prepare my need-based public housing
budget only to have HUD award me a percentage of last year’s funds. In a resource-restricted
environment, asking people what they want, or need, may not make any sense.
The comparable investment for a private sector manager working on $350,000 of capital
improvements, according to industry convention, would range from 3-5% of project cost, or
$17,000 in my case. It would be rare, however, to find a private sector owner managing a smallscale improvement program. They would implement a one-time cost-effective major renovation
project. QHWRA tried to address that problem by allowing us to leverage our Capital Fund but,
eight years later, the regulation has still not been written. In addition, the process to package a
Capital Fund-leveraged deal is daunting, at best. We often feel that we’re asked to address the
most challenging maintenance needs in our community with one arm tied behind our backs.
QHWRA intended to take us a step closer towards reasonable management by allowing some
fungibility between Operating and Capital Funds. While I am grateful to be able to redirect 20%
of my Capital Funds to operations, which I do because I absolutely must, I am diluting a resource
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that is already thin. Luckily, in Boulder, we have a community that understands the critical need
to preserve the assets in which we have invested. The City of Boulder has funded a long list of
capital improvement requests through their HOME and CDBG allocations, as well as a local
housing trust. I am greatly concerned when I hear that CDBG is scheduled to be reduced by 25%
in the FY 2007 budget. How will the citizens who advise our city about the allocation of housing
funds weigh my very real needs against the equally pressing needs of the homeless shelter and the
safe house?
If I were in a community in which I had to rely entirely on Capital Funds, I would have no other
cards to play and my second arm would be tied up with the first. I would be losing ground even
faster than I am.
Flexibility and Deregulation
Contrary to its original intent, my observation of QHWRA, backed by our experience in Boulder
and shared by my colleagues in the western states, is that it has done nothing to decrease the
amount of HUD’s oversight and micromanagement. In fact, there is much to suggest that it has
worsened. That being said, there are some things to be grateful for with the passage of QHWRA,
particularly the merger of the Section 8 certificate and voucher programs, the elimination of
federal preferences, the disposition provisions and the repeal of the one-for-one replacement
requirement.
I think, however, that the deregulation contemplated in QHWRA is really re-regulation. We now
spend a large amount of staff time on the new administrative provisions of QHWRA, specifically
the agency plan, the community service requirement, the de-concentration of poverty
requirement, the income targeting strategy, rental integrity and its associated PIC reporting, the
Public Housing Assessment System (PHAS) and the new field review process, to name just a
few.
The new regulatory requirements that have created the most burden for us are the latter three, all
of which have been carried out by HUD at its own initiative in the spirit of oversight—PIC
reporting, PHAS, and HUD comprehensive reviews—and end up being very costly.
Public Housing Information Center
For my 383 public housing units and 600 Section 8 vouchers, I have to assign the equivalent of .5
FTE to manage our PIC reporting. PIC requires us to report monthly on a wide range of activity
including move-ins, move-outs, vacancy rates, annual re-certifications and interim recertifications. We now report almost every resident action to HUD using an eleven-page form
that populates a database allowing HUD to know more about residents and housing authorities
today than ever in the past. The database is impressive, but I really wonder who is looking at this
data and how we are using the information. Will there be a return on investment to all of us for
this effort? And, I have to wonder what is being sacrificed while housing authorities and HUD
are reporting and collecting millions of pieces of data.
I do not want to send the wrong message. I am a very strong advocate of good stewardship of
taxpayer dollars and fiscal responsibility. But we seem, at this point, a bit out of bounds. Perhaps
the problem is that the technology is not capable of implementing the regulatory requirements.
We spend a disproportionate amount of staff time correcting PIC problems in order to avoid the
sanctions associated with reporting under 95%. I believe there is a better way to do this.
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PHAS
PHAS (the Public Housing Assessment system) replaced the Public Housing Management
Assessment Program (PHMAP). PHMAP was a useful tool for me and I included its
performance indicators in my management reports. In its place we have PHAS, which is not
helpful to me and seems to be based on an unproductive culture of trying to catch us doing
something wrong. For example, when PHAS was introduced I wanted to know how to get the
best score in every category. Per the principles of QHWRA, PHAS was meant to be the tool that
would allow HUD to recognize and reward the top performers. I wanted both the recognition and
the reward.
I had easy access to the many formulas that would calculate my scores. Those were all published
several times in the Federal Register. But to find the underlying performance for the scores, I had
to work surprisingly hard. Finally, I called the Director of REAC who got me the answer, but
only after some research herself. No one on the HUD staff knew the definition of excellence, and
no one could tell me how to “win.” There is something wrong with a system if every single
player does not know, indeed does not have at their fingertips, the standards of excellence for a
housing industry.
The story gets a little worse. My housing authority currently has a “substandard financial” rating
based on our 2004 performance. In 2004, we refinanced several of our non-HUD properties that
had balloon mortgages. When you refinance, the entire mortgage balance shows up in the current
portion of the long-term debt. This is not unusual, but your balance sheet indicates that current
assets are not sufficient to cover current liabilities. In a normal business environment, the activity
would be footnoted, the risk understood and the refinance carried out. Instead, in the PHAS
system, we received a score of 0 for the current ratio, losing 9 of 30 points, or just enough to drop
us into a substandard category. In addition to the point of pride, as a substandard agency we do
not compete well in grant applications and we lose bonus funds in the Capital Fund program.
Can this be right?
Comprehensive Reviews
From time to time, and more times in my case because I am very close to my Field Office, HUD
staff will come out to do a bumper-to-bumper review of my operations. I want to clarify that I
think our Field Office should be a model for the rest of the country and my comments should not
be seen as an indictment of good people carrying out instructions.
When the HUD field staff came to do a Comprehensive Review last month, much of their activity
was redundant in most every instance, with the exception of the RIM review. They sat in the
chairs still warm from our independent auditors and spent an entire week of their time (3 FTE)
and our time (4 FTE) re-reviewing work just done by others. They checked files that our
independent auditors had just checked; they reviewed financial statements that our auditors had
just reviewed; they inspected units that REAC had just inspected. I am pleased to report that
they were very impressed with our administration of the programs and found nothing substandard
about our housing authority. While that assessment is nice, it is not necessary.
Additionally, HUD staff provides oversight of our non-HUD portfolio on the theory that our nonpublic housing activity might put our public housing at risk. The irony for me is that my public
housing, which is on track to lose $649,000 in 2006, is the biggest risk I have and puts the rest of
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my portfolio in measurable jeopardy. I suggest that HUD does not need to be reviewing nonHUD activity unless its “own” assets are performing or are encumbered in some way by nonHUD activity.
In lieu of this extensive regulation and oversight, I propose that we negotiate a performance
contract with HUD that outlines reasonable expectations for the subsidy provided and clearly
articulates how all stakeholders will be rewarded by good performance. This agreement could be
developed within a Carver model of governance. The Carver model acknowledges the
impossibility of an oversight body outlining everything that is permissible, and instead defines the
things that are not permissible. That leaves the Executive to be as creative as s/he can with
partnerships and local solutions to achieve the result that both HUD and communities want.
Moving to Work
BHP’s 383 units of public housing make us the ninth largest provider of public housing in our
region. Even as a comparatively large provider in the west, we do not have a demographic
typical of the myth of public housing. Our public housing residents are elderly, disabled or
working. Despite having income from work or benefits, ninety percent (90%) of our families
have income below 30% AMI. Of the entire population, 65% are elderly or disabled; 39% are
working families; and 1% receives TANF benefits.
Much of HUD regulation since, and including, QHWRA appears to assume that public housing
residents would work, or work more, if housing policy forced the issue. We are not a Moving to
Work (MTW) agency because we do not have a population that needs to move to work, yet we
are an agency that would have been a great test site for deregulation. We need deregulation
opportunities for housing authorities where moving to work is not the problem. We need
deregulation for housing authorities that want to Move to Excellence. This is another example of
how the good intention of Congress can get lost in the translation to HUD regulation.
MTW may be good for many agencies, and should be expanded to as many as 100 sites as
NAHRO has suggested, but prescribing it for all would, similarly, I believe do a disservice to the
goal of allowing housing authorities to shape their programs to community need. I mentioned
that our inventory of 383 units makes us a medium-to-large provider in our region. By
comparison, then, many of my neighboring housing authorities have very small programs and the
thought of re-writing the program guidelines might be more than the typical one staff person can
manage along with leasing, maintenance, rent collection, bookkeeping and compliance.
Asset Management
We are currently in the midst of an all-too-familiar pattern of HUD taking a very good idea and
over-regulating and micromanaging it until it becomes a bad idea. HUD is actively implementing
its vision for project-based accounting and management. The principles of asset management,
including project-based accounting and management, are excellent. They are well-tested
principles that come to us from the private sector and they are principles well-understood by my
housing authority.
The implementation of asset management, however, is a classic example of HUD over-stepping
legislative parameters and substituting a “one-size-fits-all” formula where a principle of local
responsiveness and flexibility is not only essential but the cornerstone of asset management.
Having converted my public housing to project-based accounting last year, I find that it provides
the kind and quality of information I need to manage my operations and assets. However,
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considering that most of the housing authorities in my region have fewer than 250 units and may
well designate their small inventories of scattered sites into a single project, HUD could spend a
lot of time and effort and nothing will have changed.
My objection concerns project-based management. The final rule says that it should be
implemented to the maximum extent possible. That is as it should be. However, HUD is forcing
the issue through its funding formulas and the definition of what can be attributed to the central
office cost center and what costs can be allocated to sites. For example, my colleague in Santa
Barbara will not be allowed to attribute costs for their central warehouse, which is across the
street from their biggest public housing property, to that property because the warehouse is not
“on the site.” Can this be right? Can this be what we intended when we ask housing authorities
to apply the best practices from the private sector to our own properties, as different as they are?
My housing authority experimented with project-based management nine years ago and learned a
number of important lessons. One, we found that the technique did not fit our inventory very
well, which is largely low density and scattered units. We also found it expensive to operate. And,
we found that the extensive body of regulation required to manage public housing practically
forces a centralized and specialized operation.
For example, at my two elderly/disabled sites (95 units and 50 units) we used to have resident
managers who had full charge of the building according to the classic project-based management
model. They were teamed with a maintenance staff and together they leased and maintained the
building. We now know that the kind of person that you need who can market the units and
manage a community of high-need, multi-generational residents is not the same person that can
wade through the shoebox of receipts to accurately calculate rent and determine annual eligibility.
We also know that, with the continual reduction of operating subsidy, we could not afford to
provide on-site staff at this level. Now, instead of an on-site manager managing 95 units, our
subsidy (which is scheduled to be reduced to 81 cents on the dollar in FY07) requires a single
staff person to manage 145 units. 2 We have pulled our staff off site and now have a central team
approach in which one person does all of the eligibility, admissions and recertification, and one
person leases the two buildings.
HUD will not preclude me from managing as I deem appropriate. However, I may be considered
non-compliant with asset management and not eligible for an asset management fee. Or, too
many of my costs will have to be assigned to the central office, an activity for which the costs are
capped at the sum of a management fee, an asset management fee, and a bookkeeping fee. For a
deregulated environment, this is an excessive dose of prescription.
I have to wonder what will be served by an insistence that there is only one way to effectively
manage property. We have to remember that this is the same HUD that once insisted on highdensity housing in order to gain maximum land value. We feel fortunate in Boulder to have had
the ability to reject HUD’s opinion and build our public housing according to the values and land
use patterns of our community. HUD should promote the principles and best practices of the
industry, not insist that project-based management is the right tool for everyone.

2

Boulder is one of the housing authorities, however, that is scheduled to be a “winner” in the new
operating subsidy. We have historically been so under-funded that our subsidy will increase by 181%, and
even still will leave us with a net loss from operations.
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Recognition of the Service Needs of our Residents
Our industry, and our housing authority, has been engaged in a decades-old debate about whether
we are property managers or social service providers. I suggest that there is no need for debate
because the two are inextricably linked. In Boulder, I cannot be a successful manager of property
if I cannot provide the services residents need to live independently and with dignity, to remain
lease compliant, to take good care of the property, to be good neighbors and to gain a measure of
economic- or self-sufficiency. We have a well-articulated vision in Boulder for resident services
which includes three key ingredients: live, learn, and earn.
The “live” component is focused on property well-being and asset protection. We work with
residents in order to:
• Minimize accidental and willful damage in order to reduce maintenance costs and
excessive wear and tear on units
• Encourage/enforce lease compliance
• Enhance security
• Maximize resident involvement
• Create healthy communities and organize activities for youth, teens and adults
Our greatest challenge relates to a resident’s ability to “survive” in the housing to which they
have gained access. This is the most emergent category in that, frequently, residents are not
exhibiting the skills required to live peacefully and productively in a community setting.
The “learn” component focuses on individual well-being and self-sufficiency. The services
typically include job training, childcare and transportation, for which we use partner agencies to
deliver the services. BHP rarely takes on the role of direct service provider.
The “earn” component is closely tied to the concepts above. This strategy, however, is less
concerned with individual well-being and more concerned with increasing incomes, which moves
people through our units more quickly. This component is an important part of our supply
strategy.
Sadly, I believe that HUD has lost its way with respect to this holistic view of our housing
mission. It is essential that we care as much about quality of life for our residents as we do about
the quality of our assets. There is a lot of talk about meeting resident needs, but I was among
hundreds of housing authorities who lost Public Housing Drug Elimination funding and had to
shut down the effective programs that were implementing the Live, Learn and Earn strategy. In
the last two years I have lost 100% of my operating funding that provides services to our
residents. Our service coordinator was re-assigned to the leasing department where she does what
she can to help property managers who have had to pick up the slack. The Director of Resident
Services is now the Director of Resource Development, where she is no longer focused on
resident well-being but housing authority well-being, and her job is to raise money for operations,
or save money through energy conservation. This is a good business decision. But, does it best
serve the needs of our citizens?
In Boulder, people find their way to public housing for a variety of reasons. Most, but not all, are
economic. For some, especially those who have been chronically homeless, public housing is the
victory at the end of transitional housing. For others, public housing is their last stop in life. For
many families, it is a temporary stopping place while they gather skill and money to move on.
For one of our residents, Joe, it was a life saver.
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On the second day of his residency we found Joe naked in the window of his fourth floor
apartment. Addicted to inhalants, Joe’s grasp of reality was fleeting. In the first month of tenancy
we learned that Joe was a danger to himself and his neighbors. We discovered that he had many
unauthorized guests with whom he shared his addiction. His elderly neighbors in his high-rise
building were terrified of Joe and his friends. Joe was completely invested in his lifestyle and had
no interest in changing his behavior. My resident services staff coordinated a response and an
intervention involving the police, the Adult Protection Team, drug rehabilitation experts and the
Mental Health Center. Today, Joe is chemical-free and a model tenant.
Joe was lucky, and so was the community. His story could have ended with homelessness and
significant expense to the emergency service/homeless infrastructure. We know that keeping
people housed is the most economical option and the best outcome for everyone. We have found
in Boulder that many of our resident needs, particularly those of elderly and disabled residents,
can be met if we can make the small investment in service coordination to link residents with the
extensive network of services available in our community.
A no-cost change that would help us immediately would be to return to the original definition of
an elderly person. Our experience with mixing elderly people and young people with disabilities
in high-density housing is not positive. More than anything, it is a problem of generations. I
know very few 80-year-old women who appreciate the sound of rock music wafting through their
bedroom wall.
In order to provide public housing to the most vulnerable citizens in my community, resident
services must be considered an integral part of the program and a fundamental cost of doing
business.
We provide ten apartments for homeless individuals at one of our newest developments. These
street-worn men and women, who also suffer from severe and persistent mental illness, are not
who we typically consider being ideal neighbors, yet they are thriving in Boulder’s newest, and
most acclaimed, Holiday neighborhood. They are doing exceptionally well in their housing for a
reason that may surprise you. “They are trying to make their lives reflect the beauty of the
housing you’ve given them,” is the explanation given to me by their Mental Health Center case
manager.
In order to manage public housing today, I need to be able to reproduce this story everywhere.
Isn’t that the goal of housing policy? To build good—no, to build great—housing that will
transform peoples’ lives.
Restructure the Underlying Finance
Most of the problems I have addressed so far could be solved by changing the way funds flow to
public housing. Managing public housing today is like driving a car without an engine. Public
housing looks and feels like real estate, but it is missing the central drive train required for
successful asset management: predictable, sustainable rental income. All of real estate operates
on the principle of an economic rent. An economic rent is rent sufficient to meet expenses and
plan for the future needs of properties in order to protect the asset.
Instead, we have an operating system that is upside down. We have rent that is based on the
family’s income and a subsidy based loosely on the cost to operate. Right side up, we would

12
166

Testimony of Betsey Martens
May 10, 2006
convert the system so that rental income is relative to the cost to operate and maintain the
property, and subsidy would be relative to the family’s ability to pay the rent. This is the system
that we see in the voucher program. In public housing, the current operating subsidy directs funds
to us in a series of largely inflexible streams: one for operating, one for capital and, when we’re
very lucky, one for resident services. Besides the fact that, in our case, all of the streams of
funding are insufficient to meet the asset needs in my inventory, it makes for an unpredictable
and unwieldy system to manage.
What I need, instead, is an economic rent from HUD in which I will be guaranteed the funds
required for basic operating costs, including resident services, and capital needs by making an
annual contribution to a reserve for replacement and/or financing capital improvements through
debt. This is the model I use to manage everything else in my portfolio. The degree of difficulty,
while still relatively high compared to the private market, is a fraction of the difficulty in
managing public housing currently.
In this scenario, common to every housing type except public housing, rent is the economic
engine. At my option, the rent would be at comparable market rent for my area, or determined on
a budget basis taking into account the need to provide for sufficient replacement reserves to
replace capital funding. A HAP contract would provide subsidy for as many people as possible,
after which I could rent units to families who can pay the economic rent without subsidy. HUD
would monitor my performance from bottom line indicators, and my neighborhood banker who
has invested in my capital financing needs would provide closer and more rigorous oversight than
HUD ever could.
This scenario accomplishes several things. It allows HUD to sub-contract its very important job
of risk management and asset performance monitoring down to the local level where it belongs.
It creates a relationship between subsidy and the number of families we can house (currently
when subsidy is reduced, we maintain our obligation to house the total number of families and
have a greater challenge in communicating the impact to Congress). The economic rent would
reflect the local market and the value of the product a family receives. It should allow for
resident services to be recognized as a standard operating cost.
If we do not have the appetite for a new program, we can and should give serious consideration to
the idea of converting public housing to a product similar to a project-based property in which an
economic rent plus subsidy model would assure that housing authorities can keep the promise to
their community that they will meet the shelter needs of all of their citizens, not just the ones who
are the richer poor. In addition, rent fairness and simplicity would be a good unto its own.
However, I urge Congress to take a comprehensive look at the entire public housing program.
One of the many advantages of being associated with NAHRO is that it provides me with an
opportunity to work with some of the brightest, most committed and most innovative
professionals across the country in housing today. In doing so recently, I am both concerned and
distressed to report that, not unlike my own situation in Boulder, many of my colleagues are
seeking exit strategies and ways to responsibly dispose of their public housing inventories. They
have not given up or lost sight of the mission; absolutely not! Instead, many of them find
themselves in the same position I have tried to document here today. Absent change and reasoned
responses to the five imperatives I have addressed, many of my colleagues will, of their own
volition or out of necessity, look for new and different ways to meet local needs.
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I underscore that, for many if not most, this will be a matter of necessity unless we do what we
must do to correct our course. I would like to make clear that this public housing inventory for the
most part serves those at 30% of median and below. Absent a viable public housing program,
these same families are at risk. My desire for change should not be interpreted as a retreat from
this equally important imperative; to the contrary, we must continue to house families of low- and
very-low-income in a responsible manner not only in Boulder but also around the country. This
means that I must have the tools and the programmatic latitude and the ultimate flexibility to do
so.
I have talked today about five essential attributes of a successful public housing program and the
situation in which I find myself in Boulder. It is imperative that we create responsible change. We
have in many ways reached a tipping point for public housing and this requires us to take bold
steps now or run the risk of losing that which for millions must not be lost! Now is the time to
put our heads together to reexamine the current program and, where necessary, initiate changes,
or at a minimum look to launch pilot programs to test the effectiveness and utility of various
scenarios.
Under the current programmatic rubric, I and many of my colleagues around the country are, or
soon will be, looking for an exit strategy. More alarming than this is the simple fact that given the
course of current events, many authorities with more than a handful of public housing units in
their portfolios may be looking at their actual ability to stay in business. I sincerely believe that a
widespread disposition of public housing is avoidable. I am hopeful that the outcome of this
hearing and others that you will hold will lead us to a responsible course of action. In fact, I
believe we can sustain that which I said at the outset is an irreplaceable asset.
I offer all that my staff and colleagues in Boulder and in the Rocky Mountain states can bring to
the discussion as it proceeds, as indeed it must. NAHRO also stands ready and looks forward to
working with you as you move forward. I would be happy at this point to answer any questions
you may have and thank you again for the opportunity to appear today.
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Six Steps to Hope:

HOPE VI for
the rest of us
BY BETSEY MARTENS

HIS ARTICLE BUILDS ON
my piece in the January/
February 2009 issue of the
Journal of Housing &
Community Development about the
political history of public housing,
which explored the idea that many
of the problems that challenge our

T

affordable housing industry today
have their genesis in the political
compromises that precede the passage of the U.S. Housing Act of
1937. That article also explored the
conditions that are present in our
nation’s early response to a housing
crisis that resulted in a housing poli-

6 Journal of Housing & Community Development

169

All manuscripts and editorial information should be sent to the Journal
of Housing & Community Development, NAHRO, 630 Eye Street,
N.W., Washington, DC 20001-3736. Publication in Journal of Housing
& Community Development does not constitute an endorsement of any
product, service, or material referred to, nor does the publication of an
advertisement represent an endorsement by the NAHRO Officials or the
Journal of Housing & Community Development. All articles represent
the viewpoints of the authors and are not necessarily those of the
magazine or publisher. Letters to the editor will be published at the discretion of the editor.
Copies of the Journal of Housing & Community Development are
available in 16mm microfilm, 35mm microfilm, 105mm microfiche,
and issue and article copies through University of Microfilms International
(UMI), 300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, MI 48106-1346;
313/761-4700.
Journal of Housing & Community Development (ISSN 1534-648X)
is published bi-monthly (January, March, May, July, September, and
November, with Buyer’s Guide published in May) by the National
Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials, 630 Eye Street,
N.W., Washington, DC 20001-3736. The annual subscription cost for
members of NAHRO is $25, which is included in membership dues. Nonmember subscription: $33 per year. Single copy: $6. Periodicals postage
paid at Washington, D.C., and additional mailing offices.
POSTMASTER: Send address corrections or changes to the Journal of
Housing & Community Development, NAHRO, 630 Eye Street, N.W.,
Washington, DC 20001-3736. Entire contents ©2010 by the National
Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials. All rights reserved.
Reproduction in whole or in part by permission only.

OPINION

&

Public housing’s
early history has
been
characterized by
a steady swing
between two
political schools
of thought.
cy that apportions resources to the
housing goals of the wealthy in
greater measure than to the critical
housing needs of the economically
poor. Finally, it looked at key
themes that shine some light on
how we might create significant
change in American housing policy
today.
It concluded with the suggestion
that the key ingredients of a new
policy may well include:

COMMENT

• Strategic partnerships with the
private sector
• Public ownership and stewardship
of the assets
• Targeting of the greatest need
married with mid-market eligibility
• Excellent project design that integrates into, and improves, neighborhoods
• A single-tiered housing policy that
creates opportunity for all
This article expands on these
ideas, and packages them into six
strategic steps for creating a map
for the future of public housing:
Step 1: Improve, and green, the
asset
Step 2: Rationalize operations
Step 3: Open the door for new
partners
Step 4: Preserve the existing
demographic
Step 5: Fund resident services as
part of operations
Step 6: Fix HUD’s mission confusion

The preliminary step:
Agreement on
preservation of the asset
Public housing’s early history has
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We now
understand that
we need both,
and that there is
an appropriate
role for all sectors
in housing
solutions.
been characterized by a steady
swing between two political schools
of thought—government either in,
or out, of the business of providing
housing. The once-louder chorus of
voices calling for a vouchering-out
of public housing has been quieted
by a growing understanding that
public housing responds to a supply
problem for markets where the current public housing demographic
can’t often be served. Vouchers
don’t work for everyone.
Households with large families;
households with special needs for
supportive housing; households
with credit or criminal background
problems, or other legitimate needs
for a benevolent landlord; households with limited resources or
capacity to move; or households
challenged by navigating a complicated maze of rules and regulations
have not done well in the voucher
program.
Where once the debate was a
question of either/or—do we need
a place-based housing program, or
do we need tenant-based solutions?—we now understand that we
need both, and that there is an
appropriate role for all sectors in

housing solutions; no one sector
can do it alone. In fact, a broad
coalition of national housing and
community development trustees
came together in 2008 to make a
strong statement about the need to
preserve public housing. The tide is
turning in favor of a belief that the
nation’s $165 billion investment1 in
public housing is worth preserving.
With this affirmation, the next
step is to solidify the consensus so
that we turn our attention to public
housing preservation with the
urgency that is required. As stated
in the report from the Future of
Public Housing summit:
The nation suffered a significant net
loss of public housing units between
1995 and 2008. While it has received
little public attention compared to the
mortgage mess and declining home
values, this hidden housing crisis is no
less devastating to the millions of
Americans who call public housing
home and for many for whom public
housing is the first rung on the ladder
of economic opportunity.2
1 Proceedings from the Summit on the Future of Public Housing,

2008, page 2
2 Proceedings from the Summit on the Future of Public Housing,
2008, page 2
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The current successful preservation tool, HOPE VI, needs to be preserved and expanded. However,
HOPE VI is not a solution for all of
public housing, or even for much of
it, and we need to create a rational
reform program for the rest of the
inventory. I propose six strategic
steps to hope for small and medium
housing authorities that don’t have
Moving to Work (MTW) status.

Step

1

IMPROVE, AND GREEN,
THE ASSET

The nation’s public housing inventory consists of approximately
1,200,000 units contained in 8,000
asset management projects.
Current data estimates that these
units have a collective deferred
maintenance backlog of $30 billion.

HOPE VI has replaced most of the
worst of our public housing inventory, and the probable inventory of
remaining bad units that will
require total replacement is only
100,000 units at this point.3 The
remaining units are in need of a
legislative fix.
The Congress should give strong
consideration to NAHRO’s proposal
to create a term-limited public
housing tax credit. Admittedly, now
is not the time to bring new
demand to a weak credit environment, but it is a good time to do the
policy legwork required to roll out a
new program. The concept is simple: NAHRO proposes the authorization of a public housing credit
program within I.R.C. Section 42 to
enable the preservation of existing
public housing either through rehabilitation or replacement. The program would be authorized for an
3 The Center on Budget and Policy Priority estimates; 2008.

initial period of ten years, in an
amount sufficient to accomplish
preservation of a majority of public
housing units. Consideration would
be given to ramping the credit up
to ensure adequate utilization during the program’s early stages.
Alternately, an increase in
appropriations for the Capital Fund
program would be a more straightforward and rapid solution. We will
soon understand the impact of the
$4 billion appropriation through
American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds,
and we may discover that six to ten
more years of doubling the appropriation would bring us a long way
toward where we need to be. We
also may discover that the asset
doesn’t have a decade to wait.
Many housing authorities are
working successfully with Energy
Performance Contracts to make capital improvements to public housing. HUD should continue its strong
172

support of this vehicle, and NAHRO
should continue to help members
learn about—and take advantage
of—the financing approach.
Another option for helping housing authorities address more modest backlog needs is to place revitalized public housing on a sound
financial footing by providing for a
long-term funding structure that
would allow them to borrow against
a stabilized net operating income
(NOI) to get their portfolio into a
condition where capital needs are
accruing forward. While this
approach won’t generate sufficient
capital for all of the accumulated
needs, it creates the platform to
move forward (see Step 2, below).
In related advocacy, NAHRO has
also called for the conversion of
public housing to a Section 8 project-based model in order to allow
the asset greater access to redevelopment capital. As above, this
approach will help the moderately
January/February 2010

9

OPINION
distressed inventory, which is the
majority of where we need to focus.

Step

2

&

COMMENT

the more public housing managers
see the precariousness of their
operating platform.
Instead of a system that mirrors
conventional real estate practice,
we have an operating system that is
both upside-down and Jenga-like.
We have rent that is based on the
family’s income, and a subsidy
based on the cost to operate. Right
side up, we would convert the system so that rental income is relative
to the cost to operate and maintain
the property, and subsidy would be

RATIONALIZE
OPERATIONS
Public housing policy and regulation
has evolved in such a piece-meal
fashion that public housing managers feel more like Jenga players
than the real estate professionals
that they are. We fear that, at any
moment, the hand of Congress
might pull the wrong plank, and the
public housing asset could topple.
Many layers of regulation have
evolved in public housing, all of
which sit on an unstable base of
assumptions. Prior to the Brooke
Amendment of 1969, the base of
assumption was solid: that property
without mortgage debt could be
supported by modest rental income
derived from a broad range of
incomes. While well intentioned,
the amendment had dire policy
outcomes for the asset.
Brooke restructured income to
decouple it from the cost of maintaining and preserving the asset. It
didn’t take long for these meager
rents to exhaust the system and an
operating subsidy to be required.
Soon thereafter, capital funds for
modernization were necessary. A
third stream of funds for resident
services soon followed; then, a
fourth for drug elimination and
asset protection. As the asset, and
residents, demand more resources,

We fear that, at
any moment, the
hand of Congress
might pull the
wrong plank, and
the public housing
asset could topple.
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relative to the family’s ability to pay
the rent. This is the system that we
see in the voucher program, and
the system that prevails in every
other asset type.
Public housing needs, instead, a
sustainable rent contract through
which it will be guaranteed the
funds required for three essential
functions: basic operating costs;
provision of services to residents;
and contribution to a reserve for
replacement and/or financing capital improvements through debt.
In this scenario, the rent would
be comparable to market rents for
similar product in the area, or determined on a budget basis, taking into
account the need to provide for sufficient replacement reserves to
replace capital funding. The underwriting must assure that the manager has access to the excess cash generated. This provides two important
operating principles: 1) it creates an
incentive to manage to the bottom
line and brings the power of market
discipline to operations, and 2) it
provides for resources to sustain the
owner/portfolio/asset management
function.
This approach also provides protection during years in which the
appropriation to public housing is
reduced. If the rent contract is
reduced by 10%, then 10% of the
units could be released from income
requirements and be available to
rent to households that can pay the
rent without subsidy. This approach
provides strong protection for the
asset and public housing operations.
It also allows tenants and tenant
advocates a clear measure of the
impact of reduced appropriations.
Additionally, in this approach,
PHAS (the public housing assessment system) can be replaced by
standard industry metrics derived
from net operating income. The
process of measuring PHA per-

formance becomes simple, effective
and transparent. For those properties that are funding improvements
through net income, local banks
can replace third party HUD
inspectors to assure the protection
of the asset. HUD can sub-contract
its very important job of risk management and asset performance
monitoring down to the local level,
where it belongs.
We should also consider the
intriguing idea of Annual
Contributions Contract (ACC) portability. In 1997, Boulder Housing
Partners (BHP) included this idea in
its strategic plan with the goal of
easing the density of some of our
public housing neighborhoods. More
recently, Conrad Egan introduced a
similar idea to a NAHRO panel in
March 2009. Mixed income neighborhoods have been the intuitive
answer to public housing challenges
for many years. In ACC portability,
public housing authorities (PHAs)

could reassign subsidy assistance to
units they own in other properties.
Making our public housing units
portable is a relatively quick and
easy way to achieve mixed-income
neighborhoods for those housing
authorities that have an inventory
of non-public housing units.

Step

3

OPEN THE DOOR FOR
NEW PARTNERS
Returning to the Jenga analogy,
we have created a public housing
structure that can hold up for a
174

period of time, but that has never
proven investment-worthy. It’s no
wonder that managing public
housing has been a singular and
lonely business. QHWRA created
provisions for some new partners
to join the challenge of maintaining and preserving public housing, and HOPE VI has demonstrated the power of public-private
partnership related to the asset.
Much more needs to be done,
however. Very few partners can,
and want to, participate in public
housing given its current structure. We need to open doors for
partners to help with improving
the asset, providing services to
residents and transforming our
buildings to net-zero energy consumption.
We need to be able to engage in
tax credit partnerships with
greater ease. Mixed financing is
clunky and complicated, and the
process of converting public housJanuary/February 2010
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ing is improved but still very burdensome.
As our public housing tenant
characteristics change, we need a
meaningful way to engage and
maintain new partners. There are
two clear and distinct trends in my
public housing that I suspect are
reflected in the general population.
People are living longer with
greater medical challenges, and the
population of people with disabilities is increasing. Thus, service
needs are rapidly intensifying.
Public housing is an appropriate
and powerful point of service delivery. In order to have service-rich
communities, we need to be sure
we have ways to build lasting relationships with service providers. In
rural and smaller communities, we
need to fund ways to find partners,
or respond to needs directly.

Step

4

PRESERVE THE EXISTING
DEMOGRAPHIC
Despite its position as the fourth
step, the most important part of
thinking about preservation is to be
able to assure residents and advocates that we can continue to
house, or target, the existing demographic. Public housing conversion
proposals are clouded by a concern
that housing authorities are trying
to abandon their fundamental mission. In her testimony to Congress,
Atlanta Housing Authority
Executive Director Renee Glover

&
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began by dispelling the myth that
“PHAs are seeking ‘legislative cover’
to abandon their fundamental mission—providing affordable housing
to low income families. This is not
true.”4 New policy must preserve,
and improve on, the subsidy structure that makes public housing
uniquely available to households
with extremely low incomes.
The proposal described in Step 2
allows housing authorities to preserve their existing customer base.
Rent continues to be paid based on
income, without jeopardizing the
operations of the real estate. And,
given the proposal that resident
services become an integral element in determining a property’s
operating cost basis, outcomes and
quality of life for residents will be
significantly improved.
But we should continue to
explore some things that might produce better outcomes. If we could
simplify the rent calculation
process, we would free up significant resources for residents, housing authorities and HUD. We have
developed a tangled web of complexity and oversight in the interest
of rent integrity. There is a massive
investment of money and time for
all of us to force, and enforce, rent
integrity in a system that seems
almost designed to invite applicants
and residents to report inaccurate
income, either by mistake or intention.
We could consider a policy in
which the rent-based-on-income
approach might be preserved for
elderly and disabled households
whose incomes are fixed; and we
could more aggressively implement
a variety of flat and tiered rent
options for families so that their
4 Testimony of Renee Glover to the House Government Reform

Committee, Subcommittee on Federalism and the Census,
February 2006
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Given the recent
lessons related to
the risk of pressing
too hard on a
homeownership
goal, the nation
might be ready to
consider a more
balanced housing
policy
increases in income are going to
future prosperity instead of to rent.

Step

5

INCLUDE SERVICES AS A
FUNDAMENTAL PART OF
OPERATING COSTS
The need for affordable housing is
not always, or only, economic.
Public housing households can
bring multiple challenges that
strain both the community and the
asset. Step 3 talks about a changing
demographic in public housing that
is, in some ways, becoming a more
high-need population. Every community will need to find its appro-
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priate balance between services the
housing authority provides and
those that a partner responds to. In
either case, the cost of service coordination or service provision needs
to part of the cost of doing business.
In addition, our efforts in helping
residents to achieve economic selfsufficiency can be an important
supply strategy for many communities, that the more quickly residents
can move into market-rate housing,
the more rapidly our long waiting
lists shrink.
HUD could provide strong leadership in this area by creating the
kind of service partnerships at the
federal level that most of us have
created locally. And, as Step Six
suggests, HUD could take it a step
further and make its mission more
clear. I believe that our industry’s
primary focus and skill area is
housing, and that essential services
should come from strong partnerships with the Departments of
Education, Labor, Justice and
Health and Human Services.
Coordinated funding that recognizes that public housing needs to
be service enriched, and that public
housing is a logical delivery system,
is an important next step.

Step

6

FIX HUD’S MISSION
CONFUSION
On July 29, 2009 the House
Subcommittee on Housing and
Opportunity held hearings on the
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future of public housing. The committee invited perspectives from the
academic community. Of the eight
experts testifying, seven spoke
about the future of public housing
uniquely in terms of outcomes related to residents. The physical asset
or its operating structure was never
mentioned. Only one expert, former
Assistant Secretary for Public and
Indian Housing Orlando Cabrera,
spoke about the need to preserve
the real estate. This incongruity
may be emblematic of mission confusion at HUD. HUD is focused on,
and provides funding for, initiatives
related to the asset, while the rest of
America is interested in positive
outcomes for people.
HUD’s PIH website captures a
double bottom line, describing the
‘aim’ of public housing as follows:
The aim of the Office of Public and
Indian Housing (PIH) is to ensure
safe, decent, and affordable housing;
create opportunities for residents’ selfsufficiency and economic independence; and assure fiscal integrity by all
program participants.
At the same time, I think it’s fair
to assert that most PHAs receive
funding for only this first part of the
goal, yet have obligation and expectation for all service coordination
and self-sufficiency. We rely on
fundraising, local grants and donations and creative partnership to
cobble together services we find
essential.
We need to bridge the incongruity between resources and
expectations. As suggested above,
HUD can provide leadership in
modeling a service-enriched housing program and provide sustainable funds for service navigation
and coordination at the local level.
In my own organization we regularly revisit the question—are we a
real estate provider, or are we a
social services organization? I main176

tain that we are uniquely both.
HUD should reinforce, or disavow,
that opinion.

Putting it all together:
Towards a more balanced
housing policy
The very early vision for public
housing imagined modest, affordable multi-family housing accessible to the greater public in the
same way that the other great public institutions provide: schools,
hospitals, transportation and
libraries. This potentially powerful
concept was disabled before the
first federal housing legislation was
inked. A coalition of private sector
interests was successful in convincing the Congress to make public
housing so unattractive and narrow
in scope that its potential threat to
private developers would be next to
none. At the same time, the
Congress enacted parallel legislation delivering rich resources to the
goal of homeownership. This twotiered system put public housing
squarely at the bottom of the
resource pile.
Given the recent lessons related
to the risk of pressing too hard on a
homeownership goal, the nation
might be ready to consider a more
balanced housing policy—one in
which rental housing production
and preservation could share many
of the same tax and appropriation
resources that the homeownership
industry does.

Betsey Martens is the Executive
Director of Boulder Housing Partners
and a member of NAHRO's Board of
Governors and Housing Committee.
She can be reached at
martensb@bouldercolorado.gov.
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Looking Back

OR THOSE OF US who
have dabbled a bit in the
history of housing, our
understanding of the beginning of housing history is marked
by the passage of the U.S. Housing
Act of 1937. This article explores
the idea that many of the challenges facing our affordable housing
industry today have their genesis in
the political compromises that precede the passage of the U.S.
Housing Act of 1937. The article
also explores the conditions that are
present in our nation’s early
response to a housing crisis that
resulted in a housing policy that
apportions resources to the housing
goals of the wealthy in greater
measure than to the critical housing
needs of the economically poor.
Finally, the article looks at three
key themes that will shine some
light on how we might effectively
affect significant change in
American housing policy today.

F

Housing was not a policy
issue in our nation until
the mid to late 1800s.
Prior to that, before the
industrialization of
America, most
Americans worked
where they lived. By
the 1850s, when massive job creation
occurred in the cities
and rural Americans
and immigrants
flooded the urban
centers in great
numbers, there was
a critical housing
shortage. The
responses to housing need were private, profitable
and often unsafe. Real estate developers were turning old single-family homes into subdivided tenement
homes. Where one family had
lived, three, four and five families
crammed into every inch of the
building.
Despite these deplorable tenement conditions of the late 1800s,
federal policy-makers were sluggish
about any kind of response; steadfast in their belief that housing solutions were the exclusive domain of
the private and
charitable sectors,
and best left to
cities and states
to wrestle with. It
follows, then,
that the history
of housing policy
in the United
States begins
with the New
York Housing
Act of 1879.
Responding
to workforce
housing condi178

tions that were characterized by a
lack of fresh air, ventilation, fire
protection and indoor plumbing,
the Act intended to make conditions safer. However, the driving
force behind the legislation was less
a concern for the physical safety of
residents but a greater concern that
the deplorable housing conditions
would influence the moral character of tenement residents.
The New York Commissioner of
the Tenement House Department
observed that “there can be no
question that the three great
scourges of mankind—disease,
poverty and crime—are in large
measure due to bad housing.” i
There was significant debate
throughout much of the early 20th
century about whether unsafe and
unsanitary housing conditions
could shape a person’s character. By
1915, housing reformers had broadened their understanding of housing and began to see housing less as
a moral character issue and a
pathology and more as a necessary
component of healthy neighborhoods.
At this early point in our policy
history, we have the first evidence
that housing policy is often shaped
i Hutchison, Janet, “Shaping Housing and
Enhancing Consumption”, Pennsylvania State
University Press, 2000
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In this thinking, we can see the
second key piece of evidence that
housing policy is motivated by
interests that often stray far from
the simple provision of shelter.

The Beginning of the
American Dream

by motivations that are not transparent, yet must be understood if
we are to create a more advantageous policy for our industry today.

The First Federal
Housing Program
The major cities of the east coast,
particularly New York, continued to
pass legislation adopting building
codes and housing quality standards, while the federal government continued to see no role for
itself in housing policy. The onset
of World War I, though, changed
that laissez-faire approach dramatically. Suddenly, the nation was in
full-tilt production for the war
effort. Workers were needed on
both coasts to build ships, and housing was needed for the workforce.
The U.S. Shipping Act of 1917
authorized President Woodrow
Wilson to address the workforce
housing problem and appropriated
$100 million for the effort.
In less than two years, approxi-

mately 16,000 homes were built on
120 sites with funds from the
Shipping Act. The massive production allowed housing reformers to
experiment on a grand scale. There
were two dominant themes behind
their plans. One was to design both
homes and communities that
would shape the best possible workforce. And the second, similar
theme was to create a captive work
force. The goal was to “get them
[workers] to invest their savings in
their homes and own them. Then
they won’t leave and they won’t
strike. It ties them down so that
they have a stake in our [factory
owners] prosperity.” ii
In this distinct housing policy
shift—from the industrial era, prewar focus on the pathology of housing—reformers now argued for the
benefits of a housing policy that
would reduce labor turnover,
increase productivity and promote
social harmony.

The end of the war led housing critics, congressmen and real estate
agents to reassess the role of government in housing.iii With the
Armistice in November 1918,
Congress ordered the halt of housing production on projects less
than 75% complete. The government ordered the single-family
homes to be sold at auction, losing
more than half of its investment.
In the end, only 27 of the projects
were completed as planned.
This less-than-admirable result
cooled the nation’s enthusiasm for
any further government involvement in housing.
President Hoover refocused the
nation’s attention on housing. In
the 1920s, as Commerce Secretary,
Hoover took a strong interest in the
subject. In addition to his profound
understanding of how housing
could fuel the economy, Hoover
worried that the declining number
of homeowners could have serious
political ramifications. He believed
that insufficient housing would create a class system of tenants and
landlords that would lead to widespread discontent, and possibly revolution.
As Commerce Secretary, Hoover
elevated the role of the states in
flowing capital to a housing production effort. As President, Hoover
developed carefully calculated government policies that exalted and
promoted the virtues of homeown-

ii Fairbanks, Robert “From Better Dwellings to Better
Neighborhoods”, Pennsylvania State University
Press, 2000

iii Radford, Gail, “The Federal Government and
Housing During the Great Depression”,
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2000
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ership. Some scholars suggest that
he was building on the early 19th
century ideas of a deeply imbedded
national belief in the supremacy of
homeownership and the sovereignty and inviolability of the private
housing market.iv
His administration set the stage
for the network of programs that
facilitated the enormous increase in
American homeownership—the
Federal Housing Administration,
the Federal Home Loan Bank, and
the Federal National Mortgage
Association.
This chapter of our housing history adds a third motivation to significant housing policy: fueling the
economy and managing the classes.

Depression-fueled
Housing Policy
The early 1930s gave rise to yet
another different housing movement created by a number of
forces. In the chaos of the early
Roosevelt administration and the
many New Deal initiatives his
administration created, the Public
Works Administration (PWA) housiv National Low Income Housing Coalition,
“Changing Priorities: The Federal Budget and
Housing Assistance, 1976-2007,” August 2002
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ing program was
enacted in 1933 as
part of the National
Industrial Recovery
Act. The PWA built
25,000 units in 58
locations over 4
years.
PWA projects
were well received
by the public
because they were
well built, neighborhood-friendly and
families didn’t have
to be eligible based
on income. This three-part
approach allowed for a wide variety
in household demographic. Three
years later, in 1936, Congress
required that PWA housing be available only to families with very little
income. This administrative change
had significant future consequences.
Behind the scenes of the housing
movement in the 30s was a powerful visionary named Catherine
Bauer, author of the classic 1934
book titled Modern Housing. Bauer
was prophetic in her belief that
housing created solely for poor people, built in isolation from the fabric
of the neighborhood, and administered in a top-down government
program would be politically
unpopular. She argued instead for a
large-scale housing program, created by non-profits and cooperatives,
divorced from commercial interests, and designed for families of all
incomes using an architectural style
that would allow differences in family wealth to be invisible.
She was an early advocate of a
multi-family approach in which
amenities could be shared by entire
neighborhoods and efficiencies in
construction would deliver affordability to all. She was adamant in
resisting a growing trend in housing
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of creating one type of housing
style for the majority middle class
and an inferior, visually stigmatizing product for the poor.
Bauer teamed up with Senator
Wagner in 1935 to attempt translation of her ideas into a public housing program. The effort failed in
1935 and again in 1936. Finally, in
1937, he succeeded in winning the
support of Congress for the U.S.
Housing Act. While the program
was enacted into law, the spirited
principles endorsed by Bauer and
others were completely lost in the
political debate and the legislation
was so compromised that they considered withdrawing it.
Three significant compromises
set the stage for the problems we
continue to wrestle with today. The
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the
National Board of Realtors and the
Bankers Association were adamantly opposed to government involvement in housing production. They
successfully amended the bill so
that instead of a unified, comprehensive national housing program,
a two-tiered system was created. In
the top tier, significant resources
and infrastructure assured a continuous and robust flow of capital to
the goal of American homeownership. In the bottom tier, a scarce
and tightly controlled allocation
would flow to housing for the poor.
To ensure that the public housing program operate well outside
the domain of the private sector,
the lobby interests led by the realtors succeeded in these three key
points:
• that public housing be eligible
only to low-income families;
• that public housing’s development
costs be limited; and
• that the creation of new housing
be tied to the clearance of existing
blighted properties.
The combination of the three
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requirements assured that public housing would be a separate and less
equal housing product, hamstrung
by the high cost of land purchase in
the inner cities. The vision of a universally integrated, broadly accepted, strongly resourced program
evaporated in 1937.
A national housing program that
focused scant resources on dense
product in often undesirable locations produced the results that its
detractors hoped for. The public’s
understanding of public housing in
the urban cities consisted of mammoth high-rise projects occupying
super-blocks, many of which had
been built to accommodate urban
renewal and existed in stark isolation from surrounding neighborhoods. Segregated and readily
identified as charity cases, “warehoused by society in gray fortresses
that loomed menacingly over the
cityscape, public housing residents
had vacated crumbling tenements
only to be placed in sterile silos”.v
After WWII, Bauer and her group
of housing reformers had a second
shot at significant housing reform.
Returning soldiers were challenged
in finding housing that met their
needs and the nation wondered,
again, if its housing programs were
up to the task. Despite a constant plea
v Fairbanks, Robert “From Better Dwellings to Better
Neighborhoods”, Pennsylvania State University
Press, 2000
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to turn the
nation’s attention
to the public housing program, the
focus was, instead,
on urban renewal.
Even though the
U.S. Housing Act of
1949 coined the
now-famous national
commitment that
promises a “decent
home for every
American,” and even
though the Act provided for the
construction of 810,000 units of
public housing over six years (the
largest and most ambitious appropriation ever), public housing was a
minor focus. It centered on slum
clearance and downtown development—the goal of which was to elevate property values, boost tax
revenues and encourage private
investment in beleaguered central
cities. Urban renaissance, not
unmet housing needs, had the
attention of Congress.
Congressional appropriation of
funds for public housing fell far
short of the ambitious authorization
of 810,000 units. Production limped
along at an average annual rate of
20,000 units.
President Kennedy’s campaign
for office was plagued by the class
and race problems endemic of the
time and made more difficult by
the problems encountered in some
public housing in the large cities.
As a savvy politician, he turned
the nation’s housing attention
towards a demographic that was
far more politically popular—the
elderly. Kennedy’s administration
ushered in the Section 202 program and legislated admission for
the elderly in public housing. This
smart political move restored some
of the nation’s faith in the potential of public housing.
181

The passage of the Brooke
Amendment in 1969 tied public
housing rent to tenant income. This
change marked the beginning of
the serious financial problems
encountered by public housing
today. While excellent in concept,
the Brooke Amendment gave rise
to funding mechanisms that have
hamstrung—and nearly crippled—
the public housing inventory.

Gathering the
Meaning and Moving
Forward
From this brief review of the political history of affordable housing
we can clearly identify a number
of themes that will be important in
framing the next major initiative in
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federal housing policy.
The first theme is the centuriesold confusion, if not outright conflict, about the role of the federal
government in the provision of
housing. To the extent that the
federal role has always been
viewed as competition for, and a
threat to, the private sector inventory, at least one solution path is
obvious—a consistent partnership
of the private sector in affordable
housing. The Low Income
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program has shown us that, even
despite the inefficient deployment
of taxes to incent housing production, it’s a successful and politically popular model. Public housing
should certainly pursue its own
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variation on the theme.
The second theme requires an
understanding that the significant
housing policy initiatives in our
nation’s history have rarely grown
out of an authentic vision of doing
anything remarkable for families
sidelined by the market. The drivers for policy change have consistently been two: a need to fuel the
economy and a desire to shape, or
control, behavior. Public housing
advocates often strategize around
the goodness of our mission and
miss the key strategic leverage
points. Public housing reform
needs to be tied to economic
development, community revitalization and social improvement.
A third conclusion requires an
appreciation for how radically the
adopted public housing program
departed from the original vision
imagined in the 1930s, and how
the resulting creation of a twotiered national housing policy continues to work today. According to
the National Low Income Housing
Coalition report titled “Changing
Priorities,”vi housing-related tax
expenditures in 2006 were $120
billion, compared to HUD’s $30
billion for low income housing.
Housing-related tax expenditures
are for mortgage interest deduction, property tax deduction, capital gains avoidance, and investor
deductions. This means that the
subsidy to promote and encourage
homeownership for relatively
wealthy Americans is almost four
times greater than the subsidy for
the nation’s poorest citizens. This
confirmation that we have a defacto two-tiered system has been
little challenged. But, as we face
the fact that many working
Americans can’t afford the two
vi Karolak, Eric, “No Idea of Doing Anything
Wonderful”, Pennsylvania State University Press,
2000
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bedroom fair market rent in most
communities, the idea that the
mortgage interest and property tax
deduction investments—the top
tier of our national housing policy—needs to be rethought seems
to be gaining some acceptance.
Finally, this review of history
suggests that, since public housing
is now so disabled by genuine and
disingenuous attempts to fix it since
its compromised 1937 birth, we
need to start with an entirely new
paradigm if there is to be placebased housing for very low-income
Americans in the 21st century. The
key ingredients of a new policy
may well include:
• Strategic partnerships with the
private sector
• Public ownership and stewardship of the assets
• Targeting of the greatest need
married with mid-market eligibility
• Excellent project design that integrates into, and improves, neighborhoods
• A single-tiered housing policy
that creates opportunity for all
Returning to the question posed
at the beginning of the article, the
Shipping Act and the tax credit program share the common features of
having harnessed market forces
and sentiment to win broad appeal
for significant housing production.
If we can learn from these ideas
from our housing history, we are
better positioned to advance the
next chapter.

Betsey Martens is the Co-Executive
Director of Boulder Housing Partners
and a member of NAHRO's Board of
Governors and Housing Committee.
She can be reached at
martensb@bouldercolorado.gov.
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Betsey Martens, Executive Director, BHP
Willem Van Vliet, Director of Community Engagement and Director,
Children Youth and Environments Center for Research and Design

Re:
Date:

Moving to Work Evaluation proposal
October 10, 2010

On behalf of the University of Colorado I am pleased to submit this evaluation proposal
for Boulder Housing Partner’s Moving to Work (MTW) Demonstration application.
Having known your organization and your work for many years, the research purposes of
the MTW program seem a strong match with the interests and capacity of Boulder
Housing Partners. We would be honored to be a part of the team, which I will personally
lead in my capacity as Director of Community Engagement and Director of the Children
Youth and Environments Center for Research and Design at the University of Colorado.
My long interest in housing policy is described in summary in the attached vitae. My
academic career has been centered on housing needs and policy focus, and more recently
I have developed a body of research and scholarship on the impact of housing and
environment on children. I have authored ten books on the topic of housing, trends,
policy and environmental impacts. This strong base of interest in housing policy creates
great excitement for me, as well as the Department, about the venture you propose.
Of equal relevance to this project is the University’s rich history of interaction with
Boulder Housing Partners. I have enjoyed having you and your staff as regular speakers
in my classes and am particularly delighted to have taken over the Housing Policy and
Practice class that you have taught the past two semesters. Our exchange of ideas and
articles on housing policy has enriched my thinking about the field.
The Center was pleased to have collaborated with BHP on the design of your most recent
tax credit project, Red Oak Park. Our involvement focused on how thoughtful and
innovative design of public space can best support children and families. We also
collaborated on a grant to engage the youth at your Woodlands property in an outdoor
art-making program.
With that background to serve as a framework for our work going forward, let me
summarize the conversations we’ve had about where you want your demonstration
activity to affect the research work that is ongoing in the field of housing and poverty.
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Your demonstration proposes to test five assumptions about housing as a platform for
individual and community development:
1. Testing three options related to family mobility: full mobility, conditional
mobility and a control group with no mobility
2. Testing effectiveness of place-based delivery of service
3. Testing the power of a flat, tiered rent
4. Testing the effectiveness of substituting successful networks for “communities of
kin”
5. Testing whether strong supportive services to children in the household create
positive outcomes for the adult members.
Approach:
Once the Moving to Work demonstration has been awarded to Boulder Housing Partners,
we will conduct baseline research and refine the data that BHP needs to be collecting.
We will jointly advertise a fellowship opportunity and work together to recruit a doctoral
candidate to join the University of Colorado. This fellow will design and execute the
evaluation, as well as supervise the design on your control groups.
Our Center will offer a sustained commitment to on-going longitudinal work and a longterm collaboration in the evaluation of Boulder’s MTW program. In this collaboration,
our evaluation participation will focus on outcomes for residents, while the administrative
and financial outcomes will be managed and evaluated internally by Boulder Housing
Partners.
Replicability:
Our evaluation will be designed with a keen eye towards the ability to replicate our
successes in other communities. In this regard, we would aim to develop
recommendations for good practices that would be adaptable elsewhere. We will draw
from the ideas described by Richard Rose in his ground-breaking book, “Lesson-Drawing
in Public Policy: A Guide to Learning Across Time and Space”. According to Rose,
lessons can be learned by searching across time and/or across space; the choice depends
upon a subjective definition of proximity, epistemic communities linking experts
together, functional interdependence between governments, and the authority of
intergovernmental institutions. The process of lesson-drawing starts with scanning
programs in effect elsewhere, and ends with the prospective evaluation of what would
(need to) happen if a program already in effect elsewhere were transferred here in the
future.
This is an exciting opportunity to build on the excellent work BHP has done in the past,
with benefits not only for local households, but for affordable housing providers and their
clients nationwide. I wish you the best of luck with your application and hope that it will
lead to our work together.
2
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Antony Phipps (2002); Sarah Barnum (2003); Jennifer Steffel Johnson (2006); Anirban Pal (2007);
George Awuor (with Louise Chawla, 2009); Robert Surles (2010); Kelly Draper Zuniga (2010).

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS
American Sociological Association, Community Studies Section (1977-1995). Also, Council
Member of Environment and Technology Section (1991-94)
International Sociological Association, Research Committee on Housing and the Physical
Environment, (Secretary, 1983-88; President, 1992-2007); Liaison, European Network of Housing
Researchers, Coordinating Council (1988-2000).
Environmental Design Research Association (intermittent).
Women and Environments (1977-1985).
International Housing Research Network (1979-2000).
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November 12, 2010

Betsey Martens
Executive Director
Boulder Housing Partners
4800 Broadway
Boulder, CO 80304
To Whom It May Concern;
I am pleased to write this letter of support for Boulder Housing Partner’s Moving to Work application. The “I Have a Dream”
Foundation of Boulder County (“I Have a Dream”) is enthusiastic about continuing our partnership with Boulder Housing
Partners.
The “I Have a Dream” Foundation of Boulder County (“I Have a Dream”) was founded in 1990. The mission of “I Have a
Dream” is to motivate and empower children from low-income communities to reach their educational and career goals by
providing a long term intervention program of mentoring, tutoring, and cultural enrichment. Upon graduation each Dreamer is
eligible to receive a last-dollar, four-year tuition-assistance scholarship for college or vocational school.
Since its inception 20 years ago, “I Have a Dream” has served 475 low income youth, 175 of whom have graduated from high
school. Of these graduates 150 have gone on the college or vocational school and 105 have graduated from college.
In 1996, “I Have a Dream” formed a partnership with Boulder Housing Partners (BHP) to form the Boulder-Kalmia Dreamer
class of 31 students in third- fifth grade. In 2007, 90% of these students graduated from high school and 93% of those pursued
higher education. In 1999, the Boulder-Broadway Class began with 41 Dreamers, adopted as third-seventh graders. In 2009,
90% of the Dreamers graduated from high school with 80% pursuing higher education.
Our partnership with Boulder Housing Partners has been very successful. Therefore, we are very eager to support BHP’s
Moving to Work application as it will enable BHP to create more community and classroom space at its public housing sites in
which a new Dreamer Class could be formed. Finding adequate space, conducive to the comprehensive after-school
programming that makes this program successful, is a necessary component to creating a new Dreamer Class. This community
space would be designed with this after school programming in mind (including a computer room).
We would be very willing to solicit the sponsors necessary to begin a new Dreamer class with low income residents living in
BHP properties. We anticipate that this could be done sometime in the next 4-6 years, depending on our fund-raising efforts.
Thank you in advance for your consideration of Boulder Housing Partner’s application for funding.
Sincerely,

Lori Canova, CEO
3012 Sterling Circle, Suite 200, Boulder, Colorado 80301 * 303-444-3636 * www.ihaveadreamboulder.org
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