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THA's Uses of Funding 

Rental Assistance 
Payments  

(MTW & Non-
MTW)   

$35,547,405  

Property Budgets,  
$2,310,729  

Policy, Innovation, 
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$1,055,421  
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Overhead,  $808,452  

Finance,  
$1,247,856  

Administration,  
$1,836,968  

Executive,  
$1,039,276  

HR,  $600,306  

 Services 
 $48,653,610; 91% 

THA USES OF FUNDING 
February 7, 2018 

This document illustrates the choices THA faces when allocating its housing resources to housing and 
related purposes.  
                                           
 
                                                                                                                                                
                                                        
 
 
                                                    
 
                                                            

THA uses 90% of Housing Assistance Payment (HAP) 
funding on rental assistance and 10% on supportive 

services, program design, implementation and evaluation. 
With this funding, THA projects it will serve 95% of its 

MTW baseline in 2018.  

Back Office Function 
$4,724,406; 9% of 
daily operations;  
~ 6 - 7% of total 
expenditures, 
including real estate 
development. 
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By email: mtw-info@hud.gov 

 

Moving to Work Office 

Office of Public and Indian Housing 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 

451 Seventh Street SW, Room 4130 

Washington, DC 20410-0001 

 

RE:  Request for Comments and Recommendations on a Revised Methodology To Track the 

Extent to Which Moving to Work Agencies Continue To Serve Substantially the Same 

Number of Eligible Families 

 

Docket No: FR-5958-N-01 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

On December 20, 2016 your office invited comments and recommendations “on developing a 

revised methodology to be used to track the extent to which Public Housing Agencies (PHAs) in the 

Moving to Work (MTW) Demonstration Program are meeting the statutory requirement . . . to serve 

substantially the same [StS] number of families had they not combined their funds under the MTW 

Demonstration Program.”  81 Fed. Reg. 92836.  Thank you for your invitation.  The Steering 

Committee representing the 39 MTW agencies will be submitting comments on behalf of the Tacoma 

Housing Authority (THA) and the other MTW agencies.  For that reason, I will not repeat those 

comments.  Instead, on THA’s behalf, I write to offer some more general observations and comments, 

and perhaps some emphasis.  In particular, THA seeks to anchor the analysis firmly where it belongs: 

in the governing statutes and Congressional directives.  I trust that this will be helpful to a federal 

executive department that is governed by those statutes and directives and beholden to take them very 

seriously.  In these ways, please consider this letter as a supplement to the letter of the Steering 

Committee. 

 

1. Congress Has Precluded Changes to the MTW Contract Without PHA Agreement 

 

I first note that Congress in 2015 directed HUD to extend our MTW contracts “under the same 

terms and conditions . . . except for any changes . . . mutually agreed upon” by HUD and an MTW 

agency.  Section 239 of the FY 2016 Appropriations Act.  This provision expressly precludes HUD’s 

proposal to unilaterally change the contract with a new StS definition of its own devising.  This means 

mailto:mmirra@tacomahousing.org
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that HUD should redirect this StS issue from a regulatory imposition to one to be negotiated with the 

MTW agencies.  HUD should find this redirection congenial enough.  It has repeatedly promised a 

meaningful consultation on this StS topic.  A collaborative approach will also lead to a better 

resolution.  Such a resolution would be fully informed by the local agencies, which know their 

communities best.  This is especially important for an issue like StS that is so dependent for its 

meaning and effect on local markets and local needs.  The redirection of this matter to a negotiation 

will also have the advantage of complying with this Congressional directive, thus avoiding any legal 

uncertainty that would otherwise arise from HUD’s unilateral imposition.  That legal advantage should 

be decisive. 

 

2. HUD, By Statute, Must Accord PHAs “Maximum” Flexibility, Especially Those PHAs 

that are MTW and Particularly in the Interpretation of the “Substantially the Same” 

Provision 

 

Congress has directed HUD to give PHAs “maximum” flexibility in the administration of the 

federal programs that PHAs are asked to administer.  Congress did this on several occasions and in 

various ways for all PHAs, MTW or non-MTW.  It fortified this expectation in the creation of the 

MTW program in particular, the signature feature of which is programmatic and financial flexibility.  

Congress also built local flexibility into the recent 10-year extension of the MTW contracts, which 

HUD cannot change without the consent of the MTW agency.  Most pertinent to this StS discussion, 

Congress wrote this flexibility into the formulation of StS.  These principles must govern, in process 

and content, any redefinition of the StS requirement. 

 

2.1 Congressional General Mandate for Maximum Flexibility for PHAs 

 

Congress has made clear that HUD must accord PHAs a “maximum amount of responsibility 

and flexibility” in the administration of federal programs.  Congress has built this flexibility into the 

foundational statute that governs the nation’s public housing programs, the Section 8 program, the 

MTW Program, and most other programs PHAs are asked to administer.  That statute reads in pertinent 

part as follows: 

 

It is the policy of the United States— 

 

(1) to promote the general welfare of the Nation by employing the funds and credit of the 

Nation, as provided in this chapter— 

 

(A) to assist States and political subdivisions of States to remedy the unsafe housing 

conditions and the acute shortage of decent and safe dwellings for low-income families; 

 

(B) to assist States and political subdivisions of States to address the shortage of housing 

affordable to low-income families; and 

 

(C) consistent with the objectives of this subchapter, to vest in public housing agencies 

that perform well, the maximum amount of responsibility and flexibility in program 
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administration, with appropriate accountability to public housing residents, localities, 

and the general public; 

[42 U.S.C. § 1437(a)][emphasis added]. 

  

 Subsections (A) and (B) further make clear that the focus of the work is for the “States and 

political subdivision of States” to undertake, and that HUD’s job is merely “to assist”.  This state and 

local focus reinforces the imperative for “maximum” flexibility under subsection (C).  A state and local 

focus would not be meaningful without “maximum” flexibility to allow States and PHAs to account for 

local markets and needs. 

 

Congress has not been satisfied that HUD has taken this directive seriously.  In 1998, for 

example, Congress found that HUD’s “method of overseeing every aspect of public housing by 

detailed and complex statutes and regulations has aggravated the problem and has placed excessive 

administrative burdens on [PHAs]”.  Pub. L. 105-276, Title V, § 502. 

 

2.2 Congress Created the MTW to Increase PHA Flexibility 

 

When it created the MTW program, Congress included a more specific expectation that HUD 

would grant additional flexibility to participating PHAs.  This supplements the “maximum” flexibility 

well-performing PHAs should already have under 42 U.S.C. § 1437(a).  Congress imbedded separate, 

additional flexibility into the MTW program.  This shows in several ways, starting with its purpose: 

 

(a) Purpose. The purpose of this demonstration is to give public housing agencies and the 

Secretary of Housing and Urban Development the flexibility to design and test various 

approaches for providing and administering housing assistance that: reduce cost and 

achieve greater cost effectiveness in Federal expenditures; give incentives to families 

with children where the head of household is working, seeking work, or is preparing for 

work by participating in job training, educational programs, or programs that assist 

people to obtain employment and become economically self-sufficient; and increase 

housing choices for low-income families. 

[42 U.S.C. § 1437 note][emphasis added] 

 

The intended flexibility for PHAs also shows in the very broad programmatic and 

financial flexibility an MTW agency has: 

 

(b) Program authority. . . . Under the demonstration, . . . an agency may combine 

operating assistance provided under section 9 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 

[42 USCS § 1437g], modernization assistance provided under section 14 of such Act [42 

USCS § 1437l], and assistance provided under section 8 of such Act for the certificate 

and voucher programs, to provide housing assistance for low-income families, as defined 

in section 3(b)(2) of the United States Housing Act of 1937 [42 USCS § 1437a(b)(2)], 

and services to facilitate the transition to work on such terms and conditions as the 

agency may propose and the Secretary may approve. 

[42 USCS § 1437 note] 



Letter to Moving to Work Office 

February 21, 2017 

 Re: Docket No. FR-5958-N-01 

Page 4 

   

 

Page 4 

 

 

Congress further strengthened the focus on local flexibility by requiring MTW agencies to 

consult locally when submitting their applications: 

 

(c) Application. An application to participate in the demonstration-- 

. . .  

 (2) shall be submitted only after the public housing agency provides for citizen 

participation through a public hearing and, if appropriate, other means; [and] 

 (3) shall include a plan developed by the agency that takes into account comments 

from the public hearing and any other public comments on the proposed program, and 

comments from current and prospective residents who would be affected . . . . 

[42 USCS § 1437 note.][emphasis added] 

 

If this local consultation is to have a serious and substantive influence on local MTW initiatives, 

then HUD cannot impose national and wholesale directives.  HUD is too remote from the 

locality.  Its national responsibilities are too preoccupying.  Its data is too far behind the local 

markets.  Its information is too indirect.  And even if its directives were correct in specific cases, 

their regulatory imposition would strip meaning and any collaborative quality from the local 

consultations. 

 

2.3 Congress’s StS Formulation Confers An Added Flexibility 

 

Congress formulated the StS requirement to confer an added flexibility.  This shows in the 

MTW statute in two ways. 

 

First, Congress’s use of the word “substantially” denotes an ample flexibility to serve a fewer 

number of families than a MTW agency would otherwise serve as a non-MTW agency, especially 

when doing so serves the purposes of the program.   

 

To give a proper meaning to the term “substantially,” its dictionary definition is instructive.  

“Substantial” means “considerable in quantity: significantly great”, “not imaginary or illusory”, 

“considerable in amount, value, or worth” or “being largely but not wholly that which is specified”.  

Merriam-Webster, On-Line Dictionary (2015)(http://www.merriam-webster.com/).  This allows a 

flexible deviation from “the same” number of eligible families.   

 

The courts have understood use of that the word “substantially” in the same way.  See In re 

Federated Dept. Stores, Inc., 170 B.R. 331, 342 (S.D. Ohio 1994) (noting activity was not required “to 

be conducted exactly the same after as before . . . or the word substantially would not have been used” 

(internal quotations omitted); I.A.M. Nat’l Pension Fund Ben. Plan A v. Cooper Indus., Inc., 635 F. 

Supp. 335, 337-38, 340 (D.D.C. 1986) (noting the “folly of attempting to endow” some “precise 

meaning” to the “nebulous phraseology” of a provision that hinged on whether purchaser of business 

made “substantially the same number” of pension contributions as before), rev’d on other grounds, 825 

F.2d 415 (D.C. Cir. 1987). 

 

http://www.merriam-webster.com/
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More informatively, federal courts and federal agencies have interpreted the phrase 

“substantially the same number” to allow deviations of 20 to 30 percent when other purposes are 

being served.  See, e.g., 47 C.F.R. § 73.3571(k)(1) (allowing for modification of broadcast facilities so 

long as service is provided “to substantially the same number of persons,” meaning it “must not result 

in a decrease of more than 20 percent”); I.A.M., 635 F. Supp. at 339-40 (affirming determination that 

purchase of business would need to result in a “70 percent contribution decline” before failing to 

maintain “substantially the same number” of contributions); Federated Dept. Stores, 170 B.R. at 342-

43 (business was “substantially the same” as before acquisition notwithstanding, among other factors, 

50 percent reduction in employees).   

 

This interpretation of the word “substantially” also matches HUD’s use in related housing laws.  

For example, the Fair Housing Act defines “handicap”, in part, as “a physical or mental impairment 

which substantially limits one or more of such person’s major life activities. . . .” 42 U.S.C. § 

3602(h)(i) (emphasis added).  This law and HUD’s interpretation of this law do not require the 

impairment, in order to qualify as a “handicap”, to leave a person even mostly disabled.  Conditions 

well short of full incapacity would count as a “substantial” limitation.  As another example, under the 

Section 8 Substantial Rehabilitation program, HUD flexibly defines “substantial rehabilitation,” in 

part, as follows: “Substantial rehabilitation may vary in degree from gutting and extensive 

reconstruction to the cure of substantial accumulation of deferred maintenance . . . .  Substantial 

rehabilitation may also include renovation, alteration or remodeling for the conversion or adaptation of 

structurally sound property to the design and condition required for use under this part or the repair or 

replacement of major building systems or components in danger of failure.”  24 C.F.R. § 881.201.  In 

this way, HUD interprets “substantial” rehabilitation to mean something considerably less than an 

“entire” or “complete” rehabilitation.   

 

The Congressional intention to confer flexibility by its use of the word “substantially” is further 

evident from the use of stronger words in the MTW statute when Congress meant to limit flexibility, 

including:  

 (E) assuring that housing assisted under the demonstration program meets 

housing quality standards established or approved by the Secretary. 

[42 U.S.C. § 1437 note, section (c)(3)][emphasis added]. 

 

Likewise, when Congress intended a strict numerical requirement it said so: 

 

 (A) families to be assisted, which shall require that at least 75 percent of the 

families assisted by participating demonstration public housing authorities shall be very 

low-income families, as defined in section 3(b)(2) of the United States Housing Act of 

1937 [42 USCS § 1437a(b)(2)] . . . . 

[42 U.S.C. § 1437 note, section (c)(3)][emphasis added]. 

 

In contrast, Congress defined the StS requirement in a way to require only a loose equivalence in a 

framework of flexibility that does not allow for the imposition of a national formulation. 
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The second way Congress infused the StS requirement with local flexibility is by making it, not 

a national numerical quota for HUD to define and impose by regulation, but instead only an initial 

planning requirement for the local MTW agency.  Congress did this expressly:   

 

(c) Application. An application to participate in the demonstration-- 

. . .  

(3) shall include a plan developed by the agency that takes into account comments from 

the public hearing and any other public comments on the proposed program, and 

comments from current and prospective residents who would be affected, and that 

includes criteria for— 

… 

 (C) continuing to assist substantially the same total number of eligible low-

income families as would have been served had the amounts not been combined; … 

[42 U.S.C. § 1437 note][emphasis added] 

 

HUD’s role is limited to approving that plan.  In this way, HUD’s role in the matter is less direct.  It is 

certainly not directive. 

 

3. Any StS Methodology Must Allow for Local Flexibility to Make Some Hard Local 

Choices 

 

 All this is especially pertinent to the formulation suggested in the notice.  In ways that the 

Steering Committee’s letter recounts, that requirement, if it is to be meaningful, must be intimately 

related to local factors that HUD cannot judge or define nationally.  These factors include the local cost 

of rental housing, the local cost of construction and management, and the local need for supportive 

services if people are to use the PHA’s housing.  Most importantly, the StS requirement must allow for 

the local judgment to make hard choices on how best to serve poor people in a brutal local housing 

market, especially in the face of the local effects of Congressional budget cuts and the need to manage 

them.  The number of families served of course remains a fundamental metric.  But it is not the only 

metric and it is not the only interest or value at stake.  There are others.  They are all as rooted in 

THA’s MTW mission as the number of families we serve.  And they are all in peril.  Protecting them 

in hard markets and with inadequate funding requires some hard choices that a national StS 

requirement will not solve.   

 

Here are some examples that illustrate how hard these choices can be and how necessary it is to 

make them locally.  

 

● The Challenge of a Brutal Rental Housing Market 

 

 In Tacoma, voucher participants are having trouble using their voucher.  The 

rental markets are very tight.  THA can respond to this in a variety of ways that we are 

considering.  Short of adequate Congressional funding, there is no one right response.  

All the possible responses inflict consequences on other important goals and values.  

For example, one problem is that Tacoma rents are rising fast.  The relative value of our 
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vouchers and available housing choices are thus decreasing.  In response, THA can 

increase the value of the vouchers so they can pay more in rent.  That might help.  Yet, 

if we did that we would serve fewer households because we get only so much money 

from HUD.  Another problem is that when vacancy rates are low, as now, landlords can 

be very choosy.  Our voucher families do not compete well with other families with 

stronger credit and rental histories.  THA can respond in ways that may help but that 

also cost money and that reduce the number of families we serve.  For example, we are 

thinking of offering landlords incentive bonuses or damage guarantees.  We have 

created a Landlord Liaison staff position to recruit landlords.  We also invest a lot of 

money in staff supportive services to help tenants, especially those with special needs or 

weak credit or rental histories, find and keep landlords.  We have found that in our 

market, this increases the effectiveness of our program.  The money all this costs means 

we serve fewer people than we would serve if we reserved the money for direct rental 

assistance, much of which would then go unused for lack of these supports.   

 

● The Value of Real Estate Development 

 

In another response to our market, THA seeks to build or buy apartment 

buildings.  Doing this means that at least those apartments will be available choices for 

voucher holders.  This is especially useful to do in parts of town where vouchers do not 

work.  In this way, we would not only provide housing that would welcome the 

vouchers but do so in a way and in places that would bring a measure of racial and 

economic integration that the private rental market has kept segregated or is 

resegregating.  Doing this entails a broad array of real estate development strategies that 

a rigid StS national formulation could not likely flex to allow: project basing vouchers; 

buying appropriate apartment buildings; building them; buying them and fixing them 

up; development partnerships with other available and suitable organizations.  This may 

require us to amass section 8 dollars for the purpose.  THA also seeks partnerships with 

nonprofits in the area.  THA would contribute dollars necessary to get the property built 

or on-line and available and affordable long term to low-income families.  THA would 

hope its contribution would be less than what it would cost to build new or less than the 

cost of a project based voucher.  Yet if it results in 100 new such units, for example, the 

lowered contribution would make this a bargain for us.  We need a StS formulation that 

gives us full credit for all 100 units and recognizes such deals as the successes they are. 

 

 ● The Cost of Voucher Administration and the Need to Do It Well 

 

HUD does not fully fund what it acknowledges to be the cost of administering 

the voucher program.  It provides a proration that is usually closer to 80% of costs.  

THA backfills those losses with money that might otherwise be available to pay for 

rental assistance.  Yet we do this for reasons that in other ways increase the number of 

families we serve or the services we provide, especially to high needs families.  First, 

we have found that if we are to attract landlords, our level of customer service needs to 

meet their expectations.  This is especially important in our tight rental markets.  
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Second, the participants in our programs present more than their share of special needs.  

This requires work to meet these needs in an effective and respectful way.  All this 

takes money that a focus on numbers of households served does not capture. 

 

● Building, Buying and Maintaining the Rental Housing Portfolio, Either Public Housing 

or RAD; The Value of Place Based Investments 

 

Similarly, HUD does not fully fund what it acknowledges to be the full cost of 

building or managing a housing portfolio, whether public housing or public housing 

units converted to project based section 8 financing under HUD’s Rental Assistance 

Demonstration program (RAD).  The long term underfunding of these operating and 

capital costs is part of the national crisis.  THA, like other MTW agencies, backfills 

these losses.  We do that with money that could pay for rental assistance for an 

increased number of families.  Some StS formulations would penalize these 

expenditures in the calculation of how many families we serve.  That would be 

extremely shortsighted and would overlook the particular circumstances THA faces.  It 

would also clash with HUD’s other directives concerning the portfolio.   

 

It would be shortsighted because the housing portfolio is valuable.  First, the 

portfolio is different from vouchers, public assistance, food stamps, Medicaid or SSI.  

The government can distribute these forms of assistance until the money runs out and 

then tell people to go away.  When the money runs out on the portfolio, it will still be 

on the ground the next morning full of families and next to neighbors to whom THA 

owes important legal responsibilities.  Second, the portfolio is how THA serves its 

neediest households.  These are households that do not do well on the private rental 

market even with a voucher.  These include seniors, disabled persons, families coming 

from trauma like domestic violence or homelessness, families that do not speak English, 

and families of color who have learned that the rental market does not welcome them as 

it would if they were white.  HUD should know this well since it is the source of much 

of the data on the lingering extent of unlawful discrimination in the nation’s rental 

market.   

 

Third, the portfolio is also how THA can bring cost-effective investment to 

particular neighborhoods in our area that need the investment.  Part of our job is find 

ways to invest that serve the much greater number of poor households who will never 

even be able to get on our waiting list because we do not have the money to serve them 

directly.  Instead, we seek to spend our money not only to house people but also to 

improve neighborhoods.  THA’s investments in these placed-based strategies are 

important.  Building, buying and rebuilding housing is how we invest in poor 

neighborhoods.  In these ways, the portfolio is worth growing and preserving even at 

the cost of directly serving fewer families than otherwise.   

 

HUD should recognize this imperative to invest adequately in the portfolio since 

it insists that we do so.  This insistence shows in several ways.  First, HUD requires 
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PHAs to comply with housing standards under the REAC program.  It inspects us to 

make sure we do it.  It lets us know when we fall short.  It scores us.  It penalizes PHAs 

that fall notably short.  Second, HUD has encouraged PHAs to convert their public 

housing units under RAD.  THA has done this.  As part of that refinancing, THA was 

obliged to contractually commit extra section 8 dollars to supplement the inadequate 

appropriations from HUD.  We could have used those extra dollars to serve more rental 

assistance families.  If HUD now adopts a StS formulation that penalizes us for doing 

what RAD requires of us, we will need help to understand why.  

 

These investments are important in the ways that I recount.  As I also noted, 

they clash with the need to serve more families.  But the clash is not direct and these 

investments ultimately increase the number of families served over the long term.  The 

best way to understand this increase uses the concept of unit-years.  Imagine a portfolio 

of 100 units.  Imagine further that it is in poor shape so that each unit has a functional 

remaining life span of 5 years.  That portfolio then has 500 unit-years.  The PHA has 

some choices to make.  It can forego any investment in maintenance, use the money 

instead to pay rental assistance to serve other families, and lose the units in 5 years 

(further burdening the neighborhood).  Alternatively, the PHA can invest in the 

portfolio’s capital needs and increase its life span to 30 years.  This will increase the 

unit-years to 3,000.  In this way, if HUD wants some numerical formulation to capture 

the number of families served it should include the concept of unit-years to recognize 

the value of these investments in the portfolio. 

 

● The Value of Supportive Services 

 

THA invests significant dollars in supportive services for people on our voucher 

program and who live in our housing.  This investment costs money.  This cost is 

especially inescapable in a service-poor community like Tacoma where THA must 

provide some services directly since no one else will.  Yet, this investment means that 

THA serves fewer people than otherwise would be the case if we spent the money on 

rental assistance.  We recognize the trade-off but value the investment in supportive 

services for two reasons.  HUD should recognize both reasons since they coincide with 

other MTW objectives.   

 

First, we provide supportive services because we house people who will not 

succeed as tenants or voucher holders unless they get help.  These might be seniors or 

disabled persons who need help to remain independent.  These might be parents coming 

to us from domestic violence, drug addiction, or homelessness.  They need services to 

stabilize.  Services make their stabilization a lot more likely.  Doing this is part of our 

focus on the neediest populations.  In this way, these services are a necessary 

companion to the housing we provide.  It directly serves the MTW statutory objective to 

“increase housing choices for low-income families”.  See 42 U.S.C. § 1437 note, section 

(a). 
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Second, we provide supportive services to help people succeed not just as 

tenants but also, as THA’s mission statement contemplates, as “parents, students, wage 

earners and builders of assets.”  We want our housing programs to be a transforming 

experience in these ways, and temporary.  We want this certainly for grown-ups.  We 

want it emphatically for children because we do not wish them to need our housing 

when they grow up.  This explains THA’s investment in its Education Project.  This 

project is an experiment in how to spend housing dollars not just to house someone but 

to get two other things done: help their children succeed in school; and help the schools 

that serve low-income children.  When it works, it is a very good use of a housing 

dollar.  HUD has recognized THA’s work in this way. 

 

These are the services that make us more than a landlord and more than a paper 

shuffler that runs rental assistance programs.  These are the services that make us a 

social justice agency and allow us to pursue the MTW statutory purposes of providing 

help and “incentives to families with children where the head of household is working, 

seeking work, or is preparing for work” and to “increase housing choices for low-

income families.”  See 42 U.S.C. § 1437 note; section (a).  We need a StS formulation 

that values these services as much as the MTW statute does.  An inflexible focus on the 

number of families served will weaken the MTW statute’s own mandate. 

   

 ● The Value of Non-Traditional Forms of Rental Assistance and Shallow Subsidies 

 

THA offers some non-traditional forms of rental assistance.  We do this as part 

of the experimentation that the MTW program is designed to encourage.  We do some 

of it in response to HUD’s research and data.  We also do it for important policy 

reasons.  We would regret a StS formulation that penalizes us for it.   

 

For example, we have programs that offer a shallower rental subsidy than a 

regular housing voucher would provide or that would have the household bear a higher 

rent burden measured as a percentage of their income.  Yet some of HUD’s possible StS 

formulations would penalize us for this by not giving us full credit for serving these 

households.  This would be a serious mistake.  Shallow subsidy programs can be good 

policy choices in a number of circumstances.  First, we use them as part of a rapid 

rehousing program.  HUD should recognize this since HUD is the source of much of the 

nation’s research and design for such programs.  We have relied on HUD’s data to 

make our choices.  Second, shallower subsidies may also be a way to account for 

extensive local need.  One strategy in the face of such need is to “thin the soup” with 

shallower subsidies so we can serve more families.  If HUD’s proposed StS 

formulations would not give the PHA full credit for serving those families it would 

force us to pay full subsidy to a fewer number of lucky people who can get one of our 

vouchers.  Yet it would sacrifice the interest of other families who presently get nothing 

but who would be pleased to get a voucher, even at shallower subsidy levels.  Third, 

part of our rental formula uses fixed subsidies.  We do that to reward work and remove 

the disincentive to increasing income.  It may also mean that a person who does not 
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work will get a lower subsidy than he would get under the normal rules.  This serves the 

MTW statutory purpose to give “incentives to . . . obtain employment and become 

economically self-sufficient.”  42 U.S.C. § 1437 note section (a).  Fourth, some 

subsidies may appear shallow because a voucher holder has chosen to rent a higher 

priced home and to pay the extra costs from his or her own funds.  THA does not 

preclude or discourage these individual choices.  Allowing them furthers the MTW 

statutory purpose to “increase housing choices for low-income families.”  42 U.S.C. § 

1437 note, section (a). 

 

We must note that the MTW statute does not require HUD to discount credit for 

shallower subsidies.  The statute asks only that we serve substantially the same number 

of families.  It does not require that we serve them at a certain affordability or subsidy 

level.  We also note that non-MTW housing authorities receive full credit for house-

holds paying well more than 30% of their income as rent.  We do not know why MTW 

authorities should receive only partial credit.  We have asked HUD to explain this.   

 

Some of HUD’s proposed formulations would appear to give full credit for 

serving families whose rent burden is lower than some set percentage of income.  There 

is an odd danger to such a formulation.  It would encourage a PHA to serve higher 

income families whose rent burden would be less than the set percentage and who 

would take up fewer subsidy dollars.  This would penalize THA for its focus on serving 

the neediest.  We would be sorry to face a penalty for that reason. 

 

If HUD’s StS formula discounts the value of a shallower subsidy or, more 

oddly, penalizes THA because the family has a higher rent burden, then it should give 

credit for the other ways that we serve families through supportive services, 

construction, and property maintenance. 

 

Finally, some operational problems would result if HUD tried to discount the 

credit for households receiving shallower subsidies or paying a higher rent burden.  It 

would be complicated to do.  We must ask if HUD’s data systems are adequate for the 

task.  Applying the formulation yearly to shifting data would prevent us from projecting 

year to year, making planning and budgeting harder than it already is. 

 

I mention these examples only to point out that the policy choices they denote are hard.  A 

choice determines not only how many people we serve, but how needy they are, where they live, and 

which of their service needs we can meet and whether we should try to meet them.  We might not 

make some choices like fixed or shallow subsidies if we did not face an affordable housing crisis in 

Tacoma or if we were adequately funded to meet it.  But we must make these choices with the money 

we have and the local need and the local market we face.  We also note that a choice can be the right 

one and still not be an occasion to celebrate.  We also know there is no choice that serves some 

purposes of the MTW program without costs to other important purposes and values also imbedded in 

the MTW program.  HUD faces the same hard choices if it tries to formulate a StS requirement.  The 
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appropriate answers for HUD and for the MTW agencies must arise from a local judgment about local 

needs and local markets.  That too is an MTW value. 

 

The local flexibility we need still leaves HUD with a meaningful oversight role.  If HUD has 

informed objections to such policies, let us remember that HUD can withhold approval of the proposed 

activity.  That ability to withhold approval would elicit the necessary policy discussion that considers 

the pertinent local factors.  That oversight role conforms to the role envisioned for HUD under the 

Housing Act of 1937 “to assist” and under the MTW statute to “approve” local plans.  That more 

limited role also conforms to the limits on HUD’s data and operational capacity.  What should be clear 

to all of us is that HUD should not prejudge and preclude any initiative issue wholesale and in advance 

for all agencies nationwide. 

 

4. Any Methodology Must Account for Funding Levels and Funding Cuts 

 

Whatever the StS formulation, it must fully account for funding levels and funding cuts.  For 

example, in 2017 Congress has funded PHAs at a 95% proration for the section 8 programs.  This 

should show in a commensurate reduction in the baseline number of families we would serve in the 

denominator of the formulation that HUD seems to be envisioning. 

 

On a related note, this seems like a very bad time to be contemplating such a notable change in 

the MTW program.  We all – HUD and the MTW agencies - may be on the eve of more budget cuts  

and other program changes.  HUD’s operational capacity to administer a new StS regime will likely 

diminish further as a result of those cuts and the current federal hiring freezes.  HUD should at least 

wait until such matters are clearer.  

 

 

I hope these comments are helpful. 

 

Thank you for inviting them.  

 

 

Cordially, 

 

TACOMA HOUSING AUTHORITY 

 

 
 

Michael Mirra 

Executive Director 

 
 

Cc:  Steering Committee 



 
TACOMA HOUSING AUTHORITY 

  

 

Hey my names            & I'm looking for help asap I don't know 

what to do or where to turn. I have no place to stay and have no 

cash for a place to rent. I've tryed asking everyone I know for help 

and I have noone,,, I'm 19 years old and I have a lil bit of mental 

health with anxiety attacks, being in a social group I get very 

closterfobic, I have PTSD I get bad flash backs, & I also have bad 

health ... So it don't help that I have no help at all and I’m staying 

in a [t]ent outside and the weather is very bad condition and I don't 

have very many things no clothes or stuff to clean up and shower 

with . I'm very in a bad state of mind with this whole homeless 

thing. I hope to hear from you with maybe some sort of good 

news.  

 

Thank you & god bless. 

 - email to THA [November 5, 2015] 

ARLINGTON DRIVE CAMPUS for  

HOMELESS YOUTH WITHOUT FAMILIES and HOMELESS YOUNG ADULTS  
Last Revised March 1, 2017 

 

NEED FOR HOUSING SERVICES 

 In 2016, over 1,070 Pierce County 

youth were homeless without 

families.  

 

 Pierce County exports them to other 

counties. 

 

 These young people face high risks of 

drug abuse, sex trafficking, violence, 

and greatly diminished prospects for 

an education, an occupation and a 

successful adulthood. 

 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

 12 bed Crisis Residential Center/HOPE beds for ages 12 to 17 

(will serve >500 youth a year) 

 40 apartments to rent for homeless young adults age 18 to 24 

 Supportive services 

 Employment and training, with social enterprises and 

entrepreneurial training space 

 Administrative offices for Community Youth Services 

 Walking distance to a middle school, East Tacoma 

Community Center (in development), a regional health clinic 

and the prospective site of Bates East Tacoma Campus. 

 

COST AND FINANCING: Cost: $23 million; Likely Financing Sources: 

City of Tacoma Pierce County Tax Credit Investor Equity 

Tacoma Housing Authority State of Washington Commercial Debt 

 

PARTNERS 

 

 
 

Contact: 

Michael Mirra, Tacoma Housing Authority 

(253) 207-4429; mmirra@tacomahousing.org 

Arlington Drive Campus: 

East 38
th

 Street & Portland Avenue 

PROPOSED SITE 
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BACKGROUND 
 
 The Tacoma Housing Authority (THA) sought comments and suggestions about changes it is 
considering to its housing programs. The main change would help THA with its continuing and 
increasingly hard struggle to serve the same number of needy households at rising rental costs in one 
of the hardest rental markets in the nation and to do so with flat funding from HUD.  
 
  As Tacoma’s rental market increases, THA has tried to keep up by increasing what it pays in 
rent on behalf of families in its rental assistance programs. THA has increased the total amount it pays 
in rental subsidies by an accumulating additional $600,000 per year for the past three years. THA 
judges that these costs will continue to increase for the foreseeable future. This increase is not 
sustainable. The arithmetic does not allow us to serve the same number of families at increasing costs 
with the same amount of funding. 
 
 The other changes would apply to the THA’s two main rental assistance programs. One is its 
Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher (HCV). Nearly five years ago, THA ended this program for 
households newly receiving rental assistance. These new households instead joined the Housing 
Opportunity Program (HOP). Both program help low-income families pay rent on the private market. 
HOP differs from the HCV program in two main ways:  
 

• Fixed Subsidy 
The HCV rental subsidy amount depends on the household income. The lower the 
income the more the subsidy. The greater the income, the lower the subsidy. In contrast, 
the HOP subsidy is fixed. It depends on family size and not family income. In most 
cases, HOP subsidies are lower than HCV subsidies. 

 
• 5-Year Time Limit for Work-Able Households 

The HCV subsidy has no time limit. It lasts as long as a household remains eligible and 
as long as THA’s funding holds out. In contrast, HOP imposes a 5-year time limit on all 
households with a work-able adult. HOP offers these households supportive services to 
help them increase earned income. HOP extends the subsidy beyond 5 years in two 
situations. First, to meet an unexpected hardship, it offers up to 3 more months of 
subsidy. Second, it offers up to a 1-year extension if the household enrolls in a qualified 
program to increase earned income. The time limit does not apply to seniors or disabled 
participants. 

 
 THA completed a thorough review of the agency’s options to continue to serve the same 
number of households at rising rental costs. THA also completed an analysis of HOP. The HOP 
analysis and possible program changes can be found here www.tacomahousing.org/programchanges. 
 
 THA consulted widely through its community to seek advice and views on these possible 
changes. The purpose of this memo is to provide describe this consultation effort and to report on what 
we heard. 
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POSSIBLE PROGRAM CHANGES 
 
 THA presented the following possible program changes to voucher holders, landlords, THA staff, 
community leaders and partners: 
 

THA Is Considering Changes to its Housing Opportunity Program (HOP): It Seeks Advice  
 

THA seeks advice.  Tacoma’s rents are rising.  The number of households who need THA’s help is 
growing.  Serving them is costing THA more.  Yet, THA’s funding is flat.  In response, THA is 
considering changes to its programs.  THA has written full and summary reports on what we are 
considering.  See them at www.tacomahousing.net/programchanges. A shorter summary shows below.  
We welcome your advice.  If you have some for us, we need it by February 15, 2018.  When deciding 
how you would advise us, please consider at least the following four facts: 
 

1. THA can serve only a small fraction of those in need; 20,000 needy Tacoma households need a 
turn at the assistance. 

2. The present lowered HOP subsidy allows THA to serve 20% more households; the 5-year time 
limit gives others a turn. 

3. In 4 years, HOP work-able households increased their earned income by 45%, but this is not 
enough to keep up with Tacoma’s rising rental market; 68% of them set to exit HOP in 2018 
will have a severe shelter burden (>50%). 

4. THA’s funding for rental assistance has been flat and will likely remain so.  Yet Tacoma’s 
rising rental market is costing THA $600,000 more each year to serve the same number of 
households.  This is not sustainable for THA. 

 
Here is a color clue to the general effect of the proposals that show below 
 
Green The proposal will maintain or increase the number of households served but the service will be 

somewhat less. 
Blue The proposal will decrease the number of households served but the service will be more or will last 

longer. 
 

IN TACOMA’s NEW RISING RENTAL MARKET, THA’s RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
CANNOT SERVE THE SAME NUMBER OF FAMILIES AT SUCH INCREASING COSTS BECAUSE 
THA’s FUNDING REMAINS FLAT.  WHAT SHOULD THA DO? 
1. Reduce the value of the rental subsidy further to serve more households.   
2. Redirect vouchers to higher income households who cost less to serve, and so serve more of them. 
3  Redirect money from other programs to pay for rental assistance (e.g, reduce building or buying properties, 

maintaining the portfolio, supportive services, Education Project, Rapid Rehousing, and administrative 
services) 

 

4  Maintain rental subsidy levels but serve fewer households (from 100% to 95%).  (THA is presently at 95%). 
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POSSIBLE CHANGES TO THE HOUSING OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM (HOP) 

1. 

The Fixed Subsidy (THA pays 50% of the payment standard based on bedroom size).  
The HOP subsidy is fixed based upon household size, not income.  This fixed subsidy generally lowers the 
amount of the rental subsidy.  This usually means households pay more in rent; yet it gives them an 
incentive to increase income because they keep all of any increase in wages; and doing this allows THA to 
serve 20% more households. 

 • Keep the fixed subsidy and serve more households. 

 • Remove it for elderly/disabled households since they cannot increase their income; they would receive 
an income-based subsidy; work-able households would keep the fixed subsidy. 

 • Remove it for all households who would then receive a subsidy based on household income. 
 • Offer struggling work-able households a THA apartment, if available, whose rent is based upon income. 

2. The Five-Year Time Limit for Work-Able Households, with Extensions 
A 5-year time limit gives households a reason to strive; it gives other needy households a turn.   

 • Keep the time limit and keep the present extensions of up to 3 months for hardship and up to one year if 
a family engages in a qualified job training or education programs. 

 • Remove the time limit. 
 • Shorten it (e.g, 3 years). 

 • Keep the time limit but offer more generous extensions for hardship (e.g, up to another 3 years if rent 
burdened & engaged with support services). 

POSSIBLE CHANGES TO THE HOUSING OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM (HOP) (continued) 

3. 
Expand Definition of Disability to Exempt More Households From the 5-Year Time Limit 
Presently THA exempts from the 5 year time limit only seniors and persons receiving benefits from a 
program that has determined they are disabled, i.e. Social Security, SSI. 

 • Expand this exemption to those whom DSHS excuses from the TANF work requirement.  These would 
include an adult (55+) caretaker relative providing care for a child, an adult required in the home to care 
for a child with special needs, and an adult required to be in the home to care for another adult with 
disabilities.  Doing this will increase the number of people without a time limit; that will mean fewer 
chances for others to have a turn. 

4. 

More Aggressively Encourage or Require Work-Able Households to Engage in Supportive Services to 
Increase Their Earned Income. 
THA presently offers these services to all work-able households.  Few accept them.  Encouraging or 
requiring them to do so means THA will have to provide or find these services in Tacoma and find the 
money for staff to provide or monitor the services.  That will mean less money to pay rent. 

 • Improve THA’s identification of struggling households and more aggressively encourage their 
participation in supportive services. 

 • Require all work-able households to engage in supportive services. 
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5. Expand HOP to the Current Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program 

Expanding HOP would allow THA to serve 20% more households because the rental subsidy is lower; the 
rent burden will be higher for most households unless they increase their income; the fixed-subsidy and the 
time limit will give them an incentive to do that; the time limit will also give more needy households a turn. 

 • Transition all (~2,000) HCV households at once; their time on the HCV program would not count 
toward the 5-year time limit for work-able households, who would then have another 5 years of 
assistance. 

 • Transition all HCV households; their time on the HCV program would count toward the 5-year time 
limit.  Workable households above the time limit will lose their subsidy after reasonable notice. 

  
• Transition all HCV households and if this change would result in severe rent burden stagger the 

transition over time or allow for a hardship exception for a limited period of time. 
 • Transition only work-able HCV households to HOP. 
 • Do not transition HCV households to HOP.  At the current rate of natural transition it will take 10 years 

for all households to be in the HOP program. 
6. When a Work-Able Adult Joins a Senior/Disabled Household 

Presently, when this happens, the 5-year time limit applies retroactively.  When a child turns 18 years of age 
present rules consider this to be a work-able adult joining the household. 

 • Start the 5-year time limit anew. 
 • Keep the existing policy: the 5-year time limit applies retroactively 
7. Limit a Household’s Ability to Reapply for HOP 

Presently a household leaving the program after its 5-year time limits expires may reapply. 
 • Disqualify households who leave the program after the expiration of its 5-year term. 
8. Prepare Wait List Households to be “Ready to Rent” 
 • Offer tenants financial assistance to pay application fees, security deposits or utility deposits.  This will 

redirect dollars presently available to pay the rent. 
 • Provide meaningful training on how to be a good tenant. 
9. Strengthen the Program’s Relationship with Landlords 
 • Improve marketing to landlords. 
 • Offer limited damage guarantees. 
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PUBLIC CONSULTATION 
 
 THA consulted widely about these proposed changes. The people we consulted and what we heard 
shows below. 
 
1. HOP PARTICIPANTS PUBLIC HEARING 

In February of 2018, THA held two public hearings for HOP participants, one during the day 
and one in the evening. THA mailed postcard invitations to all 500 HOP households; 20 
households attended. In addition to the meetings, three households provided comments via mail 
or e-mail. HOP participants recommended: 
 
1.1 Serve more households 

HOP participants were eager to hear what options would allow THA to serve more 
households. 44% of participants recommended that THA should further reduce the 
value of a voucher to serve more households. 28% recommended adopting a 95% 
utilization rate. 22% suggested redirecting money from other areas to pay for rental 
assistance. 
 

1.2 Keep the fixed subsidy 
67% of HOP participants recommended that THA keep the fixed subsidy and serve 
more households. 27% recommended that it remain in place for work-able households 
only (elderly/disabled households would receive an income-based subsidy). HOP 
participants asked where the funding would come from if they chose an option that was 
more expensive. Participants also wanted to know what the costs were in terms of 
number of people served for each possible option. 
 

1.3 Keep the five year time limit 
Nearly 80% of participants recommended that THA keep the five year time limit. Only 
20% recommended THA offer more generous extensions. When asked about easing the 
requirements of the current hardship policy for households engaged in an activity or 
program likely to increase income, 80% were in favor of doing so. One participant 
thought that the 90 day unforeseen loss of income hardship extension was too short of a 
time period if someone lost a job. Zero HOP participants recommended removing the 
time limit. 
 

1.4 Expand the definition of disability 
HOP households were nearly split on the issue of expanding the definition of disability 
with 53% supporting the proposed change. Participants questioned if other resources 
were available for this population. 
 
 

1.5 Require supportive services 
73% of HOP participants recommended that THA require supportive services because it 
motivates work-able households to increase their earned income. One participant 
suggested that THA require households to participate but have consequences other than 
termination for noncompliance.  
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1.6 Transition HCV households to HOP 

84% of HOP participants recommended that THA transition the legacy HCV population 
to the HOP. One participant questioned how HCV participants would feel going from 
no time limits to time limited. Another participant suggested that the transition time to 
HOP should be based on the individual family’s needs. 
 

1.7 Start the time limit anew when a work-able adult joins an elderly/disabled 
household 
80% of HOP participants recommended that the time limit should start anew when a 
work-able person joins an elderly/disabled household and that it should be removed if 
they exit. 

 
1.8 Allow HOP participants to reapply after they exit the program 

85% of HOP participants recommended that HOP participants be permitted to reapply 
for the program after they exit. The group cited the wait time and the slim odds of being 
readmitted to the program as their reason for supporting this option. 
 

1.9 Do not spend resources preparing households to be ready to rent  
86% of HOP participants recommended that THA should not spend resources providing 
funding for application fees, security deposits assistance etc. They favored using the 
funding to provide more rental assistance. 
 

1.10 THA should take action to improve relationships with landlords 
58% of HOP participants recommended that THA should improve its marketing to 
landlords and offer limited damage guarantees. 42% recommended that THA not spend 
these resources and favored using the funding to provide more rental assistance. 
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2. 2015 HOP AND HCV SURVEY 

In January of 2015, THA conducted a live telephone survey of active HOP and HCV 
participants. The survey asked similar questions as those we posed in 2018. 
 
2.1 Serve more households 

87% of HOP participants recommended that THA should make cuts to the program to 
serve more households. 65% of HCV households recommended cuts.  

 
2.2 Differing views on time limits  

53% of HOP participants supported time limits, but only 33% of HCV participants 
supported them. Both HOP and HCV participants recommended that time limits should 
not apply to seniors or people with disabilities. 

 
2.3 Require supportive services 

75% of HOP participants recommended that THA require participants to engage in 
supportive services; this aligns with the findings from 2018. 80% of HCV households 
supported mandatory supportive services. 
 

2.4 Differing views on subsidy type 
The telephone survey asked participants if rental assistance should be based on income 
or family size. 67% of HOP households recommended a subsidy based on family size, 
but only 18% of HCV households made that recommendation. 82% of HCV households 
preferred an income based subsidy. 
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3. THA PARTICIPATING LANDLORDS 

In February of 2018, THA’s landlord advisory committee met to advise THA on the 
possible program changes. THA invited over 500 landlords to this meeting and 12 
landlords attended. In addition to the meeting, two landlords provided comments via 
email. Landlords recommended:  

 
3.1 Serve more households  

50% of landlords recommended that THA adopt a 95% utilization rate. The remaining 
landlords were evenly split among the options to reduce the value of voucher further, 
redirect money from other areas, and redirect vouchers to higher income households. 
Landlords provided THA with recommendations about improving or cutting operations 
that might save money. These ideas included: bi-annual inspections, self-certifying 
repairs, eliminating supportive services, eliminating staff and permitting random 
compliance checks. One landlord mentioned raising the payment standard to 110% of 
FMRs to reflect 2018 rents.  
 

3.2 Keep the fixed subsidy, but remove it for elderly/disabled households  
75% of landlords recommended that THA keep the fixed subsidy but remove it for 
elderly/disabled households. The remaining 25% recommended keeping the fixed 
subsidy as it stands today for all households. One landlord suggested that the fixed 
subsidy should be stepped meaning that the tenant should increase their portion of the 
rent each year.   
 

3.3 Shorten the five year time limit 
67% of landlords recommended that THA shorten the time limit and 33% recommended 
keeping it and offering more generous extensions. A number of landlords recommended 
offering hardship extensions if THA were to shorten the time limit. One landlord 
recommended a 3 year time limit with extensions for households who increase their 
earned income. 57% of landlords recommended easing the hardship extension 
requirements for households participating in a program or activity that will likely 
increase income. 
 

3.4 Expand the definition of disability 
60% of landlords recommended that THA should expand the definition of disability and 
so exempt more households from the time limit.  
 

3.5 Do not require supportive services 
75% of landlords recommended that THA improve its identification of struggling 
households and encourage, but not require, households to participate in supportive 
services. 17% were in favor of requiring households to participate. One landlord 
recommended eliminating supportive services; another recommended extending THA’s 
hours to accommodate working families.  
 

3.6 Transition HCV households to HOP 
55% of landlords recommended transitioning the legacy HCV population to HOP and 
33% of those in favor of the transition recommended a hardship policy for households 
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that may be extremely rent burdened as a result. 44% of landlords were opposed to the 
transition. One landlord indicated that it is not fair to change the rules about a program 
with families already on the program, “families and landlords should have what they 
signed up for.” 
 

3.7 Start the time limit anew when a work-able adult joins an elderly/disabled 
household  
100% of landlords recommended that the time limit should start anew when a work-able 
person joins an elderly/disabled household and that it should be removed if they exit. 

 
3.8 Do not allow HOP participants to reapply after they exit the program: 

100% of landlords recommended that THA prevent HOP participants from reapplying 
for the program after they exit. One landlord suggested that THA might allow a 
household to reapply much later in life when they are elderly or disabled. 
 

3.9 Do not spend resources helping households pay fees or deposits 
86% of landlords recommended that THA should not spend resources providing 
funding for application fees, security deposits assistance etc. They favored using the 
funding to provide more rental assistance. 
 

3.10 THA should take action to improve relationships with landlords 
100% of landlord recommended that THA should offer limited damage guarantees. 
Landlords commented that offering damage guarantees could help attract landlords. 
Other landlords suggested providing landlord/tenant matching and improving the 
screening process. A number of landlords suggested that if THA offers security deposit 
funds they should stay with the unit as it transitions from one tenant to the next. 
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4. HOUSEHOLDS ON THE WAITLIST 

THA held one public hearing for households currently on THA’s waitlists. THA sent e-mail 
invitations to 100 random waitlisted households and one household attended the hearing. The 
household member is disabled, currently homeless, and has been waiting for housing since 
2013. The household is on the waitlist for THA’s elderly/disabled properties but “would take 
the HOP voucher if given the opportunity.” 
 
4.1 Serve more households 

The waitlisted household was supportive of THA serving 95% of its baseline even if it 
means waitlisted households will wait longer. 
 

4.2 Keep the fixed subsidy 
The household recommended that the fixed subsidy remain in place for work-able 
households only (elderly/disabled households would receive an income-based subsidy). 
They noted that elderly/disabled households have fixed incomes. 
 

4.3 Shorten the five year time limit 
The household recommended shortening the time limit to three years and offering an 
additional two years to households who have increased their earned income or those 
who are enrolled in a program or activity to increase their earned income. “If a 
household is still working at Wendy’s after three years, another family should be given 
a chance.” The household recommended that THA remove the hardship extension 
policy requiring a household member to complete their activity or program within one 
year in order to qualify for an extension. The household would like THA to keep the 
requirement that households must be enrolled 6 months prior to exit. “You can’t just 
sign up for a program at the end of your time on the program and expect more time.” 
 

4.4 Expand the definition of disability 
The household was very supportive of expanding the definition of disability to include 
those who are exempt from TANF work requirements.  
 

4.5 Require supportive services 
Similar to most program participants, the waitlisted household was very supportive of 
requiring supportive services for work-able households. 
 

4.6 Transition HCV households to HOP 
The household was supportive of transitioning work-able HCV households to HOP. 
 

4.7 Start the time limit anew when a work-able adult joins an elderly/disabled 
household 
The household recommended that the time limit should start anew when a work-able 
person joins an elderly/disabled household and that it should be removed if they exit. 

 
4.8 Allow HOP participants to reapply after they exit the program 

The household recommended that HOP participants be permitted to reapply for the 
program after they exit. 
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4.9 Do spend resources helping households pay fees 

The household was supportive of THA helping households prepare to be ready to rent. 
They remarked that they will need assistance with a security deposit and that it is hard 
for families to come up with that money.  
 

4.10 THA should take action to improve relationships with landlords 
The household recommended that THA provide damage guarantees to landlords 
because Section 8 and HOP have a bad reputation.  
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5. THA STAFF 

THA’s Policy, Innovation & Evaluation team will host an all-staff meeting to discuss the 
possible program changes on February 21, 2018. PIE staff conferred with THA’s Cabinet to 
seek their recommendations.  
 
5.1 All Staff Meeting 

 
• Serve more households: The majority of staff (88%) recommended adopting a 

lower utilization rate to serve more households. 70% recommended adopting 
95%. Adopting 90% was an alternative idea presented by a staff member and 
this idea gained the support of 18% of staff. 
 

• Keep the fixed subsidy, but remove it for elderly/disabled households. 44% 
of staff recommended keeping the fixed subsidy. 16% of staff recommended 
further reducing the value of a voucher except for elderly/disabled households. 
Another 16% recommended removing the fixed subsidy for all households. 
 

• Shorten the time limit to 3 years but offer generous extensions if households 
will have a shelter burden greater than 50% upon exit. These extensions could 
be 3 to 4 years. 
 

• Do not expand the definition of disability: 62% of staff recommended not 
expanding the definition of disability. The primary reason for this was the 
potential administrative burden falling on staff to obtain the verification 
paperwork to indicate a household is exempt from TANF work requirements.  
 

• Do not assume a one size fits all approach with supportive services. Staff 
recommended a hybrid idea, suggesting that THA require services for some but 
not all. The determination could be based on where the household falls on the 
Bridge Assessment. 
 

• Transition HCV households to HOP, only if they are work-able. 76% of staff 
were supportive of transitioning work-able households to HOP. Staff 
recommended beginning the transition at annual review time. 

 
• Start the time limit anew when a minor becomes 18 in an elderly/disabled 

household or redefine work-able to exclude minors attending school up to 
24 or 26 years old. Staff recommended that the time limit should start anew 
when a minor becomes 18 in an elderly/disabled household. Staff also 
recommended redefining the definition of work-able to consider youth attending 
school. 

 
• Allow HOP participants to reapply after they exit the program. Staff 

recommended that HOP participants be permitted to reapply for the program 
after they exit. 
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• Do not spend resources helping households pay fees. 38% of staff 
recommended that THA should not spending resources to pay for application 
fees, security deposits etc. 29% recommended THA offering some sort of 
assistance that requires repayment to keep resources replenished. 21% of staff 
recommended reaching out to households on the waitlist to train them to be 
prepared for renting.  

 
• THA should take action to improve relationships with landlords. Staff 

recommended that THA should improve marking to landlords but also educate 
renters to be ready to rent. The ready to rent training could include a certificate 
indicating that the household completed training. Some staff suggested requiring 
households to complete the training prior to leasing up and again if they 
relocate. 

 
• Staff recommended easing the current hardship policy. Remove the 

stipulation that the program or activity (likely to increase income) must be 
completed in 1 year. Remove the requirement that households must be enrolled 
6 months in advance of exit.   

 
5.2 THA’s Sub-Cabinet favors the following options: 

 
• Keep the fixed subsidy but consider and study the impacts of transitioning 

elderly/disabled households to an income-based subsidy.  
 

• Keep the time limit but offer generous extensions because most households 
will experience a shelter burden greater than 50% upon exit. 
 

• Expand the definition of disability to include those exempt from TANF work 
requirements. 
 

• Encourage, but do not mandate supportive services. 
 

• Transition work-able HCV households to HOP after a long notice period. 
The time limits should begin after the notice period. One sub-cabinet member 
suggested staggering the transition based on when the household joined the 
HCV program. Another sub-cabinet member suggested transitioning households 
at review time to reduce administrative burden. 
 

• Sub-cabinet recommended conducting a financial analysis to study the HOP 
transition and the fixed subsidy generally. THA should study the impacts of 
different subsidy amounts such as 50% for work-able households and an array of 
subsidy amounts for elderly/disabled households (including an income-based 
subsidy). 
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• Start the five-year time limit anew when an elderly/disabled household adds 
a work-able household member. Sub-cabinet recommended monitoring this 
closely for abuse. 
 

• Permit HOP households to reapply to the program after an exit. 
 

• THA should provide some measure of good tenant or ready to rent training 
for households nearing the top of the waitlist. The sub-cabinet did not support 
financial assistance to pay application fees etc. 
 

• THA should wait for the decision on the State level about source of income 
discrimination prior to enacting any sort of damage mitigation fund. Sub-cabinet 
also noted that THA is in the process of hiring a Landlord Liaison to guide some 
of this work.  
 

• Revise the current hardship policy to change the stipulation that the program 
or activity (likely to increase income) must be completed in 1 year to completion 
within 3 years. This would align with an up to 3 year hardship extension. Sub-
cabinet recommended shortening the amount of time a household must be 
enrolled in the program prior to exit to be eligible for an extension from 6 
months to 3 months. 
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6. BROADER COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 

THA met with more than 50 community organizations, community partners and elected 
officials to seek advice and views. Tacoma community leaders and THA partners fully 
support THA’s adoption of a 95% utilization rate as the best way forward to serve more 
households. These community members were willing to provide letters of support to 
help THA explain and defend its decision. The letters are attached. 
 
Regarding possible changes to the HOP, community members were supportive of 
program policies that permit THA to serve more households. For this purpose, on the 
whole, they supported maintaining the time limits and the fixed subsidy. A number of 
community members were supportive of expanding the income-based subsidy to the 
elderly/disabled HOP households. They also expressed support for THA to transition 
the legacy HCV population to HOP. They advised that this transition must be well 
thought out and clearly communicated. There were differing views regarding mandating 
supportive services and revising the hardship policy. Most were predicated on questions 
about how those choices would impact THA’s ability to serve more households. 
 
Comments from the meetings are on the pages that follow. 
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Organization(s) Questions / Comments THA Response 
Coalition for 
Homeless Youth 

Questions: 
• Is THA attempting to access other funding sources to fill gaps? 
• Is THA considering redirecting our funds to help people purchase instead 

of rent? 
• What types of services did people have access to? 
• What programs did you have in place to incentivize people to increase 

their earned income or disincentive people form staying on housing 
subsidies? 

THA is always looking for funding and resources to fill 
gaps.  We rely on foundations and philanthropic resources 
to support work that is not funded, or underfunded, by 
HUD. There are very limited resources outside of HUD 
funding that will fund housing assistance or case 
management. Typically foundation and philanthropic 
resources are interested in specific projects or programs. 
This is especially true for any sustainable funding gaps. 
They usually only want to fund a project or program just 
once. 
 
THA is not currently considering redirecting our funds to 
help people purchase instead of rent. 
 
 
HOP families have access to THA caseworkers who work 
to connect participating households with an array of 
services.  Households may participate in an assessment to 
examine a family’s economic stability in five areas 
including family stability, well-being, education and 
training, financial management, and employment and career 
management. This assessment leads to a connection with 
services provided by THA and/or its partners including: 
 
• Participation in the Family Self-Sufficiency Program 
• Employment Supports through partnerships with 

Goodwill, Workforce Central, The Center For Strong 
Families, Sound Outreach 

• Employment supports include but are not limited to: 
financial literacy credit counseling  
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Organization(s) Questions / Comments THA Response 
City of Tacoma – 
Mayor Victoria 
Woodards 

Comments: 
• THA should persist with both the time limit and the fixed subsidy 
• THA should require HOP work-able families to engage with supportive 

services as a condition of receiving rental assistance. 
• THA should expand the definition of elderly/disabled to include parents 

who cannot work for a good reason that may not include a diagnosis 
• THA should permit generous extensions, especially the extra year if the 

household is not ready for the private rental market and the household 
commits to job training or education 

 

Tacoma Pierce 
County Affordable 
Housing 
Consortium 

Questions: 
• Are other Housing Authorities not meeting their HUD imposed baseline? 
• How close are HUD’s Fair Market Rents (FMRs) to current rents? 
• Why are households not engaging with supportive services? 
• Has THA found evidence that mandating supportive services will improve 

client outcomes?  
• Could THA explore incentivizing supportive services (for example 

increasing voucher HAP amounts for households who engage)? 
 
Comments: 
• Households should find time for supportive services. THA should not fear 

that they do not have time to engage. THA should not fear sanctioning 
households for noncompliance. 

• Maybe THA could learn from Habitat’s “sweat equity” requirements. 
• THA should give young adults who turn 18 years old (in elderly/disabled 

households) time before they are considered work-able. 
• Perhaps THA should consider cutting back from other places for example 

the investment in Rapid Rehousing (RRH). 
 

Group Consensus: 
• Group consensus (minus 1 person, see above comment regarding cutting 

RRH): Support adopting a lower utilization rate as the best way forward. 
• Group consensus: Continue with the time limits. 
• Group consensus: Expand the definition of disabled. 
• Group consensus: Expand HOP to HCV participants. All elderly/disabled 

households (including HOP) should have an income based subsidy. 
• Group consensus: The transition of HCV to HOP must be phased in very 

carefully. 

• THA is currently conferring with other Housing 
Authorities to learn more, other HA’s facing similar 
rental markets may have more favorable MTW 
contracts. Vancouver HA received approval from HUD 
to adopt a 90% utilization rate and the Housing 
Authority of the County of San Mateo has completed 
two corrective action plans for not meeting their 
baseline. 

• Tacoma’s FMRs are in line with THA’s market 
analysis. They are regularly reviewed. 

• THA cannot say for certain why households do not 
engage with services, but the vast majority of work-
able HOP families are working and have children. 

• THA has not found evidence that mandating supportive 
services increases self-sufficiency outcomes.  Other 
Housing Authorities have experimented with 
mandates, but the results have been mixed.  

• THA’s Family Self Sufficiency Program rewards 
households for each milestone they achieve with a 
financial incentive that is place in an escrow account 
for the household. 
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Organization(s) Questions / Comments THA Response 
Greater Tacoma 
Community 
Foundation  
(GTCF) and others 

GTCF convened 40 community leaders including - Metro Parks, Pierce 
County Council, Pierce County Executive, Goodwill, Sequoia and Forest 
Foundations, Metropolitan Development Council, United Way, Habitat for 
Humanity, Asia Pacific Cultural Center, Bamford Foundation, Health 
Department, Korean Women’s Association, Hope Sparks, Forterra,  Gordon 
Thomas Honeywell, Sound Outreach, University of Washington, Amara, 
Mayor of Tacoma, City of Tacoma, YWCA, Shared Housing Services, Reach 
Tacoma, Safe Street Campaign, Oasis Youth Center, Pierce County Human 
Services, Degrees of Change, Pierce County ACH 
 
Questions: 
• Have you conferred with other Housing Authorities facing similar 

utilization issues? 
• Is there a waiver THA can receive from HUD to be under 100% 

utilization 
• What are the penalties for not meeting 100% utilization? 

Comments 
• THA needs the support of this group if HUD seeks to punish them 
• There are big costing to shifting people around from one program to 

another, the larger issue is a lack of affordable housing 
 
The GTCF audience was as a whole supportive of THA adopting a utilization 
rate of 95%. Although some had mixed views on the time limit and fixed 
subsidy, most were supportive if it means THA can serve more households. 

• THA is currently conferring with other Housing 
Authorities to learn more, other HA’s facing similar 
rental markets may have more favorable MTW 
contracts. Vancouver HA received approval from HUD 
to adopt a 90% utilization rate and the Housing 
Authority of the County of San Mateo has completed 
two corrective action plans for not meeting their 
baseline. 

• THA is exploring the options taken by Vancouver HA. 
• THA is uncertain what the penalties are for falling 

below 100% utilization. 
 

City of Tacoma 
Councilmember 
Chris Beale 

Councilmember Beale expressed support for the 5 year time limit and the fixed 
subsidy.  He also favored expanding HOP to the rest of the voucher program to 
allow THA to serve more people. 

 

City of Tacoma 
Councilmember 
Catherine Ushka 

Councilmember Ushka readily understood the problem THA faces with 
overwhelming need in the rising rental market, yet with flat funding.  She was 
prepared to be supportive of THA's choices.  She liked that we were consulting 
widely. 
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Organization(s) Questions / Comments THA Response 
Sound Outreach Jeff Klein, the Executive Director of Sound Outreach, supports the following 

options:  
 
THA should serve 95% of its baseline. Jeff does not recommend any of the 
other options especially removing funding from the Education Project.  
 
Stick with the fixed subsidy for work-able households and do more to provide 
a strong nudge for supportive services. Jeff does not support mandated 
services. He would like us to consider requiring or softly requiring the Bridge 
assessment if we believe it is a useful tool (perhaps test this with a pilot 
group). Those shown to be better prepared to receive the services offered by 
the Center For Strong Families should be immediately referred. Jeff thinks the 
co-locating of services offered through the CSF may help improve engagement 
with supportive services. THA must consider when to target households for 
engagement with services.  
 
Jeff supports THA expanding HOP to the legacy HCV population (carefully) 
 
Jeff favors an income-based subsidy for all elderly/disabled households (he 
may get back to us with more comments on this) 
 
Jeff is prepared with a letter of support. 

 

Northwest Justice 
Project 

• 95% Utilization rate - NJP supports this as the best option for THA 
to face Tacoma's rising rents without cutting folks off the program 
in the future. NJP does not think we should further reduce the value 
of our vouchers, nor do they think we should cut from other areas 
including supportive services. They also do not think we should 
redirect assistance to higher income households. 

• Fixed Subsidy - NJP supports keeping the fixed subsidy for work-
able households. They support an income-based subsidy for 
elderly/disabled households who cannot increase their earned 
income. 
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Organization(s) Questions / Comments THA Response 
• Existing Hardship Policy - NJP likes this as is. They do not think 

we should remove the rule that mandates enrollment in an income 
earning activity or program at least 6 months prior to exit. They 
remarked that THA has made an investment in the household. The 
household should not be automatically entitled to an extension 
without showing some effort.  They were in favor of permitting a 1 
year extension for households engaged in an activity that would last 
longer than 1 year. 

• Time limit - NJP indicated that they believe three years to be too 
short. They were initially split on whether to keep the 5 year limit as 
is or keep it and offer generous extensions. After consideration for 
those on the waitlist, NJP recommended keeping the 5 year time 
limit as is. 

• Expansion of the definition of disability - NJP likes this proposal. 
They want us to be aware that the DSHS status may change, so 
households may become work-able. NJP would like us to consider 
including those who receive state disability benefits.  THA will 
conduct further research on this matter. NJP followed up with an 
email and encouraged us to look into folks who are receiving ABD 
cash benefits. 

• For elderly/disabled households who may become work-
able either by adding a member or by having a child in the 
household who turns 18 - NJP favors permitting the time limit to 
start at the time the work-able person joins the household. They urge 
us to not apply the time limit retroactively. 

• NJP supports THA transitioning the HCV population to 
HOP because it will allow THA to serve more households and it 
will prevent THA from cutting households off the program due to 
rising costs. NJP recommended a tiered decrease in subsidy to 
prevent immediate hardship. After a discussion about administering 
this, they decided it may be better and easier to just have a long 
notice period of the transition. 

• NJP recognizes that THA may not have the capacity to require 
supportive services. They questioned if we could partner with an 
agency that could help us better engage families in these services. 
However, they were not supportive of a "mandate" of supportive 
services 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• THA presently accepts the State designations of 
disability and omits ABD recipients from the 
time limit. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• THA explained our partnership with the Center 
For Strong Families. 
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Organization(s) Questions / Comments THA Response 
• Regarding a household's ability to reapply. NJP thought it may 

support a rule preventing a household from receiving assistance 
through the next upcoming waitlist opening. This would give at 
least 2-3 years if the household was lucky enough to win the lottery 
again. NJP does not like the idea of a lifetime ban. 

Comprehensive 
Life Resources – 
Homeless Outreach 
Team Member 

(Via e-mail)  
“Although you made the point that THA does not plan to implement the 
second option [favoring higher income households] you laid out in the 
document, I believe this to be the best option at the present time. I am humbled 
that THA's mission statement is to serve the neediest individuals, but I think 
pursuing this mission is an ideal that cannot be obtained at this time.  I know it 
is difficult to make a decision that seems so against THA's mission statement, 
but allow me to offer my perspective—a perspective which you may not have 
considered. 
 
“When I am working with homeless individuals one-on-one, I have noticed a 
troubling situation continuously occurring.  People who are on the verge of 
homelessness, or have less need than other individuals, are not getting their 
needs met because they are not the 'target population'.  I can refer them to 
resources which may help, but these resources are generally, like THA, 
focused on the neediest individuals.  As such, there is an overwhelming 
amount of neglect for the at-risk population, who eventually become the most 
at risk population.  Typically, months go by and they will seek out our services 
again, now being in a dire situation like many of the homeless individuals we 
serve.  I think it is worth considering that all of the neediest individuals once 
started from a place of less need. 
 
Why I am ultimately encouraging you to proceed with the second option, is for 
the prevention of homeless situations worsening.  It is far easier to help these 
individuals when they are still in a stable environment, or at least have some 
sort of stability (whether it be work, home, etc.)—not to mention they have yet 
to be betrayed by the system.  In my opinion, you would still be keeping in 
accordance with your mission statement, but are taking more of a preventive 
role, which I believe in time, will show a greater efficacy in 
combatting Tacoma's homeless situation. 
 
Touching upon the other handout we received, I think the burden of rent 
should fall on both THA and the individual receiving those services.  To 

(Michael Mirra’s Response)  
 
1.       I readily see and appreciate the benefit you describe 
in redirecting dollars to the higher income families in need 
as a way to prevent their descent into crisis, and thereby 
saving money in the long term by the lesser cost of 
prevention.  I believe you are right to note that the risk of 
homelessness can extend pretty far upward in the income 
ranges.  However, we do not know of a way to determine 
which of such families would become homeless without 
assistance and which would not.  That is hard to determine 
even with the lower income families.  It would be harder 
still with the higher income families.  One way we try to 
make our dollars relevant to such families at risk might be 
through the money we give to the county’s Rapid 
Rehousing Program, and its diversion efforts.  The main 
way we do this, however, is through our mainline programs 
of hard units and vouchers which serves families well 
before they become homeless and keeps them stable.  
 
 2.       I very much like your ethic that families need to 
share the burden of their own assistance.  I think the fixed 
subsidy we implemented for the HOP program does that.  It 
has the benefit you describe.  It also, by costing us less, 
allows us to serve 20% more households.  The 5 year time 
limit serves a similar purpose.  It gives people a reason to 
strive.  It also allows us to serve more people by giving 
them a turn. 
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Organization(s) Questions / Comments THA Response 
clarify, I am not advocating a 50/50 split, but rather, that the person being 
given assistance should work towards self-sufficiency and empower 
themselves.  I believe they should be expected to pay what they can—what is 
deemed 'reasonable' by whatever standards that are created—so they have a 
sense of ownership of their life and well-being. 
 
I have recently become certified as a peer counselor, and our goal is to 
empower the people we serve to reach their full potential.  A great way we 
achieve this is by having our clients identify attributes about themselves, and 
how those attributes can positively or negatively impact their environment and 
life.  "The burden of life" if you will, is placed upon the client.  A mantra 
which helps me remember this philosophy is: "I will do nothing for you, but I 
will help you with everything".  I think if THA adopts that mantra, it would be 
beneficial to your organization, as well as your clients. 
 
I hope this information is useful to you.  If you have any questions, need to 
clarify anything I spoke of, or want to talk to me, please use my contact 
information below, and I will be more than happy to do what I can to help 
THA create a better community.  Additionally, thank you for being open to my 
feedback, it means a lot to me that I work in a field where my opinion is both 
valued and seen as necessary.  Whether or not my perspective can be utilized, I 
am appreciative you sought my opinion. 
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Organization(s) Questions / Comments THA Response 
United Way of 
Pierce County 

THA consulted with Corey Mosesly.  He is the Manager of Family Stability 
Initiatives for United Way of Pierce County.  He has led THA through the 
planning for the Center for Strong Families that THA will host.  Corey has 
studied and thought extensively about what it takes to help poor families 
prosper.  He is very familiar with THA and its work.  Over a 2-1/2 hour 
discussion about that work, covering many topics, Corey offered the following 
views in response to my questions:  
 
THA should target a utilization rate of 95%. He did not favor any of the 
alternatives: reducing the value of the vouchers further, redirecting them to 
higher income families or redirecting spending from other services and 
capacities. 
 
He did not see THA being able to sustain even 95% in Tacoma's rental market 
unless we retained the fixed subsidy and extended it to the Section 8 legal 
population.  He likes that a fixed subsidy removes the disincentive to work. 
 
He favored the 5 year time limit.  He likes that a time limit gives families 
another reason to increase their earned income.  He also favors it because it 
gives other people a turn at the assistance. 
 
He favored conditioning assistance on a family's engagement with the Centers 
for Strong Families.  He thinks this would require careful training of staff to 
make that engagement a positive experience for the families.  He thinks that is 
possible.  Corey also thinks it is possible to arrangement this such that THA 
need only consult the Centers for a defensible yes or no answer on whether a 
family is fulfilling such a requirement. 
 
Corey recounted how when he was in graduate school at Evergreen several 
years ago he did a research paper that had him survey HOP families.  He will 
send me a copy.  He remembered that the respondents to the survey favored 
the 5 year time limit. 
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Organization(s) Questions / Comments THA Response 
The REACH 
Center 

Nick Bayard, Director of the REACH Center provided these comments via 
email following the GTCF convening. 
 
Hi Michael and Jeff, 
 
I wanted to boil down the essence of what I was trying to say yesterday 
morning.  The most important influence on client behavior in our program has 
been the way we communicate about timelines.  Communicating that we could 
provide two years of rental subsidy led to many client failures because it did 
not incentivize a rapid course of action toward employment and 
education.  The end of two years would sneak up on people.  When we started 
setting a three-month timeline for a review and mobilizing around job 
placement goals aimed at supporting successful graduation after three months, 
it sparked greater action on finding gainful full-time employment.  We could 
still extent program time, but overall this changed the behavior dynamics in 
our program.   
Given that experience, and in a world of options ranging from bad to worse, it 
seems to me that more households served with shorter timelines and clear 
communication about timelines would be a smart choice.  If there are ways to 
emphasize very short-term emergency assistance (3-6 months) for folks who 
are work-ready, I can see those being effective, too.  

 

Tacoma News 
Tribune (TNT) 

Matt Driscoll from the TNT interviewed THA’s Executive Director and staff. 
TNT published an article detailing the challenges THA faces. “This is not 
sustainable. With skyrocketing rents, Tacoma Housing Authority is forced to 
adjust” 
http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/local/news-columns-blogs/matt-
driscoll/article199406144.html 

 

City of Tacoma – 
City Council 

THA presented to the Mayor and City Council on 2/20/2018. The Mayor 
offered a letter of support. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/local/news-columns-blogs/matt-driscoll/article199406144.html
http://www.thenewstribune.com/news/local/news-columns-blogs/matt-driscoll/article199406144.html
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Organization(s) Questions / Comments THA Response 
Tacoma’s 
Congressional 
Delegation Offices: 
Senator Patty 
Murray 
 
Senator Maria 
Cantwell 
 
Congressman 
Derek Kilmer 
 
Congressman 
Denny Heck 
 
Congressman 
Adam Smith: 
Offices of 

THA consulted with the staff of all its Congressional delegation.  We 
explained the choices we faced including the difficulty in meeting HUD’s 
baseline number of families served when rent costs are rising and THA’s 
funding remains flat.  We outlined the choices pertaining to the fixed subsidy 
and the 5 year time limit. 
 
All the offices expressed confidence in THA and support.  They invited THA 
to let them know if we needed assistance in explaining these choices to HUD. 

 

HUD Staff THA’s executive director consulted informally with HUD senior staff about 
the challenge of meeting HUD’s baseline with Tacoma’s rising rental market 
and with flat funding.  He expressed his concern that failing to hit that baseline 
would get THA into difficulty with HUD.  HUD staff was reassuring.  They 
advised THA to mainly to work with HUD staff and to show our thought 
process and analysis.  

 

HUD – Regional 
Director Jeff 
McMorris 

THA’s executive and deputy executive director fully briefed the HUD 
Regional Director about the hard choices facing THA concerning the 
utilization rate and changes to the rental assistance programs. 
 

 

Hilltop Business 
Association 

THA presented to 16 people on 2/1/2018.  

Tacoma Pierce 
County Black 
Collective 

THA presented to the group on 11/25/2017.  

Human Services 
Coalition 

TBD – Consultation to be scheduled.  
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LETTERS OF SUPPORT 
 
 THA received letters of support following the public consultation process. The letters are included 
on the following pages. 
 

• City of Tacoma 
• Greater Tacoma Community Foundation 
• Pierce County Executive 
• Shared Housing Services 
• Sound Outreach 
• Tacoma Pierce County Affordable Housing Consortium 
• The Bamford Foundation 
• United Way of Pierce County 
• University of Washington Tacoma 

 
 
 

 
 













                                                                  
 

  

 
The Bamford Foundation 

 
February 21, 2018 
 
Attn: Michael Mirra, Executive Director  
Tacoma Housing Authority 
902 South L Street 
Tacoma, WA 98405 
 
Dear Michael, 
 
Thank you for sharing with community members the situation that Tacoma Housing Authority is facing 
that requires you to make a difficult decision regarding the inequity between the value of rental housing 
vouchers and the rising number of people needing rental assistance. A number of systemic issues are 
contributing to an environment that negatively impacts a great number of people living in our city, and we 
appreciate THA reaching out to the larger community to seek input on a decision that THA is taking very 
seriously. 
On behalf of the Bamford Foundation, a family foundation who lends support to local organizations – 
including Tacoma Housing Authority education programs -  and initiatives who use the power of education 
to help individuals and families transform their lives and contribute to the quality of life in Tacoma, I am 
writing to offer our support to Tacoma Housing Authority in making the decision they feel best serves the 
needs of our community, knowing that they are truly dedicated to supporting individuals, families and 
communities impacted by poverty in our city. The proposed option to pursue a 95% utilization rate in 
order to maintain a balanced budget for the organization is reasonable and is based on thoughtful 
planning.  
It is our hope that despite the very challenging conditions of our current housing and rental market, that 
Tacoma Housing Authority and all of its community partners can continue to build support for sustainable 
and effective change and access to high quality housing, education and living wage employment for 
people and families in our community. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
Holly Bamford Hunt 
Bamford Foundation 
 
The purpose of the Bamford Foundation is to improve the quality of life of individuals and to 
strengthen their communities, primarily in Tacoma, Washington and the South Puget Sound 
area of the Pacific Northwest. 
 
P.O. Box 2274, Tacoma WA 98401-2274  253-620-4743 info@bamfordfoundation.org 



Michael Mirra 
Executive Director 
Tacoma Housing Authority 
902 South L Street 
Tacoma, WA 98405 
 
Dear Michael: 
 
Thank you for providing a comprehensive and fact-filled overview of Tacoma Housing 
Authority’s upcoming decision regarding the inequity between the value of rental vouchers and 
the rising numbers of people needing housing assistance. We appreciate your commitment to 
including community voice and input. 
 
Greater Tacoma Community Foundation supports THA in making the decision that best serves 
our community. We understand the challenges facing THA are complex. Your proposal to 
pursue a 95% utilization rate for the purposes of devising a balanced budget is reasonable and 
thoughtful. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kathi Littmann 
President & CEO 
Greater Tacoma Community Foundation 



Pierce County 
Office of the County Executive 

 930 Tacoma Avenue South, Room 737 
 Tacoma, Washington 98402-2100 

 (253) 798-7477 • FAX (253) 798-6628 
 www.piercecountywa.org 

 

BRUCE F. DAMMEIER 
Executive  

(253) 798-7477 
Bruce.Dammeier@co.pierce.wa.us 

CONNIE LADENBURG 
County Council  
(253) 798-7590 

Connie.Ladenburg@co.pierce.wa.us

February 26, 2018 

Michael Mirra, Executive Director  
Tacoma Housing Authority  
902 South L Street  
Tacoma, WA 98405  
 
Dear Michael: 
 
We appreciate the invitation to hear the presentation on the funding situation the Tacoma Housing 
Authority is facing. It was a comprehensive and fact-filled overview of Tacoma Housing Authority’s 
upcoming decision regarding the inequity between the value of rental vouchers and the rising numbers 
of people needing housing assistance. We appreciate your commitment to including community voice 
and input.  
 
As the presentation pointed out, the choices are difficult. THA can reduce the value of the rent subsidy 
further, they can redirect voucher to higher income households who cost less to serve, they can redirect 
money from other programs to pay for rental assistance (reduce development projects, supportive 
services, and education efforts), or they can maintain rental subsidy levels but serve fewer households. 
All of these will result in harm to those in need and undoubtedly will result in more families moving into 
homelessness. 
 
This is a difficult decision for all involved. There is much need in our community and limited resources. 
We appreciate that THA is attempting to make a decision that best serves our community. We support 
the proposal to pursue a 95% utilization rate for the purposes of devising a balanced budget as 
reasonable and thoughtful.  
 

Sincerely, 

            
Bruce F. Dammeier,     Connie Ladenburg, Council Member 
Pierce County Executive    Chair of Select Committee on Human Services 
 





 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Michael Mirra 
Executive Director 
Tacoma Housing Authority 
902 South L Street 
Tacoma, WA 98405 
 
Dear Michael: 
 
Your February 14 presentation at the Greater Tacoma Community Foundation struck feels all too familiar. 
Rising rents and stagnant wages is the key challenge for our team at Sound Outreach, but framed in terms of 
flat funding from HUD for THA clients puts it into perspective in terms of scale, and how it affects our low 
income neighbors. 
 
Sound Outreach provides high-quality financial counseling, employment coaching to high-wage employment 
pathways. We maintain a strong partnership with a CDFI credit union to connect our program participants to 
beneficial financial products that make it less expensive to be poor. We see our efforts to align well with 
housing support, and as such are proud to be strengthening our partnership with THA. We are working closely 
to help recipients of its rental assistance identify career pathways and find employment so that they are ready 
when their assistance ends after 5 years. 
 
I really appreciate the effort THA is taking to consult widely in the community and to seek advice on the 
choices it faces. The scope of your consultation was evident in the meeting. Present were the Tacoma Mayor, 
the Pierce County Executive, a Pierce County Councilmember, senior directors and managers of the area’s 
major service providers, philanthropic organizations, educational institutions, and other leading voices.  We 
also appreciate the close study THA has made of the many factors in this complicated situation and your 
willingness to open up and share your approach and thinking. It was illuminating to sit with you and Aley 
personally to go through the challenges you are facing. 
 
Of the choices that we understand THA faces we support the following: 
 
1. THA should plan on serving 95% of its baseline number of households.  We do not favor redirecting 

dollars from other vital purposes to try and increase this number.  As we see it, any increase from such 
a redirection would only be temporary until the rising rental market overwhelmed it.  Such a 
temporary increase is not worth weakening THA’s other services or capacities.  We think this 95% 
target is a reasonable acknowledgement of your basic problem: THA cannot serve the same number of 
families at increasing cost with flat funding. 

 
2. We think the next question is how THA can maintain even the 95% utilization level.  To allow for this 

THA should continue with its fixed subsidy for HOP participants and should transition the legacy 
Section 8 Voucher population to fixed subsidies.  We support this for two mains reasons.  First, the flat 
subsidy is a lower subsidy and will allow THA to serve more families.  This seems a necessary step if 
THA is to have a plausible chance to maintain the 95% utilization level.  Second, we favor the fixed 

South Sound Outreach is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization.  All contributions are tax-deductible to the extent allowed by law. EID: 91-1741624. 
1106 Martin Luther King Jr. Way  Tacoma, WA 98405     phone 253.593.2111     fax 253.593.3620    www.soundoutreach.org 

 



subsidy because it provides an incentive to a family to increase its earned income.  It does this by 
removing the disincentive built into the income based subsidy of the regular Section 8 program.  

 
 At the same time, we ask THA to carefully consider keeping elderly and disabled persons on the 

income based subsidy or at least a fixed subsidy level that recognizes that they will not be able to 
increase their earned income. 

 
3. We support THA enforcing its current 5-year time limit for work-able households.  This time limit gives 

those households another incentive to increase their earned income.  It also gives other households a 
turn at receiving the assistance.  For the same reason, we support transitioning the work-able 
households on the legacy Section 8 program to the 5-year time limit. Sound Outreach is ready to assist 
with employment coaching and Financial Counseling to help as many of these clients to be able to 
succeed beyond the life-span of their vouchers. 

 
It is clear THA enjoys widespread community support. It has a track record of innovative approaches to 
disrupting poverty and must maintain funding for these approaches. It is lean and effective in its use of limited 
resources and there is pretty clearly nowhere else to cut. We have confidence in its expertise and values, and 
desire that THA always serve the client demographic that aligns with your mission. 
 

These are difficult choices facing the THA Board.  Please let your Commissioners know that THA has a 
strong partner in Sound Outreach, and that we are committed to seeing your clients grow their financial assets 
to move from stability to prosperity. 

 
Sincerely, 
  

 
Jeff Klein, Executive Director 

South Sound Outreach is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization.  All contributions are tax-deductible to the extent allowed by law. EID: 91-1741624. 
1106 Martin Luther King Jr. Way  Tacoma, WA 98405     phone 253.593.2111     fax 253.593.3620    www.soundoutreach.org 

 






















































































































































































