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“and the failure, by and large, of the criminal justice system to arrest, prosecute,
convict, and punish the perpetrators of these race-based crimes.”'*® Other
commentators have agreed. For example:

In 1990 the Joneses, a [b]lack family, moved into a house in a mostly
working-class [w]hite neighborhood in St. Paul, Minnesota. In the first
month after the Joneses moved in the tires of their car were slashed. The
second month, the tailgate of their brand new station wagon was broken.
A few weeks later, a young [w]hite man called the Joneses son a
“nigger” as he was walking down their street. Three months after they
moved in a large cross was burned in their front yard. Later the same
night, another cross was burned in front of their apartment building
across the street from their house. As one of very few [b]lack families in
the neighborhood, the Joneses were frightened and felt very vulnerable.

The local police to whom they turned for protection did little to
help them.*®

As was the case for the Joneses, attacks are frequently aimed at black owners.
“Middle-class status based on education and income offered no protection against
racial crimes.”*” Voucher holders that relocate into mostly white neighborhoods
may face “reactive hate crime[s]” similar to those experienced by the the
Joneses.'*® These racist acts may directly affect former minority public housing
residents as they are victimized by those who fear their “entrance into a previously
homogenous area.”™

Voucher recipients also struggle with real or perceived discrimination. Many
potenual renters do not consider housing in a particular neighborhood because they
perceive they are unwelcome.'”® Other families, particularly families with
teenagers, do experience explicit discrimination.’”’ Landlords appear to fear that
teenagers (particularly black men) pose a greater risk to their property.' 2 On
occasion, neighborhood residents complain that voucher recipients are responsible
for increased crime and social disorder.'*® Often, investigations of these complaints

145. Id. at 337.

146. BELL, supra note 143, at 28. This is just one example from Bell’s book of a
“reactive hate crime” or a crime motivated “by the personal threat posed by outsiders’
entrance into a previously homogenous area.” Id. at 22.

147. Rubinowitz & Perry, supra note 143, at 339.

148. BELL, supra note 143, at 22.

149. 1d.

150. TURNER ET AL., supra note 10, at 33. For example, voucher recipients may have
heard of other families’ racist encounters when they moved into a new neighborhood. The
Chicago Tribune reported that six families who moved into scattered-site units in a majority
Latino neighborhood asked to be relocated when they encountered various forms of
harassment and intimidation. Flynn McRoberts, Move from CHA High-Rise Can Involve a
Leap of Faith, CHL. TRIB., Sept. 2, 1998, at Al.

151. TURNER ET AL., suipra note 10, at 33.

152. See id. at 33, 34.

153. See id. at 15; see, e.g., Michael A. Fletcher, A Neighborhood Slams the Door;
Racist Acts Drive Philadelphia Family Out of White Area, WASH. POST, May 18, 1996, at
A0l (This article tells the story of Bridget Ward who moved into a white working-class
neighborhood with her family. Beginning the night of her arrival, her home was vandalized
and her family threatened because of their race.).
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134 These false claims may

find that the accused was not a voucher recipient.
4,715

“reflect racial prejudice or fears about racial change in the neighborhoo
2. Classism

A voucher holder may also face classism, which is “discrimination on the basis
of wealth, income, social class, or perceived ability to pay.”'>® These biases seem
almost natural in a capitalist society.'”’ Perhaps this is why government efforts to
move persons into neighborhoods they could not otherwise afford on their own
creates intense resistance.'> This opposition is triggered by the current residents’
concern for their family, children, and property.” Practically, however, it is
difficult to distinguish between racism and classism because race and income are
highly correlated.'® There has been great public resistance when courts rely on
“the nondiscrimination principle” (a negative right) to create diverse residential
neighborhoods through “an affirmative judicial mandate” targeting neighborhoods
committed to classism.'®" Thus, as a society we can believe that integration is
important but shirk this ideal when it conflicts with our personal interest in keeping
our neighborhood isolated.

3. White Flight

The third contributor to segregation is white flight. White flight is a pattern of
behavior related to both racism and classism. Economist Thomas Schelling
demonstrated how individual choices transform small differences in group attitudes
about neighborhood diversity into relatively high levels of segregation.'®? Under
Schelling’s model “[u]nless blacks and whites do not have any preferences about
neighborhood composition or their preferences happen to converge on the identical

154. See TURNER ET AL., supra note 10, at 15.

155.Id.

156. Schuck, supra note 4, at 294.

157. Id. at 301-02. Schuck argues that in the U.S., classism is supported by government
policies in so far as the federal government spends at least “twice as much on the mortgage
interest deduction as on all housing programs for the poor, such as Section 8 rental vouchers
and public housing.” Id. at 302 (citing CHRISTOPHER HOWARD, THE HIDDEN WELFARE
STATE: TAX EXPENDITURES AND SOCIAL POLICY IN THE UNITED STATES 27-28 (1997)).

158. Id.

159. Id. at 294.

160. Id. at 302.

161. Id. at 294. For example, the N.J. Supreme Court took this approach in Mount
Laurel, New Jersey where the court “invoked a principle it created out of whole cloth” that
all people should have access to suburban communities regardless of their ability to pay.
This finding has found little political or moral support. See id. (referring to S. Burlington
County NAACP v. Township of Mount Laurel, 336 A.2d 713 (N.J. 1975), appeal dismissed
and cert. denied, 423 U.S. 808 (1975), and S. Burlington County NAACP v. Township of
Mount Laurel, 456 A.2d 390 (N.J. 1983)). Similarly, in Yonkers, New York the District
Court’s decision to require diversity as a remedy for past wrongs resulted in a costly struggle
between the community and judge. Id. (citing United States v. Yonkers Bd. of Educ., 518 F.
Supp. 191 (D.C.N.Y. 1981)).

162. See id. at 297.
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integration level, the unraveling process will ensue and segregated housing patterns
will persist or even grow.”'®?

Most blacks would generally like to live in a neighborhood that is fifty percent
black, a neighborhood that most whites would move away from, resulting in a
neighborhood that is close to one hundred percent black.'* Critics of the
Gautreaux model of integration might argue that integration created by scattering a
small number of black families throughout white neighborhoods, is illegitimate
because it presumes all blacks want to live in majority white neighborhoods.'®®

Homeowners in a neighborhood with an influx of voucher holders may feel
pressure to move to another neighborhood based on anxieties “aris[ing] out of their
predictions about how the independent choices of their existing neighbors will
affect them, their children, their neighborhood, their vulnerability to crime, and
their property values.”'® Property values are one measure of a neighborhood’s
well-being and stability."s’ The perception that voucher recipients will bring crime
and disruptive behavior may raise residents’ concerns of declining property
values.'® However, the concern with declining property values is linked with race
and class bias.

Under this model, one would anticipate that all middle-class persons—black
and white—would resist the building of a housing project near their homes or the
in-migration of poor people.'® One real-world example has borne this theory out,
the CHA’s scattered-site housing program. The scattered-site program was met
with great resistance from persons of all races when the city looked to place units
in their neighborhood.'” Perhaps, then, this pattern of behavior is better described
as middle-class flight instead of white flight.'”!

163. Id. at 297-98.
164. Id. at 298. This figure was based on the results of a survey. NATHAN GLAZER, WE
ARE ALL MULTICULTURALISTS Now 40 (1997).
165. Seliga, supra note 33, at 1067.
166. Schuck, supra note 4, at 300. See, e.g., Tod Robberson, Hard Feelings Over
Subsidized Housing in Mount Vernon, WASH. POST, Apr. 20, 1996, Final Edition, at AOl. In
Mount Vernon, Virginia, there is a division between families receiving housing vouchers
and “area homeowners, who say their suburban world of $100,000 to $500,000 housing is
threatened by the steady encroachment of housing for the poor.” Id. One homeowner is
working to have his neighbor, a voucher recipient, evicted.
[Slince some of his neighbors began renting to welfare recipients a few
years ago, drug activity and other disruptive behavior have increased in
the complex. “My quality of life has plummeted. My property value has
suffered. I can’t sell my property as long as I have people on assisted
housing living next door.”

Id.

167. TURNER ET AL., supra note 10, at 16.

168. Id. at 16-17.

169. Schuck, supra note 4, at 300.

170. See supra text accompanying notes 46-47.

171. Compare this with note 22, supra, describing a case in which black aldermen did
not resist siting housing in their districts. This may be attributed to the black districts in the
city already being poorer and the location of substandard housing. However, the “middle-
class flight” argument assumes that black suburban residents would resist the influx of poor
residents. As such, class is an independent issue. Race is also an independent issue when
whites resist even middle-class blacks moving in, but class, not race, is the focus of
subsidized housing.
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4. Clustering

Of the four factors, clustering appears the most benign cause of segregation.
“Ethnic groups in the United States have always clustered together in enclaves until
they felt comfortable in the dominant culture—but they have also clustered
afterwards to some extent.”'’” “[{Gleographic clustering may simply reflect the
original locations of the[] families” because individuals want to live close to their
friends, family, and social networks.'” Clustering may also arise from “seemingly
neutral market factors,”"’* such as “access to services and availability of public
transportation.”'”

While Section 8 recipients are more geographically dispersed than are public
housing residents, in suburban Chicago the majority of voucher recipients are
located in the southern suburbs.'’® This makes sense if racially mixed or
predominately minority neighborhoods are more “open and welcoming to minority
[voucher] recipients” than are white neighborhoods.'”” For example, an African
American is most likely to find housing with her voucher in a weak housing
market.'”® This can lead to geographical clustering in higher-poverty and higher-
minority neighborhoods.'” At the same time, these communities “are particularly
vulnerable to being destabilized by an influx of poor households or by incomers
who are disruptive of behavioral norms.”**

It seems natural that CHA tenants may want to live near family and friends and
may be more likely to consider living in a neighborhood where they know a current
resident. Critics of forced integration, such as John Calmore, argue that “[f]air
housing must be reconceptualized to mean not only increased opportunity for
blacks to move beyond their socio-territorial disadvantage but also to mean
enhanced choice to overcome opportunity-denying circumstances while continuing
to live in black communities.”"®" Critics like Calmore suggest that low-income
African-American families should be able to choose to live in a community with a
largely African-American population. They are less concerned with racial
integration than with creating mixed-income communities.

Racism, classism, white flight, and clustering are all factors that make it
difficult for voucher holders to have a true choice in locating a neighborhood that
best suits their preferences. Voucher holders may have limited opportunity to move
into mostly white neighborhoods because of real or perceived racial discrimination.
Some may even face ‘“reactive hate crime[s].”'® Current residents of a

172. Schuck, supra note 4, at 296.

173. TURNER ET AL., supra note 10, at 39.

174. Schuck, supra note 4, at 296.

175. TURNER ET AL., supra note 10, at 39.

176. Id. at 9 (citing PAUL FISCHER, SECTION 8 AND THE PUBLIC HOUSING REVOLUTION:
WHERE WILL THE FAMILIES GO? (1999)).

177. Id. at 25.

178. Id. at 24.

179. Id. at 24-25.

180. Id. at 25 (citation omitted); Mary E. Pattillo, Sweer Mothers and Gangbangers:
Managing Crime in a Black Middle-Class Neighborhood. 76 SOC. FORCES 747 (1998).

181. John O. Calmore, Spatial Equality and the Kerner Commission Report: A Back-to-
the-Future Essay, 71 N.C. L. REv. 1487, 1495 (1993).

182. BELL, supra note 141, at 22 (“Reactive hate crimes are motivated by the personal
threat posed by outsiders’ entrance into a previously homogenous area.”).
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neighborhood with an influx of voucher holders may feel pressure to move based
on fear that their current neighbors will leave and more voucher holders will enter
causing the neighborhood crime rate to increase and their property value to
decline.®® These factors are particularly difficult to address because they are all
based on individual choices that result, when aggregated, in collective action and
often segregation. Next this Note addresses obstacles, put in place by the voucher
program itself, that recipients must overcome to locate homes that best suit their
needs.

C. Programmatic Barriers

At the most general level, advocates of HCV programs assume that the private
rental market is a cheaper and more effective way of providing housing to low-
income families than public housing. However, for this assumption to be true, there
must be enough landlords in middle-class or affluent neighborhoods willing to rent
units to voucher holders. At the moment, a shortage of low-income housing strains
this assumption.

1. Landlords

The supply of low-income apartment units is dwindling, in part, because
“many owners of private rental properties . . . are leaving the federal housing
voucher program.”’® Landlords with property in higher-value neighborhoods have
little incentive to accept housing vouchers. '8 They have no problem locating
tenants able to pay the full market value on their own and may want to avoid the
extra administrative work required to accept the voucher.'®® Even landlords who
regularly accept voucher recipients may view public housing residents as
“undesirable” and too risky.'®” If landlords in desirable locations refuse to rent to
voucher recipients, then the program will fail. The positive benefits of voucher
programs depend upon low-income housing being available in middle- and upper-
class neighborhoods.

However, landlords in lower-value neighborhoods have an incentive to accept
the vouchers because they provide a guaranteed stream of rent.'®® This makes it
easier for voucher holders to find an apartment in a lower-income neighborhood
than it is to find a unit in a better-off neighborhood. In some cases, housing

183. Schuck, supra note 4 at 300.

184. Rochelle E. Lento, What Does the Future Hold for Affordable Housing &
Community Development Under the Bush Administration?, 10 J. AFFORDABLE HOUSING &
COMMUNITY DEv. L. 170, 171 (2001). See, e.g., Stephanie A. Crockett, Portsmouth Helps
Tenants Find Homes but Few Landlords Accept Families in Aid Program, VIRGINIAN-PILOT
(Norfolk, Va.), July 7, 2000, at B1. The Portsmouth Redevelopment and Housing Authority
“is required to help residents relocate as part of a settlement agreement” finalized in the U.S.
Eastern District of Virginia. Id. The mobility program is working to help move families out
of a 160-unit building contaminated with lead. Id. A major challenge to relocation has been
the lack of landlords willing to rent units to voucher recipients. /d.

185. TURNER ET AL., supra note 10, at 24.

186. Id. at 24, 33.

187. Id. at 48.

188. Id. at 24,
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vouchers may help stabilize a neighbcorhood.189 Landlords who accept housing
vouchers must keep their unit up to “housing quality standards.”'*® These standards
often require improvements that have the potential to increase property values.'*'
However, the goal of voucher programs should be to move public housing tenants
into economically advantaged neighborhoods. Landlords in economically viable
communities must be recruited to the voucher program so that the costs of
searching for an apartment (such as time, transportation costs,'”? and
disappointment at being denied an apartment) in economically viable
neighborhoods are not significantly higher than the costs of finding an apartment in
high-poverty areas more familiar to displaced CHA tenants.

2. Low-Income Housing Stock

Across the nation, there is a shortage of low-income housing and a dwindling
supply of low-income apartment units. This is due, in part, to the demolition of
public housing projects and their “revitalization with fewer units.”'”> “[O]ne
million families in forty cities are on waiting lists for public housing or rent
subsidies and . . . waiting times have increased drastically.”'** The hardship faced
by families on the waiting list is aggravated by the reduction of government owned
public housing units. During the Clinton administration, one hundred thousand
dilapidated public housing units were demolished.'”® The one-for-one replacement
requirement, mandating that every destroyed unit be replaced, has been
abolished.'*® “[Flederal law now permits replacement housing to take the form of

189. Id. at 23-24. For example, Alex Schwartz describes how New York City used
vouchers “as de facto operating subsidies for some of the projects it helped finance.” Id. at
24. He argues that when used this way, Section 8 vouchers “increase[] a development’s rent
roll, enabling owners to better maintain the property, provide additional services, build up
reserves, and tolerate higher operating costs for vacancy and arrearage losses.” Id. (citation
omitted).

190. Id. at 23-24. To “aid[} low-income families in obtaining a decent place to live and
[to] promot[e] economically mixed housing,” housing quality standards (“HQS”) are
established by the Secretary. 42 U.S.C.A. §§ 1437f(a), f(0)(8)(B). “[L]ocal housing codes or
... codes adopted by a public housing agency” can be used instead of the HQS as long as
the local or adopted codes “meet or exceed” the HQS established by the Secretary. 42
U.S.C.A. § 1437f(0)(8)(B). The HQS can be found at 24 C.F.R. § 982.401. “[Clriteria for . .
. key aspects of housing quality” such as: sanitary facilities, food preparation and refuse
disposal, space and security, thermal environment, illumination and electricity, structure and
materials, interior air quality, water supply, lead-based paint, access, site and neighborhood
sanitary condition, and smoke detectors are expounded. 24 C.F.R. § 982.401 (2003).

191. TURNER ET AL., supra note 10, at 23-24.

192. People being relocated from public housing usually rely on public transportation
which makes “searching for housing . . . time-consuming and costly.” Id.

193. Schuck, supra note 4, at 322 (citation omitted); see also TURNER ET AL., supra note
10, at 9.

194. Lento, supra note 184, at 171 (citing a 1999 report by the Department of Housing
and Urban Development).

195. Id.

196. Carpenter, supra note 120, at 1105 (citing U.S. DEP’T OF HOUS. & URBAN DEV.,
RELOCATION AND EXPANDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PUBLIC HOUSING RESIDENTS: DRAFT
RECOMMENDATIONS ON RELOCATION GUIDANCE FOR THE HOPE VI PROGRAM 3 (2000)).
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other project-based or tenant-based assistance, such as Section 8 vouchers and
certificates, in addition to ‘hard’ public-housing units.”**’ Incentives are needed for
new low-income housing stock to be developed.

Historically, zoning and land-use regulations have been used to limit rental
housing in wealthy suburbs.'®® Therefore, most rental units are “concentrated in
central cities, older suburbs, and less-affluent neighborhoods.”’*® Because it is
difficult for voucher recipients to find moderately priced rental housing in affluent
communities, their placement may reflect the distribution of affordable rental
housing.*®

There is concern that the demolition of public housing stock will flood the
housing market with displaced public housing residents, and voucher holders will
not have time to find an apartment in a desirable neighborhood.”® Currently
families who receive a voucher have sixty days to find an approPriate apartment.”®?
The HCV administrator can allow additional time if needed.”” “Large families
with children seem to have a particularly difficult time because of the limited
availability of three- and four-bedroom units in the private rental market.”?**

Understanding the barriers that families moving from public housing to the
private market with HCVs face is important. Part Three considers government
programs that could be used to mitigate these challenges, which may reduce the
chance that Ford’s prediction will come to fruition that only the relatively strong
will succeed, thus leaving behind a super-underclass.””® In the next Part, I argue
that HCV programs must have services in place to help recipients overcome the
personal, community, and programmatic barriers they face. Without these
programs, the choices of HCV participants will remain limited and our
neighborhoods segregated. HCV programs should focus on relief for the entire
metropolitan area and moving public housing residents into low-poverty areas.

III. CURRENT HCV PROGRAMS’ ABILITY TO PROMOTE DESEGREGATION

A. The Demolition of CHA Property and the Displacement of Tenants

Currently in Chicago and across the nation, large numbers of families are using
rent subsidies to move from dilapidated high-rise public housing into privately
owned apartments.”®® Mismanagement and substandard living conditions in CHA
high-rises led the federal government to take over the CHA in 1995.%” HUD placed

197. Carpenter, supra note 120, at 1106 (citing U.S. DEP'T OF HoUS. & URBAN DEvV.,
supra note 196, at 3); see also Bennett, supra note 14, at 54-55.

198. TURNER ET AL., supra note 10, at 31.

199. Id. (citing MYRON ORFIELD, METROPOLITICS: A REGIONAL AGENDA FOR
COMMUNITY STABILITY (1997)).

200. See id. at 31.

201. See id. at 48.

202. 24 CF.R. § 982.303 (2003).

203. Id.

204. TURNER ET AL., supra note 10, at 47,

205. Ford, supra note 119.

206. TURNER ET AL., supra note 10, at 45.

207. SUDHIR ALLADI VENKATESH, AMERICAN PROJECT: THE RISE AND FALL OF A
MODERN GHETTO 265 (2000). There are fifteen housing authorities across the nation that
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the CHA in receivership and formed a new interim management team.”®® In 1996,
Congress passed the Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and Appropriations Act?®
requiring local housing authorities to conduct “viability assessments” to determine
if the existing public housing units should be rehabilitated or demolished.”'® A
development was to be demolished if the cost of rehabilitation exceeded the cost of
demolishing the unit and providing all current tenants with housing vouchers.?'!
Nearly 19,000 CHA units, including almost all of its high-rises, failed the test.?'?
The CHA and HUD are not responsible for replacing these “hard units.”?"

In June of 1999, HUD withdrew its oversight of the CHA, and four months
later, the CHA released its “Plan for Transformation.””'* The plan called for a
thirty-three percent reduction in CHA housing stock, demolition of nearly all high-
rise apartment buildings, and rehabilitation or construction of almost 25,000

have gone into receivership since 1979. UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE,
PuBLiC HOUSING: INFORMATION ON RECEIVERSHIPS AT PUBLIC HOUSING AUTHORITIES 1
(2003) available at http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d03363.pdf (last visited Feb. 4, 2004).
During receivership, outside parties are given the power to manage the housing authorities.
Id. Receiverships usually arise as a last resort from “long-standing, severe, and persistent
management problems that led to deterioration of the housing stock.” /d. at 2. Four housing
authorities’ judicial receiverships arose out of lawsuits: Boston Housing Authority, Chester
Housing Authority, Housing Authority of Kansas City, and District of Columbia Housing
Authority. Id. at 7. The other eleven receiverships were administrative and covered:
Beaumont Housing Authority (TX), Camden Housing Authority (NJ), Chicago Housing
Authority (IL), East St. Louis Housing Authority (IL), Lafayette Housing Authority (L.A),
Housing Authority of New Orleans (LA), Orange County Housing Authority (TX), St.
James Parish Housing Authority (LA), San Francisco Housing Authority (CA), Springfield
Housing Authority (IL), and Wellston Housing Authority (MO). Id. at 6-7.

208. VENKATESH, supra note 207, at 265.

209. Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and Appropriations Act, Pub. L. No. 104-134,
110 Stat. 1321 (1996).

210. 42 U.S.C. § 1437z-5 (2000). The test applied to developments with more than 300
units and vacancy rates of ten percent or more. Bennett, supra note 14, at 54; see also
POPKIN ET AL., supra note 123, at 8 (indicating that the new law has “made it easier for
housing authorities to demolish and redevelop their worst properties™).

211. Bennett, supra note 14, at 54. The demolition of concentrated public housing
projects is not a new idea. In July 1972, the first three public housing buildings of St. Louis’s
Pruitt-Igoe were dynamited. Elizabeth Birmingham, Reframing the Ruins: Pruitt-Igoe,
Structural Racism, and African American Rhetoric as a Space for Cultural Critique, 63 W.
J. CoMM. 291, 291 (1999).

212. POPKIN ET AL., supra note 123, at 8; see also High-Rise Housing Tumbles, ENR
(Engineering News Record), March 20, 1995, at 19. The demolition of the Robert Taylor
Homes is part of a plan developed out of the legal settlement with Henry Horner Homes’
residents, who sued the CHA and HUD in 1991 for failing to properly maintain and fund the
housing projects. Id.

213. [Tlhe 1998 Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act abolished the

one-for-one unit replacement commitment (which had been suspended

by previous legislation), increased the percentage of working poor

families that might dwell in public housing developments, and

“allow[ed] a PHA to use funds flexibly . . . for mixed financed

projects.”
Bennett, supra note 14, at 54-55 (quoting Jerry J. Salama, The Redevelopment of Distressed
Public Housing: Early Results from HOPE VI Projects in Atlanta, Chicago, and San
Antonio, 10 HOus. POL’Y DEBATE 95, 97 (1999)).

214. Id. at 58 (The plan was approved by HUD in early February 2000.).
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apartments.””” The CHA wanted to shift from an “‘owner and manager of public
housing’ to a ‘facilitator of housing opportunities.’*'¢

B. HCV Programs for Displaced CHA Tenants

Vouchers are the central strategy for providing replacement housing to
residents whose housing units failed the viability assessment and will be
demolished. The CHA estimates that nearly 6150 households will need to be
relocated with Section 8 vouchers due to the demolitions between 1999 and
2004.'" However, the current voucher program is significantly different from the
GAHP. Since 1998, the courts have not supervised HCV programs to ensure that
integration occurs as the vouchers are used.”'® The Gautreaux litigation’s focus on
desegregation is still necessary today. The metropolitan-wide goal of relocating
public housing residents to low-poverty, low-minority neighborhoods should be
continued because it is essential to achieving integration.

In October 2002, the CHA had approximately 26,000 vouchers available.”" It
was hoped that vouchers would reduce concentrations of poverty and increase
housing choice throughout the metropolitan area.”’ However, there are growing
concerns that “former public housing residents may be clustering in poor
neighborhoods not far from their original developments.”221 If true, vouchers will
not meet one of their central goals: dispersing public housing residents throughout
the metropolitan area and reducing overall racial segregation in the city.

The Leadership Council, Housing Choice Services, and CHAC administer
three of the current voucher programs. When GAHP ended in 1998, the Leadership
Council (which provided the counseling and mobility services to GAHP recipients)
continued to provide their services in relocating CHA tenants.’?> “In 2001, the
agency was commissioned to create a new Gautreaux-type program for people who
wish to move to low-poverty neighborhoods.”??

Housing Choice Services administers a mobility program in the Cook County
suburbs, and CHAC Inc. is the private corporation responsible for the HCV
program in Chicago. CHAC uses “individual counseling, life-skills training,
landlord negotiation seminars, neighborhood tours, and a security deposit loan
assistance  program—to foster moves to low-poverty, low-minority
neighborhoods.””** CHAC has an annual budget of $2.1 million and serves nearly
1000 households.”® Even with these resources, an Urban Institute study found that
CHAC participants still struggled to find a home with their housing voucher. At
least half of the respondents reported concerns about finding an affordable

215. Id.

216. Id. (citing CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, PLAN FOR TRANSFORMATION 4 (2000)).

217. Seliga, supra note 33, at 1080 n.156 (citing CHICAGO HOUSING AUTHORITY, PLAN
FOR TRANSFORMATION 20 (1999)).

218. See id. at 1064.

219. CUNNINGHAM & POPKIN, supra note 3, at 1.

220. RUBINOWITZ & ROSENBAUM, supra note 9, at 45.

221. TURNER ET AL., supra note 10, at 45 (citing FISCHER, supra note 176).

222. CUNNINGHAM & POPKIN, supra note 3, at 2.

223, Id.

224. Id.

225.1d. at 6.
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apartment, landlords who will rent to families with children, landlords who will
accept Section 8, and a place with enough bedrooms.??® Respondents also reported
concerns about accessing transportation for apartment hunting.??’

The biggest difference between the GAHP and the current mobility programs
are the number of voucher recipients. GAHP relocated 150 families per year until
1998 when the program had fulfilled HUD’s obligation by successfully moving
7100 beneficiaries of housing vouchers. Currently, 1026 households enter CHACs
program each year, and 26,000 vouchers are administered by the CHA’s HCV
program. In addition, as ‘“hard” public housin§ units in Chicago are demolished,
thousands of families will join the HCV rolls.”

Early reports indicate that these mobility programs have not had the same
success as the Leadership Council under the GAHP. The Urban Institute study
found that of the 105 study participants who moved, eight percent moved to
neighborhoods with very low poverty rates (less than ten percent poor); almost a
quarter (twenty-three percent) moved to neighborhoods where the poverty rate was
between ten and twenty percent poor; and the remaining sixty-nine percent moved
to mid range or high-poverty neighborhoods.?”

“Since January 1996, twelve hundred of fifteen hundred relocated families
have resettled in census tracts with a population that is over ninety percent African-
American.?®° Of the thirty census tracts in Chicago receiving the greatest number of
CHA families, all but two are at least ninety-seven percent African-American.”>"
Displaced CHA residents have moved to neighborhoods just as isolated and poor as
the ones they left. The many benefits of mixed income communities cannot be
realized in these neighborhoods.

C. Possible Solutions to Relocation Barriers Faced by Displaced CHA Residents

Displaced CHA residents face special challenges as they try to relocate to
economically viable communities. In this Part, programs and polices that would
support CHA residents as they transition from public housing to an apartment in
the private market are discussed. These programs address the personal, community,
and programmatic barriers identified in Part Two. Developing tools to overcome
these barriers are more important than ever before. A study commissioned by the
National Center of Poverty Law found:

[TIhat residents displaced by the demolition now live in other Chicago
neighborhoods that are just as segregated and as poor as the ones they
left. The study tracked more than 3,200 families relocated from public
housing from 1995 to 2002 with Section 8 vouchers or certificates. . . .
It concluded that about 8.3 percent of the residents moved to
neighborhoods that were at least 90 percent black and that nearly 50

226.1d. at 18.

227.1d.

228.1d. at 1.

229.1d. at 24.

230. Seliga, supra note 33, at 1081 (citing Flynn McRoberts & Linnet Myers, Out of
the Hole, Into Another, CH1. TRIB., Aug. 23, 1998, at Al).

231. Id. (citing Brian Rogal, CHA Residents Moving to Segregated Areas, CHI. REP.,
July-Aug. 1998, at 3). “Of the 19,095 Chicago families using Section 8 vouchers, 70% are
living in census tracts that are at least 90% black.” Id. at n.88.
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percent of the families moved to neighborhoods where there was a high
concentration of poverty. The study also found that while some families
located housing in neighborhoods that were slightly better than their old
ones, their new neighborhoods has [sic] high crime, poor schools and
substandard housing.232

These findings are in sharp contrast to the outcomes of the GAHP.*
1. Solutions to Individual Barriers

Currently, nearly 1.7 million households receive a Section 8 housing
subsidy.”* One million families in forty cities are on waiting lists for public
housing or rent subsidies”™ and during the Clinton administration, 100,000
dilapidated public housing units were demolished.”® Clearly, relocated public
housing residents are a small percentage of the total voucher recipient pool.
However, this population may face greater individual challenges than the typical
voucher recipient does because of their past experiences in public housing and its
corresponding stigmatization. Public housing residents are more likely to be
unemployed, and have lower incomes and education levels.> Many residents have
criminal records and depend on welfare.”® These tenants may lose their social and
economic networks when they move. Supportive services, which are often
available in traditional public housing, are not as easily accessible outside the inner
city.?® Specific challenges to the apartment search include a lack of time and
accessing transportation.

Some of these barriers can be confronted with individualized counseling and
support services. Counselors should help each family come up with a plan to make
the transition to their new home. This may include accessing new social service
providers and streamlining support services. The most difficult challenge may be
for those residents with a criminal record or a family member with a criminal
record. Under the current law, the CHA is under no obligation to help this group of
residents relocate and in some cases may even need to evict them. What will
happen to this group of families is unclear. Perhaps they will move in with other
family members, become homeless, or end up in jail.>*’

These recipients need help finding an appropriate unit. Finding an apartment in
a high-poverty area is easier than finding one in a low-poverty, mostly white
suburb. A mobility program should try to lessen the burden of apartment hunting
by locating interested landlords, and driving voucher holders to view apartments in
the suburbs. To implement this solution, each recipient of federal voucher funding
should have to demonstrate that their voucher program has a plan for showing

232. John W. Fountain, Suit Says Chicago Housing Renewal Plan Perpetuates
Segregation, N.Y. TIMES, Jan. 24, 2003, at A18.

233. See supra text accompanying notes 99-109.

234. CUNNINGHAM & POPKIN, supra note 3, at 1.

235. Lento, supra note 184, at 171,

236. 1d.

237. See supra text accompanying note 121.

238. See supra text accompanying notes 123-31.

239. See supra text accompanying notes 132-37.

240. See supra text accompanying notes 124-31.
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voucher holders apartments in low-poverty areas. This requirement could be added
to HUD’s voucher funding regulations.

2. Solutions to Community Barriers

In 1968, Senator Brook, while speaking in support of Title VII stated:

America’s future . . . does not require imposed residential and social
integration; it does require the elimination of compulsory segregation in
housing, education, and employment. . . . It does not require that

government interfere with the legitimate personal preferences of
individuals; it does require that government protect the freedom of
individuals to choose where they wish to live.2*!

Nearly thirty-five years later, it is clear that some “personal preferences” further
segregation. We need to rethink which personal preferences are legitimate and
which are not. Racism and classism are inappropriate in a diverse society. Next,
this Note addresses programs the government should create through legislation and
regulations that influence individual housing preferences in order to reduce
resistance to integration.

As we saw with scattered-site developments, there is great community
resistance to large numbers of public housing residents or perceived voucher
holders entering a community. The GAHP was partially successful at avoiding this
resistance by moving a small number of voucher holders into nearly 100
neighborhoods. With the new publicity of HCV and the increase in the number of
recipients, suburban dwellers are likely to assume that their new minority neighbors
are voucher recipients whether they are or not. Racism, classism, white flight, and
clustering may become more pronounced and overt as large numbers of CHA
tenants relocate and suburban residents begin to take notice. Suburban
homeowners’ prejudices and stereotypes create anxiety that the presence of
voucher holders in their neighborhood will bring crime and reduce property values.

This anxiety may lead to white flight. Mobility grant programs may reduce
white flight by dispersing voucher recipients throughout predominantly white
communities. A mobility grant program would provide “direct economic subsidies
to individual blacks willing to move into predominately white neighborhoods.”**
This payment would be in addition to the HCV, which is “the difference between
30 percent of family income and an agency-prescribed payment standard defined as
some percentage of the ‘fair market rent’ figure determined by the agency.”** A
mobility grant program would help stimulate black demand for apartments in
mostly white suburbs. The “[s]ubsidies should be only as large as are required to
shift the pattern of black demand. They should be largest for areas with no black
population and should decline rapidly as the black presence increases.”**
However, the success of a mobility grant program would depend on market-
specific research.?*®

241. 114 CoNG. REC. 2525 (1968) (emphasis added).

242, Richard H. Sander, Individual Rights and Demographic Realities: The Problem of
Fair Housing, 82 Nw. U. L. REv. 874, 928 (1988).

243. Schuck, supra note 4, at 320.

244. Sander, supra note 242, at 929.

245.1d.
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The success of metrogolitan-wide integration depends on black families being
spread out across the city.”*® There are three main benefits for having blacks move
into neighborhoods surrounding the inner city evenly. First, as more blacks move to
these mostly white neighborhoods, it makes it easier for other blacks to follow
them, encouraging continued integration.””’ Second, if multiple areas are integrated
at the same rate then the demand for housing by blacks in any particular
neighborhood is relatively low.?*® Finally, white flight is reduced, and white
demand stabilized, when whites perceive that integration is widespread and diffuse
because it is less likely they will be able to avoid integrating areas by moving.?*

If mobility grants would promote demand for suburban apartments, equity
insurance may promote supply. Equity insurance may increase landlord and
neighbor support of voucher holders moving into their community. Homeowners in
predominately “white areas who are faced with the prospect of integration—and
believe that resegregation will follow—often assume . . . that property values will
fall as blacks enter.” This fear fuels neighborhood opposition to integration.”"
Equity insurance guarantees owners the property value of their home will not fall
below a certain level. “If property values fall below the insured amount, the owner
can simply sell the property to the insuring government agency.”>> This program
could help stabilize white demand and reduce white flight.

Similarly, voucher holders may fear that racism and classism will make them
targets of hostility if they move into a predominately white neighborhood. Mobility
counseling should include information on the benefits of moving to a mixed-
income neighborhood. The supportive services offered by the HCV program should
also be discussed. With proper information and counseling, voucher holders can
make informed choices about where it is best for them to live.

White resistance to integration that involves violations of local, state, or
federal criminal laws must be met with swift investigation, arrests, and the
accompanying sanctions and punishment.”® Hate crime legislation may help
promote this response because it signals to law enforcement that these offenses
should be treated seriously.”* Greater enforcement will deter criminals and may
provide victims of these racist attacks comfort knowing that they are not alone and
that the community does not condone these hateful acts.

In the end, white suburbanites need to change the way they view low-income
minorities moving into “their” neighborhood. Much of the current literature
discussing voucher programs tends to view “the economically diverse
neighborhood . . . as a magnet to ?ull poor and presumably deviance-prone people
back into the social mainstream.”>> This presumption must change in order to allay

246. Id. at 928-29. “If nearly all blacks seeking integration move into one or two
neighborhoods on the fringe of the ghetto, black and white demand for housing becomes
dramatically imbalanced and resegregation occurs.” Id.
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fears that those “deviance-prone people” will take over the suburban neighborhood
diminishing the neighborhood’s quality of life and property values. The best way to
allay these fears may be through experience.

3. Solutions to Programmatic Barriers

Mobility programs should continue to try to convince landlords that accepting
housing vouchers is a good thing. HCV programs that search for available units
should be expanded beyond the city limits. Metropolitan-wide relief is still crucial
to achieving integration and providing all people the opportunity to live in an
economically viable community. In Gautreaux v. Chicago Housing Authority, the
Seventh Circuit held that a metropolitan-wide plan was “necessary and equitable”
to remedy HUD’s past discrimination.>® The court based this holding on the fact
that while low-rent housing was of central importance to the central city, the
problems of isolated public housing extend beyond the city’s borders and affect the
surrounding community. Landlords both in the city and its surrounding
communities often view displaced CHA residents as particularly risky tenants. One
simple solution to help recruit landlords is to pay them an extra fee for the
additional administrative tasks HCV programs require.

The shortage of low-income housing shows the need for “hard” public housing
stock and metropolitan-wide mobility programs. The need is particularly great for
families with teenagers and large families. The lack of low-income housing also
shows the importance of Hope VI grants in Chicago and other redevelopment
projects, which seek to create mixed-income public housing where segregated high
rise housing projects used to stand. At the moment, the private market is not able to
meet the HCV programs’ demand for low-income apartments in affluent
neighborhoods.

CONCLUSION

Moving individuals from high-rise public housing into neighborhoods with
similar levels of poverty, crime, and educational achievement does not advance the
goals of the Gautreaux litigation. While the dilapidated CHA high-rises needed to
be demolished, the solution is not to move residents from a vertical ghetto to a
horizontal ghetto.”>’ The positive outcomes attributed to vouchers can not come to
fruition under these circumstances.

The GAHP highlighted Section 8’s potential to provide an environment where
social and community networks can be developed in a way that was not possible in
the crime ridden high rise housing projects. When HCV recipients are moved into
less economically disadvantaged neighborhoods they are able to lose some of the
social-status stigma indicated by their address. They may also have access to better
schools for the children, safer neighborhoods, and more job opportunities. All of
the benefits of mixed income communities show that promoting economically and
racially diverse neighborhoods is a worthwhile policy goal.

While HUD met its obligation to relocate the required number of persons in
integrated communities, the CHA has yet to fulfill its obligation of moving the

256. 503 F.2d 930, 936 (7th Cir. 1974); see supra text accompanying notes 82-85.
257. TURNER ET AL., supra note 10, at 46.
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majority of the Gautreaux class of forty thousand families into integrated areas.™®
Individual personal preferences must be changed to promote diverse communities.
Mobility grants, compensating black voucher holders for the extra burden of
moving to white suburbs could increase demand for these apartments in the
suburbs. Increased enforcement of hate crimes targeting blacks could reduce overt
racism and classism and increase demand for housing in the suburbs. Equity
insurance could help diminish the argument that allowing black voucher holders in
the neighborhood will reduce property values and the resulting white flight.
Increased counseling is also needed.

The demolition of thousands of public housing units appears to be straining the
HCYV program in Chicago. In the end, there is still a need for public housing stock
to serve low-income families, particularly with large families. Developing this
housing stock will not be easy, as demonstrated with the scattered-site program.
However, the CHA already owns prime real estate in Chicago, which can be
redeveloped into mixed income communities. The more integrated all communities
are, the less resistance there will be to blacks moving into the suburbs and whites
moving into the revitalized housing projects.

The lessons of Chicago’s public housing and voucher programs are relevant
across the nation. It is true that most communities do not have HCV programs as
large as Chicago’s, nor do they have the same number of public housing residents
seeking affordable housing on a tight deadline. However, economic and racial
segregation is prevalent across the nation and individual housing choices work to
perpetuate that system. Similarly, the solutions I suggest are not limited to a large
city. Requiring HCV programs to help recipients find homes in non-poor
neighborhoods is imperative to reap the benefits of a diverse society.

258. Seliga, supra note 33, at 1065.
Only newly built housing is covered by the CHA judgment order,

which mandates that for every new public housing unit built in a non-

white area, one unit be built in a white area. The Gautreaux plaintiffs

were requesting that the Section 8 program also be covered by the

judgment, so for every resident relocated into private housing with a

Section 8 subsidized rental voucher in a non-white area, one resident be

relocated into rental housing in a white area.
Id. at 1051, n.10 (citing Gautreaux v. Chicago Hous. Auth., 981 F. Supp. at 1094). “In a
1997 decision, the court rejected the Gautreaux plaintiffs’ request that Section 8 housing
vouchers be covered by the Gautreaux judgment order, which would have enabled public
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