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Executive Summary

The Family Housing Fun(FHF) requested an assessmenthaf Minneapolis Public Housing
Authority (MPHA) HousingChoiceVoucher (HCV)Program to identify strategies to exykthe
use of vouchers andaximize resident choice and mobility, and to review best practices
nationally to highlight how other PHAs have addressed barriers to create effective mobility
options.

In responsgthe Quadel team conducted an assessmeloiding a site visito inteview

stakeholders and MPHA staff. Véésoreviewed documents and data, conducted a review of
applicable research and best practices, and conducted focus groups with property owners and
program participantsA review of MPHA policies focused on HCV prograreas that most

i mpact moves, movers and | andlords to identif
friendly,0  jeaseer.for landlords and families. We also reviewed communication and education
efforts

We learned tha¥lPHA has an experienced dtalemonstrating solid knowledge of thikCV

Program and aommitment to provide quality services, expand housing choice and to encourage
greater participation on the part of property owners and mandgeraissessment also revealed
challenges including soe outdated administrative practices, lack of collaborative relationships
outside the agency and a less desirable image in the community than other housing agencies.
With several key leaders retiring in early 2017, MPHA should look to build on the many g

works and commitments made by exiting leaders while allowing new leadership the opportunity
to encourage innovative thinking and the establishment of partnerships throughout the city and
region.

Our assessment of MPHA policies led us to make a puoflyecommendationsnost of which
could be easily implemented at little or no cost. These include the following:

1 Using the location of projediased vouchers as a strategy to expand housing opportunities
for families

1 Allowing families more time to see for housing andtreamlining the process for new units
by prioritizing mobility participant RFTAs and considering same day approval for passed
inspections

1 Ensuring consistent enforcement and increased communication between MPHA and
landlords

1 Conductingapplicant and participant briefing presentations and voucher issuance on the
same day

1 Developing a portability process that promotes consistency; reviewing the process and
eliminate unnecessary steps; and coordinating with regional housing authorities

1 Eliminatingthe currentcriteria for portability moves and providingiproved information
about the benefits of moving less frequently and moving to opportunity areas

1 Proratingrent to begin onvhateverdayof monththe HAP contract is approved

In the areaf communication and educatioryrabservations indicate that creating regular and
frequent opportunities for representatives of MPHA, the City, Met Council and other housing
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EXPANDING ACCESS TO HOUSING CHOICE IN MINNEAPOLIS

authorities in the seven county area to meet around specific issues wouldepiromuative
regional coordination and lead to greater collaboration to solve the challenges confronted by all
of the participants. Recommendations include:

1 The cevelopnentand implemerdtion ofstrategies to ensure that property owners and
managers regve consistent and good customer service, have accurate information and
opportunities to provide feedback and ask questions

1 We recommendx@andng the information provided at briefings (written and oral) to include
more about what fmsphe bendfitafanovingto cpporuaity, rovidied
examples, data and success stories

1 The weof positive language in all communications

1 The use obuccess stories, photos of actual participants, video clips in PowerPoint
presentations, and inveséntin professional brandingp promoteopportunitymoves

Theoutcomes of thelata review and analysiemonstrate the need to reevaluate the mobility
program, establish a clear mission and redefine opportunity areas. Current thinking defines
opportunity aras as those areas to avoid; we recommend defining opportunity neighborhoods by
utilizing criteria such as poverty rate, racial and ethnic mgkand qualityof-life

characteristics like education, health, employment opportunities, transportation,etafety,
Recommendations include:

1 Exploredevelopment opportunities
o along the proposed new LRT routes and collaborate with local partners to ensure the
inclusion of affordable housing in future projects
o when awarding project based vouchers in advance afttngletion of transit
projects
1 Evaluatecensus tracts and/or zip codes
o that appear affordable to determine availability of rental housing and form
partnerships with landlords to make housing available to HCV families
o that appear affordabfer other barers to mobility includingparticipantlack of
interest
0 in nearby suburban communities which would supplement the areas families can
access througtine current mobility program
1 Determine the extent to which families educate their children outside oftkie gchool
di strict to ensure the definition of opportu
1 Consider implementing a homeownership program
1 Educate participants and landlords on the subjects of expungements and using criminal
records in decisiocmaking

MP H A @eentredesign of the Mobility Voucher Program raseme questions that MPH
should consider as it prepatesdegincounseling families agailConcerns raised in the
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assessment includgaffinglevels rent reform, incentives, and ethprograndesign
components. Recommendations include:

1 Staff program with fultime counselors responsible for mob#rglated work only,
independent of HCV administration
1 Ensure the rent reform program contains the flexibility to adequately assist MVP families
seeking housing in higltost opportunity areas
0 Explorethe viability of multiple payment standards anddooviding a bonus subsidy
to families in the Mobility Voucher Program that move to higher cost areas
determined through the analysis of micro rentathkets or utilize some other method
of addressing rent levels

Research shows that comprehensive mobility counseling programs result in program participants
gaining access to neighborhoods that are safer, healthier, have better schools and numerous other
positive attributes. Many of the policies that have been developed for mobility counseling
programs can be integrated into the overall management of the HCV prédgearacommend

making housing mobility an integral part of thlPHA HCV program operationghichinvolves

effective messaging and some direct activity by every staff pensewvery HCV program

departmentd ensure that mobility concepts become institutionalized

Bestpracticesarepresented as policies or practices that have worked webidatibns that have
implemented them and are options for consideration. Not all would necessarily be appropriate o
effective for Minneapolis. Areas that will be important for MPHA to consider by looking at best
practices include:

T Create a Acatitome of inno
o Reorganizéo make operations more likdarge norprofit housing provider rather
thana HUD-centric housing authoyitfocused solely on federal programompliance
o MTW empowes agencies to think creatively about how to maximize the utility of
their resources and focus on letegm outcomesather than shotterm outputs
1 Consider various rent strategies responsive todbramic complexitiesf the Minneapolis
and Hennepin County region
Establish partnerships and collaborate oegaonalapproad
Identify waystod dr essi ng owner sd concerns
Replicating successful programs
Implement &ective communication strategies
Implementeffectiveperformance management strategies

= =4 =4 -8 -9

MPHA operates a compliant HCV program and has used its MTW authority in some innovative
ways. If some of the recommendations of this report are adopted, MPHA will greatly assist its
voucher program participants gain access to communities of opportugrgater Minneapolis
region.
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Background and Context

The Family Housing Fund (AFHFO0O) contracted wi
(AQuadel 060) to conduct an assessment of the mo
work, Quadel wa tasked with conducting assessment of the Housing Choice Voucher and

Mobility Programsat t he Mi nneapoli s Publ todentfypossibleng Aut |
enhancements to policies and procedtitas may lead toward increasezsident choice and

mobility. Quadel was also asked to prepare a report that summarized our findihgsedd

upon arassessment of best practices nationalgntify effective strategies to increase options

adaptable in Minneapoland the broader Minneapolis/St. Paulioeg

The Minneapolis Public Housing Authority@MPHA) jurisdiction is the city of Minneapolis.
MPHA operate$,943 public housing units and 3@Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV),
including 4,407 with Moving to Work Demonstration (MTW) authority and 6686MTW
vouchers. The agensgrves a diverse community of approxima@dy300 people a little more
than6% of the City's populatiorEighty percenbf HCV families have incomes less than 30%6
AreaMedian IncomeAMI), andtheaverage income of HCV mailies is $14,470MPHA
employsmore than 20@eople Fifty-one percent of employees represent diverse ethnicity and
racial groups.

Hollman Consent Decree
On July 29, 1992, thHoliman v. Cisnerodawsuit was filedby the Minnesotd.egal Aid Society
and the NAACPon behalf of a number of public housing and Section 8 families alleging
historical patternsf segregation in the placement of public housing on the basis of race and
income. The lawsuiwvas filed against the Minneapolis Public Housing AuthydMPHA), the
City of Minneapolisthe Minneapolis Community Development Agency (MCDA), the U.S.
Department of Housingnd Urban Development (HUD), and later, the Metropolitan Council.
many ways, the lawsuit sterfrem a 1950s decision by ti@€ity of Minneapolis to locate
hundredsof newlow ncome f ami |l y housi ngnorthside ratherthan Mi nn e ¢
scattered throughout the city. Byd? these units were in incréagly distressed condition and
the near northside was heavily concentratét low-income families of color. The lawsuit
sought more locational choice and improved housorglitions for families in public housing
and Section 8 programis 1995 a settlement was reached with natiéfidD leaders in a
meeting faciliated by Congessman Martin Sabo in his WashingténC. office. In April 1995
this settlementvas formalized in Federal Court under Judge James Rosenbaum and named the
Hollman Consent Decred.he decree required
1 Four north side public housing projects and dozens of scatéeegdublic housing units
to be reviewed for possible demolition or dispositidtelocation asistance to displaced
residents
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1 Development otip to770 replacement units for familigacluding 200 units on th@ear
northside, 80 units in other areas of Minneapolis, and 490 units in sulmat@amunities

1 The redevelopment of a #&re northside site

1 Issuance of 900 new H®tenarbased vouchelt® provide additional locationahoice
for families living in areas of concentrated poverty

1 Creation of a centralized housing information system or clearinghouse that is désigned
make it easier for lovincome families to locate affordable haugin the metro area

1 Recruitment of more landlords to faipate in the Section 8 program

1 Provision of housingnobility counseling to families

While the full vision of Hollman has not yet beeompletely realized, many accphishments
have been achievethcluding 900 Holman vouchers having been leasédincro ncent r at e d ¢
areas.

MPHA HCV Program by the Numbers; 2016"

1 Approximately 2500 applicants dhe HCVwaiting list

1 The arrent success raté applicants issued a vouchef77% (leasedwithin 90 daysof
voucher issuange

1 Average monthly turnoveris 24 vouchergapproxmately 30%areinvoluntaryprogram
terminationdor program violations20%arethe result otheexpiration of thevoucher
termwithout leasingand50% for other reasons including deatfamily left the country,
voluntarily gave uoucher, etc.)

1 The averagaumberof vouchers issuechonthlyin 2016wasseven

1 The average number of familipsriing into Minneapolis per month during tleestyear
was59

1 The average number of families porting otiMinneapoliseach montlwas25

Moving to Work Demonstration

Moving to Work(MTW) is ademonstratioprogram for public housing authorities (PHAS) that
provides them the opportunity to design and test innovative, ledaefligned strategies that use
Federal dollars more efficiently, halpsidents find employment and become-sefficient, and
increase housing choices for lanoderate househad

MPHA has used its MTW authority tnake program revisions including tfalowing:
1 Implement &lat Subsidy
1 Implement Minimum Renof $75 as prt of flat rent tables
1 Eliminate the 40% affordability cafunder rent reform affordability becomes the
responsibility of the family

! Source: Minneapolis Public Housing Authority
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1 Revised Asset Income Calculation and Verificatoficies

1 Limit HCV participantfamilies to one discretionary interim-examination between
regular annual recertifications

1 Implement aVorking Family Incentive andreamlineddeductionsandexclusions
streamliningdeductions and exclusiomsth a15% exclusion of earned incorfa
families with minor children

1 Eliminatechildcare, medical expenses, and dependent deductlmers ealculating
adjusted income

1 Implement avaiver of the requirementhat the agency conduct reasonable rent
determinations on all HCV units when there B% decrease in the FMR in effect 60

days before the contract anniversary as compared with the FMR in effect onefgear be

the contract anniversary.

1 Revise portability policiesrestrictingports-out of Minneapolis only for reasons related to

employmentgducation, safety, medical/disability, VAWAtatus as a victim of
domestic/dating violenceRCAP within the Twin Cities Metro, or housing affordability.
1 For families with mixed immigration status, MPHA will deduct 10% from the flat
subsidy amount. Tit 10% deduction is a flat deduction from the subsidy amount,
regardless of the number of ineligible family members in the household.

MPHA FacesChallenge$
As a Public Housing Authority, MPHA is bound to follow Federal regulations in the

management ats HCV program. Additionally, the Federal government provides around 70% of

MPHAOGs f Axitdtriveggto serve the Minneapolis community and HCV families in
particular, MPHA must contend with the following:
1 Decreased and insufficient Federal furglin
1 Significant property repair needs far outpacing available funding
T The r e gedfmmafiosdabte housingpportunitiessemains weHabove the
agencyods capacity

1 Minneapolis does not have any more affordable housing than it did 25 years ago

1 The Low Incone Housing Tax Credit program amajor source of investment in
new affordable housing but its targées housing affordability do not make
affordable housing accessibledrtremely low income families

1 Naturallyoccurringaffordablehousing(unitsavailableatanaffordablepricewithout
anysubsidiesyouchersor other interventionsaredisappearindast

1 The placemenf newaffordable housing unitg high poverty communities

1 A low vacancy rate of 2.5% pushing rental costs higher

> MPHA Report to Mayor of Minneapolis, July 26, 2016
% Source: MPHA By the Numbers (http://mphaonline.org/about/agency-overview/by-the-numbers/)
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1 A vacancy ratef less than 1% for extremely low income families

1 Increasing number of higheeds residents, particularly those with disabilities and
mental illness

1 Potential for victimization of residents in higiiime communities

1 Large population of homeless familiestiwvichildren

Impediments to Fair Housing
The Twin Cities Metro Area Fair Housing Implementation Council (FHE@) cooperative of
local governments and stakeholders focused on affirmatively furthering fair housing in the Twin
Cities region. It preparesdhAnalysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al) which both
identifies barriers to fair housing and provides recommendations to remedy those barriers.
Among others, th&ebruary 2012\ lists the follaving impediments
9 Limited number of rental unitwith 3+ bedrooms.
1 High rental application denial rate in communities of color and those with disabilities
based on rental selection criteria (criminal background, credit history, rental background).
1 Inability to place tenant based rental assistaocehers for those with disabilities,
households with children, and households of color, including but not limited to Housing
Choice Vouchers
1 NIMBY -ism with re@rd to siting and placement of affordable housing

Protected Classe& Minneapolis

1 Federalfair housing protected classes include race, color, national origin, religion, sex,
familial status, and disability.

1 Protected classes covered by MienesotaHuman Rights Act are race, color, creed,
religion, national origin, sex, marital status, faaliktatus, disability, public assistance,
age, and sexual orientation.

1 Protected classes according to @iy of Minneapoli® Ci v i | Rights Ordine
sex, religion, familial status, disability, national origin, color, creed, sexual orientation,
ancestry, marital status, and receipt of public assistance.

Mobility Voucher Program

Implemented in 201@he MPHA Mobility Voucher Program (MVPyvas designed to support
families in voluntarily moving from higipoverty areas of Minneapolis. Sinceirtseption MVP
hasstruggled to meet expectations in facilitating residential mobility due to signiStaiht
turnover a tight rental housing marketnd a lack of affordable rental housingopportunity
areasamong other factor§ince inception, 60aimilies made moves to opportunity areas with the
support of MVP counseling, and 21 families are currently under corfactgnizing the need

for improved outcomes, @ogram redesign wakafted in 2016 expanding staff and services.
While theprogram intially served only waiting list applicantthe redesigplansto include
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HCV program participant moverStaffingMVP continues to be a challenf@e MPHA, and at
the time we completed our assessmingre was no dedicated staff
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Assessment

To assesthe MPHA Housing Choice Vouchd?rogram including th&obility Voucher

Programthe Quadeteamcompleted a document review, focusing on releypalities, plans,

and communication materialso determine how those policies and plans are implemented and
what their impact is on the operations and perceptions of the prograrosndiectedseparate

focus groups with landlords and Housing Choice Voucher Program participadtaterviewed
MPHA staffmembers from various departments and levels of respohsdslwell as
representatives fromthe Citys Depart ment of Community Plannir
and the Metropolitan CouncilTo ensureconsistency between multiple interviewers, and
maximize efficiency in thanformationcollection procesduringthe onsite meetingQuadel
prepared andsed interview guides and other assessment tools. The questions in these guides
were designed to encouragenestconversation and provide a glimpse into the inner workings

of MPHA and its HCV and mobility prograsn

Through the assessment phase of the project, Quadel learnbtPtHathas an eperienced

staffwhich demonstratesiolid knowledge of the Housing Choice Voucher Programaaedl

commitmentto provide quality services, expand housing chaoel toencourage greater

participation on the part of property owners and mana§ersor staff expressed consistant
positivemessages relating to theliesireto enhance choice and mobility for the families they

serve and to collaborate with city and regal agencies to do sdVith several key leaders

retiring in early 2017, MPHA should look build on themany good works ancbmmitments

made by exiting leaders while attemptingattd and encourage innowadii b-t i nki ngo wi t
its new leaders.

MPHA is challenged bthe traditionaktereotypical perceptions of their prograamsl the
families they servey landlords, the public and in some caséscted officialsAgency leaders
expressed some frustratiaith efforts tocollaboraé with these goups observinghatassisted
housing programareoftenperceived as the problemlPHA views itselfaspart ofthe solution
to solving local issues particularly concerning increasing access to affordable hbasiager
staff expressed that MPHi& not dwaysviewed asafull partneror brought to the table toelp
resolve communityvide issuesAssuming the agency retains a commitment to solutions
oriented partnerships, the transition of leadership should provide an opportunity to refresh
relationships \th local partners.

A review of MPHA policies reveals fairly traditionalandstandard approach to administration
of its programs, most of which aedfectiveand consistent witimanypublic housing authority
pradices. Somghowever, are perceived by landlords and participants alikeealy

Abur eaucr at i c oBasedod ouc aomadrsatiorss wvith @ll stakeholders and
observations of MPHA briefing4, is clear thasomeof these practicediscouragehe
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participationof property owners anchake leasing housing in what a@nsidered opportunity
neighborhoods difficult for participating familie3.he following section details our review of
relevant policies, and contains recommendations for increased efficiencyerivefess.

MPHA Policy Review

As a part of the assessment, Quadel evaluated multiple policies and procedures in effect at
MPHA. Ouranalysisvasfocusedon HCV programareas thadlirectlyimpact moves, movers
and landlordsAdditionally, based on thiseview, our experience, and what we learned during
our onsite meetings, we provide recommendati@sed at makinghe program more
Amobi | it forbbthlandlord$ ang amilies

Project-Based Vouchers

MPHA currently administers 71@ojectbasedvoucher unitsThis assistance subsidizes units
directly rather than tenants, and is often a crucial part of financing the preservation or
construction of affordable housing units.

A request for proposals was issusdMPHA recently for 50 units targetg families coming out

of sheltershoweveronly one proposal was received At t he ti me of Quadel
with MPHA, no action hadbeen takerfor planned}o accept that proposdlhatRFP allowed

extra points for locatiaoutside of areas obncentrated povertyowever, based on

conversations with partners outside of the ageth@yge is neevidence to support a claim by

MPHA staff thatprojectbasing is viewed as a wayiticrease the number of affordalieits in

opportunity areas. In fadhere is some indication that the recent RFP was a mispedtopity

to work with theCity, wherecapital resourcesould have been made availabPHA can

projectbaseup to 20% of its vouchers, or approximately 300 moraddition tothe 712 units

currently administered(New HUD regulations proposed but not yetplementedwill allow for

an additional 10% allocatioof projectbased voucheifer units designated for certain

vulnerable populations, ¢ocated inareas where vouchers are difficult to use and the poverty

rate is 20% or less.

Recommendation: Use the location of projdzased vouchers as a strategy to expand housing
opportunities for familiesWhen implemented, MPHA should target assistance to uttist

will qualify for the 10% exception, which wil
determined what number of units it will ultimately attach projelcased assistance to.

Additionally, MPHA should collaborate in planning with local stakeholderseéng to

increase affordable housing in opportunity areas in order to maximize the impact of this

assistance.

HCV Administrative Plan
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We have identified several policies in the 2016 HCV Administrative Plan that can be revised to
encourage mobility andregater participation from landlords.

Voucher Term

The voucher term policgtatesthai The i1 ni ti al voucher .ThePHA wi | |
will approveaddi t i onal 3 0 0 @na policgappies tosbotho HCY/ éand Mobility
programs. Inaddition, bcus group comments indicate thatplementation of the policy of
granting requests for extensions seeniad¢k consistency.

RecommendationAmend the policy and allow an initial voucher term 420 days Conduct

an audit of extension requestto determine if policy is applied consistently, and train staff as
needed.

Housing Quality Standards

The policiegrelatingto Housing Quality Standards t alftthe owner or his or her representative

is not present for the initial Movia Inspection or if the unit is being occupied (during time of
scheduled inspection) by any person other than the assisted family the Section 8 Inspection will
not be conducted. O

Recommendation: To offer the greatest flexibility for both inspector and owner, consider
allowing inspections under these circumstances, in occupied units (a reinspection may be
required) or if the owner has a lock box.

The policy also states T o xtehtgracticable, the PHA will complete the initial inspection,

determine whether the unit satisfies HQS, and notify the owner and the family of the
determination within 15 days of submission of
Recommendation: Roritize mobility participantRFTAsto have a faster turnaround time to

process inspections. Consider same day apprava HAP contract executiorfior passed
inspectionswhich will allow for quicker occupancy and reduce vacancy loss for landlords.
Additionally, HUD issued a notice to implement (effective no earlier than April 18, 2017, but
potentially 60 days later) a regulation allowing for initial occupancy of a unit that fails HQS

but does not have any lifthreatening deficiencies. MPHA woulde®ed to amend its

administrative plan to take advantage of this flexibility and should prepare to do so.

The administrativeplanalso includes the following language:Fa mi | i es are respon
correcting any HQS violations listed in paragr&ohD. If the family fails to correct a violation

within the period allowed by the PHA (and within any approved extensions), the PHA will

require attendance at HQSE Class and the right to an Informal Hearing if program violations

have been Dueng afoasigroup hndlords expressed that families are not held

accountable for tenastaused HQS fails and that this discourages program participation by

landlords.
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RecommendationWork with landlords and tenants to revise this policy in such a way that
does notdiscourage landlord participation. Audit tenant HQS violations to determine how the
current policy is enforced, and train staff as necessary.

HUD issued an implementation notice for some of the provisions authorized by The Housing
Opportunity through Modernization Act (HOTMA) on January 18, 2017. Among other
provisions, HOTMA authorizes PHAOGOs tothapprove
HQS, with some limitations.

Recommendation:MPHA should evaluate the options as they have been authorized by HUD

to determine if the approval of units before full compliance with HQS will increase the

availability of affordable housing units in low poverty/opportunity neighborhoods.

While theadministrative plan includes language that lists items the housing authority has
adopted aspecific requirementthat elaborate on HUD standards, and language explaining
when annual or biennial inspections are required, property owners and managersegonniot

have an understanding of these requirements. Some practices are changing and staff indicated
that owners are advised by word of mouth at inspections so information may not be reaching
landlords in a consistent manner.

Recommendation: Communicatevisions to inspection requirements in writing to all

property owners/ managers and hold regular information sessions for landlords to provide a
forum for program orientation and an opportunity for landlords to ask questions.

Subsidy Standards

Subsidy stindards, or the policies related to determining the unit size allowed, are reasonable and
flexible. In fact, MPHA subsidy standards are more lenient that surrounding jurisdictions.
Recommendation: None

Moves with Continued Assistance

The Administrative Rin policies related to moving with continued assistance siated, t e r
confirmation of attendance at the mandatory Briefing Presentation, the PHA will schedule the
participant with a Voucher | ssuance appoint me
requires two visits to the housing authority by the participant and staff time fowhath is

excessive and inefficient

RecommendationAmend the policy to conduche briefing presentation and voucher

issuance on the same day.

Portability
MPHA portablity policies follow HUD requirements. Actual practice includes informal

agreements withinthe seveno unt y r e go oonr taog rilesewaopn absor pti on
lessen the administrative burden t 0 e a ¢ h . lodctual pgnaeticeRHerd alsppears to be
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little communication between PHAs resulting in families having less time to search for housing

in the jurisdiction to-tvwhioawlg htéh ey p@lhaen stte pmdw
staff leads one to believe that the process faiinmprs not consistent from one community to

another and that staff is probably doing more than necessary.

Recommendations: Develop a portability process that promotes consistency. Review process

and eliminate unnecessary steps. Coordinate with regior@al$ing authorities to develop

policies and practices that encourage adequate housing search time and moves to opportunity

areas.

In an effort to reduce theosts associated with portabilityoves, in 2014 limitations were placed

on portabilityand families desiring to port out of Minneapolisusthave a verifiable and

acceptable need to move, including one that concerns education, employment, or housing
affordability. Moving to an opportunity area has been added to the list of acceptable reasons.
Since the data do not indicate a dramatic reduction in moves, this policy creates an unnecessary
workload that does not reduce moves, while discouraging mobility moves tdwppo
neighborhoods.

Recommendation: Eliminate the criteria for portability moves and provide improved

information about the benefits of moving less frequently and moving to opportunity areas.

Payment Standards

As a part of its Rent Reform MTW activity]PHA has one payment standdod all participants

in the HCV program In recent years, HUDOGs Office of P
(PD&R) has calcul ated ASmal |l Ar eTaeobjecive Mar ket
behind the conceptof Sm#lir ea FMRG6s i s to provide a higher
rental housing costs are greater and a lower payment standard in areas that cost less. While the
HUD determined Small Area FMRO&s may not be pr
more than one payment standard for the entire jurisdiction, as a way to incentivize leasing in

some of the opportunity neighborhoods that may also have higher rents.

Recommendati on: Compare the current payment
Hypat heti cal Small Area FMRO0s and MPHABos knowl e
families currently living in the opportunity areas, rent burden should also be evaluated. Based

upon the outcome of the evaluatioWJPHA could adopt higher payment standards some

neighborhoods while reducing them in others (to limit the financial impact of the higher

standards). The overall goal of this recommendation should be to establish payment standards

that offer higher payment standards in high cost neighborhoodsidower payment standards

in more affordable neighborhoods. If implemented this recommendation should be cost

neutral (i.e. the savings from reduced payment standards in low cost neighborhoods can offset

the increased costs in higher costs neighborhoods).
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Payments to Owners

The MPHA policy of leasing and beginnihgusing assistangaymens to owneronly on the

first and fifteenth of the month was an issue raised in numerous conversations. This practice was
viewed as negative by participants and landlords alike as well as some staff.
RecommendationAmendthis policyto allow proratedmonthly paymeis to ownergo begin

on the day the HAP contract is approved.
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Communication & Education Efforts

Perceptions ofPrograms and Families Served

Interviews with staff and other representatives from housing related organizations in the city and
region,and ocus groups with program participants ar
bago of perceptions of the MPHA pstereptymcais and
perceptions of their programs and the families they serve by landlords, the public, and in some

cases elected officigls t hat i -toevorkawdtregovierhnaent dgency, and families that are

large and bring behavioral issues suchascamed dr ugso, etc. At the sa
genuine respect for MPHA by housing professionals as a housing authority with a history of high
guality operations and knowledgeable and experienced staff. During a focus group, landlords

who have worked with MHA for several years and have established relationships with staff

were also quite complimentary of the responsiveness and efficiency of the agency.

However,MPHA is not viewed as a collaborative organization, nor do MPHA staff believe that
they are viaved as collaborative or asked to be a full participant in prolsi@iming with the city

or regional sister organizations. There was an expressed desire on the part of everyone
interviewed to work together to resolve community issues, improve housingg@mhexpand
opportunities in higher income areas.

RecommendationOur observations indicate that creating regular and frequent opportunities
for representatives of MPHA, the City, Met Counaihd other housing authorities in theeven
county areato mee around specific issues would promatenovative regional coordination

and lead to greater collaboration to solve the challenges confronted by all of the participants.

Property owner perceptions and program understanding
There were several key tak@vays from a landlord focus group. These included:
1 A strong feeling that MPHA does not hold program participants accountable,
1 Rents are not adequate in many areas of the city,
1 Communication between the housing authority and property owners and managers nee
improvement, and
1 A better understanding of the termination of participation and eviction processes is
needed among the legal and judicial community as well as property owners and
managers.

region, and that other PHAS process payments and conduct inspections without the same delays.
It was our impression that a large part of this response was about communication and not always
based on fact.

RecommendationsDevelop and implement several strategies to ensure that property owners

and managers receive consistent and good customer service, have accurate information and
opportunities to provide feedback and ask questions. These could include an information
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owner lrochure, a regular newsletter, forums held regularly in different locations around the
city, and written policy updates and briefs provided through the owner portal and MPHA
website. Additional staff training may be requiredong withthe development of austomer
service policyoriented to landlordghat clarifies the elevation of issues to specific positions
within the agency.

HCYV Patrticipant perceptions and program understanding

Participating families appear to have a good grasp of how the vauaggam works based on
information gathered through the participant focus group and attendance at a briefing. Where we
observed issues they were, again, related to how information is communicated to families. Many
of the comments in the focus group coneegrthe stress associated with searching for housing,

the lack of time allowed, and a lack of knowledge about how the location where they use their
voucher can affect their lives. They also expressed that some landlords do not take Section 8,
rents are naaffordable, transportation is limited in many areas and the costs of security deposits
and moving expenses are a problem for them. Participants expressed the need for support in
several areas in particular including health issues, employment, informbtion a

neighborhoods, and more housing options.

Recommendations: Expand the information provided at briefings (written and oral) to include
more about what Aopportunity areaso means,
examples, data and succedsrges. Consider conducting a briefing specifically for families

eligible for the mobility program or providing a short mobility briefing following the regular
briefing for anyone interested. Consider reconfiguring the briefing room so participants face

the screen rather than viewing from the sidéll HCV Program participants would benefit

from the messages currently communicated only to mobility program participants.

Written materials

We noted thaiost people we talked withstaff, landlords, participants, and othéngse the
terminology Section 8 rather than Housing Choice Voucher and that presentations, briefings as
well as brochures, tend to incorporate other negative language (impactedf asrasntrated

poverty, etc.) and terms that are not always defined. While housing professionals are familiar and
comfortable with industry jargon, many highly successful organizations employ marketing
strategies recognizing that how information is présgto landlords, participants and the public

can make a tremendous difference in the level of acceptance. For example, the mobility program
is called the Minneapolis Public Housing Authority Mobility Voucher Program rather than
developing branding for thaitiative with a name, colors and logo that would create interest as
many programs have done.

Recommendation: Use positive language in all communications. Consider including success
stories, photos of actual participants, video clips in PowerPoint pnéstions, and invest in
professional branding if necessary to promote moves to opportunity neighborhoods. (See Best
Practices)
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Data Review and Analysis

Analysis of Impediments (Al)

The MinneapolisMetro area hag2 Racially and Ethnically Concentratédeas of Poverty
(RIECAPS, by federal definitiofy including 22 in Minneapolis. By this definition, a census tract
is a RIECAPIif its poverty rate exceeds 40% or three times the poverty rate of the metropolitan
area (whichever is lower). Additionally,ake tracts must have a rahite population of 50% or
more.

The Metropolitan Counci l uses a different sta
median local income compared to national Wa®y this local definition there are 80 R/IECAPs
(udng the local definiton) n t he Twin Cities region. Based -on an ar

A-Ma p 0 ', 588% bf thos80are in Hennepin Countyncluding48.8%in Minneapolis

The 2014 Fair Housing Implementation Council (FHIC) Al dstiie numbers and locations for
Racially and Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPS) in the Twin Cities region,
with respect to how members of protected classes are impacted. Specifically, the Al considers
the burden of concentrated povertyMimneapolis. Of the 80 identified R/ECAPs in the region,
almost 60% are located in Hennepin County, and almost half of all RZECAPs in the county are
located in Minneapolis. Within Minneapoli®reign-born and disabled residents are
overrepresented in Coewctrated Areas of Poverty (CAPs). While just over 10% of the
Minneapolis population has a disability, 53.3% of them live in a CAP. Under 15% of
Minneapolis residents were born outside the U.S. but over 70% of them live in MBPMA is
impactedare impaatd by these overall trends as 36%1&fVP participant families are foreign
born, and 39% of participant families are disabktcthis time, further analysis is required to
determine the share of HCV participants residing in CAPs.

* AFFH Mapping tool, accessed 1/25/17 (https://egis.hud.gov/affht)

*MPHA has decided to use Metro Counciloés standard for C
racial composition) for its MVP program.

® The full rationale and supporting daMearoStats repolt,e f ound i n
fiConcentrations of Poverty: Growing and Suburbanizing |

(https://metrocouncil.org/Data-and-Maps/Publications-And-Resources/MetroStats/Census-and-
Population/Concentrated-Poverty-Growing-and-Suburbanizing-in.aspx)
" http://giswebsite.metc.state.mn.us/publicmaps/makeamap/
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Table: PopulatiorShare of Particular Groups

Minneapolis Minneapolis CAPs
Disabled 10.2% 53.3%
ForeignBorn 14.6 70.4
Families with Children 49.9% 48.3%
SingleMother Families 17.2% 67.1%

Because disproportionateshare of members okrtainprotected classes live in CARHIIC
membersreincentivized to reductheseconcentratioato diminish the possibility of future Fair
Housing Actcomplaints and adverse rulings. Jurisdictionsst agre¢hat they share the burden
to reduce the segregatiof disabled, foreigiborn and other protected classes in CAPSs.
Additionally, the Al included two factors that MPHA may be ablditectly positively impact:
homeownership and rental application rejection rates.

MPHA has the ability to create a homeowstep program within its HCV program. Doing so

would facilitate homeownership for an underrepresented population, providing financial literacy

and management skills, and more to participants. Having a homeownership program could also
facilitate greaterctla bor at i on wi th | ocal entities in the
portfolio of interests regarding policymaking in the region.

Recommendation: MPHA shouléxamine the potential benefits of a homeownership program

in connection with reducing thelisparity in homeownership among protected classes in the

region.

Rental application rejection rates, particularly for minority and disabled applicants have received
increased attention recently. In April 2016, The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development issued guidance on using criminal records when making hoeisitegl decisions.
Aside from ensuring its own guidelines confor
participants in the rental ma r Knanalreboyd educat i n
expungement policies and working to ensure landlords are informed about their responsibilities
under the Fair Housing Act (and applicable state and local laws) concerning criminal records.
Recommendation: MPHA should educate participants daddlords on the subjects of

expungements and using criminal records in decisioraking.

Analysis
For its Mobility Voucher Program, the MPHA re
mapping resourcésparticularlyin determiningthe Areas of Concérated Poverty (ACPsWe

& While the share of families with children residing in CAPs does not raise concerns for potertialiang

liability for that protected class, the concentration of simygher families is significant and therefore included in
the table.

o http://giswebsite.metc.state.mn.us/publicmaps/makeamap/
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also used this data in our analy8#?HA has decided that its Mobility Voucher Program will
seek to enable families to move out of ACPs in Minneapolis. We therefore will seek to
understand whether the local geography of oppdstuaigns with this policy choicby
examining the location of factors theftectprospects for economic advancement including
schools, jobs, housing, transit, and safety.

Transit

While touring Minneapolis neighborhoods, we learned of future developments in public transit,
including light rail, which promise to drive residential and commercial growth in the Twin Cities
region. Since many of these improvements will not be completezkf/eral years, this is a

unique opportunity to locate affordable housing in areas of opportiihigy2040 Transportation
Policy Plan adopted by the Metropolitan Council in 2015 provides significant guidance related to
projects currently in developme@f particular interest may be the Southwest LRT (METRO
Green Line Expansion) which is projected to serve residential afnitjoareas in Minneapolis

and suburban Hennepin County.

RecommendationMPHA should closely examine development opportunitiesrajdhe
proposechew LRTroutes and collaborate with local partners to ensure the inclusion of
affordable housing in future projects. MPHAhouldalso consider this future development
whenawarding project based vouchers in advance of the completion ofettesnsit projects.

Location of HCV families

The current location of HCV familiaa Minneapolis (see Map 13 the foundation for

understanding the local barriers to mobility. The local geography of opportunity for the purposes
of this analysis contairefative poverty rates, cost of housing, job supply and job trends, and
school qualityUsing the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housj (AFFH) Mapping and Data

Tool,*° we were able to access data that describes the percent of voucher holders in Minneapolis
Census Tracts among all renters. While we were unable to obtain data with the precise location
of voucher holderrom MPHA, the AFFH data will providsignificantinsight into the location

of voucher families.

The data makes clear the correlation betwberiocation of voucher holders and Hidgfined

racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty (R/ECAPS). This confirms anecdotal and
experiential knowledge that voucher holders are not only concentrated in areas of poverty, but
the areas with theighest poverty rates. This is also borne out in our maps. The highest areas of
poverty in Minneapolis are in the northwest, and portions to the south and east of the city center,
particularly portions of zip codes 55412, 55411, 55404, 55407, 55454, 5155, 55414, and
55413. With the exception of the areas east of the Mississippi River, these high poverty areas
also contain the highest percentages of voucher families.

1% https://egis.hud.gov/affht/
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Map 1: PercentVoucher Holders by Zip Code

Aside from the location of renthbusing, he most natural boundary to the location of voucher
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[ 5-Digit ZIP Code
Census Tract
Percent of Renters Using an HCV
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B 17.17 to 27.82
Il 27.82 to 100.00
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I .
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2013 CALIPER

55417

families may be the cost of housing. PHAs Hisd D &-a&r Market Rent determinations to

develop their payment standards, wiset limits on the cost of housing families can rent with
the voucherUn d e r

MPHAOGSs

rent

ref or m,

families

and family size, and are freeaddup to 40% of their family incomi® the subsidy to sperah
housing costsThe allowable rent burden increases to 50% for participanli¢armaking a

move with the voucheWe do not know how this policy has affected the decision making of

ar

MPHA families, but using available data on MPHA contract rents and payment standards, we
may be able to make assumptions about what choices are bagileg m
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Map 2: Minneapolis 2 BedroomGross Rent

According to data provided Quadeby MPHA, in 2016, the average voucher size was 2.06.

Minneapolis
[ 5-Digit ZIP Code
Census Tract
Water Area
2-Bedroom Gross Rent Amount
892 and below
892 to 1004
Bl 1004 to 1115
B 1115 to 1227
P 1227 t0 1338
1338 and above
7 Mo Data
0 1 2 3

Miles

2013 CALIPER

The payment standard for a two bedroom for FY 2016 was $1,027 while the average contract
rent for MPHA was $97@n Minneapolis, the average gross rent for all units is $946.50 while

the average gross rent for a 2 bedroom apartment is $11154p. 2 displays this information,
with blue tracts
city averageThe ACS does not haveliadroom rent data for many Census Tracts of interest,
particularly tracts in zip codes 55411, 55404, 55454, and 55412 (among others) that have
significant amounts of renter occupied housing and/or voucher Baldiech reiterates the need
for deeper analysisy entities with local knowledge of the rental markets in order to reach a

desired level of specificity.

' American Community Survey, 2015 5-year estimates
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Map 3: 2-Bedroom Gross Rent Compared to MPHA Average Contract Rent

Minneapolis
D 5-Digit ZIP Code
Census Tract
Water Area
2-BR Gross Rent vs. MPHA Average Contract Rent
Below Average

Il Above Average

1 No Data
0 2 4 ]
L~ HEEE——

Miles

@203 CALIPER

Map 3 provides a rough analysis of housing affordability prospects for voucher holders in
Minneapolis. These maps suggest narrow areas of affordability, however, as we used the same

ACS data, there are tracts we lack data for. Additionally, some of tadde¢ large margins of

error further limiting its applicability.

While the ACS does have complete data for median gross rents for all units regardless of size,
using that data also presents limitations for the purposes of our analysis as it doesahbbveve

MPHA HCVP participants?®o
might seem contradictory, using this data to perform an analyis cknsus tracts with median

closely the

need

gross rentg¢regardless of bedroom siZggtween the avage MPHA contract rent and the two
bedroom payment standaeduseful. The datappears tehowsomeareas of low poverty and

affordable rents with low rates of HCV families, particularly in the 55409 and 55408 zip codes.
( s4de moterilia Uséfidness is laolstdredsoply two of the identified

This dat abs
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Census Tracts (1009 and 22) have-tvealroom gross rents above the range between the 2016
MPHA two-bedroom payment standard ($1027) and average contract rent amount ($976). Those
tracts arehighlighted in the table and circled on the map.

Table 1
Census Tract Median Gross Rent 2-BR Median Gross Rent

1009 _ 983
68 779 985
1.02 993 985
1008 970 990
1070 793 992
85 902 997
22 SO 1000
1062 847 1018
24 860 1018
1258 927 1012
1102 1023 1025
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Map 4: Census Tracts with Median Gross Rents Between MPHA Average Contract Rent
and 2-Bedroom Payment Standard

Minneapolis
Census Tract

Water Area
Rents Between MPHA Average and 2-BR P. S. m
No =

1070

[ |

B ves ﬁ

0 1.5 3 4.5 .
I B5
Miles (13

2013 CALIPER

Based on this analysis andRout having access to detailed rental market informatiordave
expectdispersed (and oftgrocketedaffordable rental housinproughoutmuch of

Minneapolis. Our maps of Census rent amount data show that the areas of Minneapolis
previously mentioned as potential opportunity areas in southern Minneapolis are mixed in terms
of affordability, butshould be examined closely by MPHA to find areas that HCV families can
afford to rent in.

Recommendation: MPHAshouldevaluate tle census tracts that appear affordable in Map 2

and are highlighted in Map £losely to determine availability of rental hougirand form
partnerships with landlords tonake housing availabléo HCV families.

A second observation related to thistributionof HCV families is that high poverty areas
directly south of the city center have less concentrations of vouchers than areas of high poverty

25 February 10, 2017



EXPANDING ACCESS TO HOUSING CHOICE IN MINNEAPOLIS

in the northwest of the city even though they seem as affordable (if not more) and have high rates
of renteroccuped housingWhile we are not encouraging more voucher holders move into those
areas, th@henomena is puzzling and calls for further examinagoich an examinatioshould

provide greater insight into the location patterns of HCV families which maygusitive effect

for their mobility.

Rental Housing Location,Availability , and Cost

Minneapolis hasnly recently become a majority rerteccupied city. According to 20312015
census data, just under 81,000 housing units were occupied by owners adifi@@@housing
units were occupied by rentarsthe city Looking at historical /ear census data, renters have
been a growing majority of Minneapolis residents since the-2008 datd? Additionally,

basedon the 20112015 census datay 48% of Minne@olis census tracts (56 census tracts) at
least 50% of housing units are occupied by renférs data bolsters our previous expectation of
wide geographic distribution of rental housing in Minneapolis.

2 These 5-year data sets are released annually, with the 2011-2015 data set being the most recent.
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Map 5: Percent of Renter Occupied Housing in Mineapolis Census Tracts
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Owneroccupied housing seems tolaggelyconcentrated in the far south of Minneapolis

(namely zip codes 55410, 55419, 55417, and 554@) exception to a few censusdta

outside of that areati$, most of those southern tracts a@amprised of betweet2.5% and

24.3% rental housintj Therefore, the location of rental housing appears widespread enough
throughout the city to provide diverse choices for anyone seeking rental housing. However, two
additional factors must be examined to have any understanding of the prospects for HCV
families to find housing outside areas of concentrated povexdgt and availability.

Usingthis sameCensus data, we are able to look closely at vacancy ratesifar meusing

across Minneapolis. While we were provided with anecdotal information suggesting very low

1% 2011-2015 American Community Survey
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vacancy rates for the city, it is most important to examine micro areas to understand differences
in neighborhood rental markets. Census data does stibttahat in some areas of Minneapolis

T particularly the southern parts of the dityental vacancy rates are quite low. However, there
appear to ba fewaffordable, low poverty areas withoderatevacancy rates in the south west
corner of Minneapoligparticularly census tracts 1113, 1115, and 110 (See Map 6)
RecommendationiVhile vacancy ratealonewill not drive the definition of opportunityyiPHA

should create a definition of opportunity that consiaérsre families are likely to be able to

find available housingddditionally, these low vacancy rates may necessitate policy changes
such as the search time afforded voucher holders, which is consistent with our recommendation
concerning MPHAG6s voucher ter meRlaml i ci es as
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Map 6: Minneapolis Vacancy Rates
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In addition to considering the rental vacancy rate of rental housing in Minneapolis, it is also

important, to the extent possible, to determine where appropriate housing (by bedroom size) can

be found for HCV families. Maps 7 and 8 show the percent and nuwhbeo-bedroom units of

rental housing in Minneapolé°r especti vely. This data point w:
voucher size in 2016 was 2.06.

142011-2015 American Community Survey

!> Additional maps containing this same information for other bedroom sizes can be found in the
appendix.
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Map 7: Share of TwoBedroom Units Among Rental Units T ——
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We note the lack dd strong correlation between census tracts with the highest percent of

voucher holders and the ratio of tlsedroom units in the tract. While some tracts (1.01, 1041,

and 17) have both high percentages of voucher holders argetivoom rental units, some

(1016 and 1028) have high percentages of voucher holders, but are in the bottom fifth of tracts in
terms of the ratio of twdsedroom units. This is a reminder of the limits of census data, and the

need for closer examination to uncover the nexus of Mirméap s & housing supply
of all MPHA families.
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Map 8: Number of Two-Bedroom Rental Units
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Map 8 shows that while those areas in the southwest of Minneapolis have lower numbers of two
bedroom rental units than much of the city, thenbers of such units are comparable to census
tracts in north Minneapolis where voucher holders are concentrated (see Table 2).
Recommendation: Given the rent data for tracts 1113 and 1114 does not show that these areas
are greatly unaffordable to HCV faiilies, areas such as these should be examined for other
barriers to HCV mobility, including lack of interest from participants
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Table 2
Census Tract % Voucher Holders| Number of 2BR 2-BR Median
(Range}® Units Gross Rent
1.01 27.82- 100 357 1184
North "
MPLS 1007 27.821 100 407 No data
1008 27.82i 100 640 990
South 1113 2.7 or less 365 1104
MPLS 1114 17.171 27.82 383 1093

'® This AFFH Mapping Tool is the source of this data and only provides ranges.
" While this tract has far more housing units, we included in the table to provide an estimate of the gross
rents in neighboring census tract 1007,for which we have no data.
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Poverty

MPHA definesan opportunity area as one that is not an Area of Concentrated Poverty (ACP)

rather than because of the presence of desired features. This definition leaves the door open to

the possibility that through MVP, families may move to areas of high poverty in Minneapolis

and the surrounding communitjes to areas where they are no mbkely to gain the expected

benefits of moving to an opportunity area than if they were to not move. This definition of
opportunity may function primarily as a means of poverty deconcentration instead of the
facilitation of f aynWeldo netriticize tts characteristicobutagphpro r t u n i
encouragdiPHA to explorethe potentialeffects of its definition. Howeveour analysis of the

data reveals sonsgnificant concerns with ghcurrent definition

The 2015Concentrations of Povertyarowing and Suburbanizing in the Twin Cities Region
report from Metropolitan Council detailed the expansion of ACPs since 2000 from 61 census
tracts to 112. Additionally, in 2000% of Twin Cities region residents lived in ACPBsit

Census data from 2010 to 2014 show #ttre of thg@opulationhasalmost doubleénd now

stands a§3%. While some new ACPs emerge in isolated areas, it appears that it is more often
the case that existing ACPs grow in size. Without examining that plestwnudeeply, absent the
presence of buffers such as high housing costs or the predomination ofameupied housing,

a casual observation will produce an expectation for the continued geographic growth of ACPs
withoutintervening economic conditions.

Minneapolis contains 49 Census Tracts that qualify as ACPs. This represents 42% of the total
censudracts in the city. Therefore, by using ACPs as the standard for opportunity, almost half of
the citycensus tracts aadready offlimits for families seeikxg opportunitythrough MVP
Furtherreductions to the number of census tracts that MVP familiessmaagto by narrowing

the definition of an opportunity ar@aay seem unreasonable and counterintuitiy@aogram

success.

Recommendation: As MPHA looks t@fine its definition of an area of opportunity, it should

also examine the prospects and probabilities for families seeking to move to nearby suburban
communities which would supplement the areas families can access through MVP.

To determine the utilitp f MPHAG6s current definition of oppc¢
guestion:By usinga ¢ e n s UACP statua asta basometer of opportunity, will families make

moves to areas that actually offer a measure of economic or educational opportMeity?

completed an analysis of two factors of traditional mobility prograpovertydeconcentration

and access to better schools.
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Map 9: Minneapolis Poverty Rates

5412
Minneapolis 5 3
Poverty Rate
[CUnder 10%
B 10% to 20% 1
B 20% to 40% 554
40% and Abave
Area of Concentrated Paverty
1 2 3 5
Miles a
5
07 5540
554
554 55419

55

2013 CALIPER

We expecthecensus trastadjacent taurrentACPs to be targets faMVP families based on an
assumption of aggregate (clumped) dispersal patterns in the location of HCV families around
centers of affordability and housing availabiliye base this assumption on expected locations
of affordable housing and the data on theaghoof ACPs in the region.

If this assumption holdghe fact that most of the Census Tracts adjacent to ACPs have poverty
rates under 20% [gositive, but without indications that those communities are experiencing
economic resurgence, we are not sa&tkfMe are concerned that without identifying target
communities, MVP families may not have access to communities with better schools or
improved proximity to jobs. Additionallygs there are few suburban ACPs, movers seeking to
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port outsideMinneapolishave little guidanceWithout articulating the factors that constitute an
opportunity community, families are left to conduct extensive research on their own or form their
own conclusion®f factors thatmake one arepreferable t@anotherthat may not alignvith
MPHAGs goal s.

An analysis of census tracsdjacent to ACPshow theyhave an average poverty rate of about

15% compared to a slightly lower average poverty rate of 14.4% for tracts not adjacent to ACPs.
This differencadoesnot seem significant artierefore does not raise any concerns for families
moving to the adjacent tracts.

MPHA may choose to desigiVP as apoverty deconcentratianitiative instead of traditional
mobility program. A program focused on poverty deconcentragigniresmuchless in the way
of resources from the MPHA and could be implemented mostly througir#tegicuse of
incentivesfor both landlords and participant familiédobility counseling is most neededd
successfulvhen the goal is to help families move inteas that voucher holders traditionally
have a difficult time accessing.

Schools

In discussions with MPHA staff, we learned that the idea of including school performance in a
definition of opportunity was discouraged because of poor performance of sabids the
district. While this may be accurate, and in fact, according to the Minnesota Department of
Education, no more than 45% of district students scored proficient or better in any year since
2012, we believe that discounting school performancelgfiaition of opportunity limits one of
the core benefits for families participating in a housing mobility program. Additionally, it is
reasonable to expect that some number of families with children will want or need to live in
Minneapolisand access higperforming schoolsand the design of the MVP should
accommodate their needs.
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Map 10: Minneapolis Public Schools 2016 School Proficiency

There are two methods to evaluate school quality for the purpose of contributing to a definition
of opportunity. School performance can be evaluated against an absolute measure, and schools
are selected for movers that perform better than that standard. Alternatively, you can include
school performance in your definition of opportunity in a way that @yegschools in

Minneapolis against each other, and accept some portion of schools with performance above a
designated benchmark.

It is important to note that particularly in an urban school district, school performaomg is
important to the definitioof opportunity to the extent thatresidentiakaddress constricts
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