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Abstract
Housing programs such as the Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCVP) are designed to increase access to opportunity and challenge the concentration of poverty. My thesis aims to answer the question: Has the HCVP been effective in Chicago as a way to increase access to opportunity? I measure the success of this particular program in Chicago, as defined by locational outcomes of participants and by the differential monetary increase to voucher values of two different reforms. Using local and national data, I created a series of geospatial maps on QGIS which describe the locational outcomes of HCVP participants in Chicago. I also created maps comparing two different methods of calculating the monetary value of housing vouchers. The maps indicated that HCVP participants tend to cluster in high-poverty communities. I also found that Chicago’s current system of Exception Payment Standards generally could provide vouchers of greater value to participants, when compared to the Small Area Fair Market Rent system, which is currently in use in a number of metropolitan areas across the United States. So, despite its unique and still useful reform, Chicago’s HCVP remains unable to significantly impact the concentration of poverty in the city’s less advantaged neighborhoods. These results can serve as impetus and inspiration for new reforms, since it is evident that the program is falling short of meeting its most critical goals. These new reforms, such as comprehensive long-term counseling, may be able to do more to challenge underlying institutions of segregation which perpetuate poverty concentration and inhibit the potential of the program. 













Introduction
	Since its national inception in 1974, the Housing Choice Voucher Program has subsidized rental housing costs for millions of Americans. The program gives families that are in search of greater opportunity a chance to relocate to neighborhoods where they may more easily become upwardly mobile and escape poverty (Wiltz, 2018). In Chicago, the Chicago Housing Authority (or the CHA) manages the Housing Choice Voucher Program (or the HCVP), helping over thirty thousand families in Chicago to afford housing across the city (“Budget 2012: Draft Action Plan”). The CHA specifically states its mission in the HCVP to “increase [low-income families’] potential for long-term economic success and a sustained high quality of life” (“Housing Choice Voucher Program: Administrative Plan”). 
	Across the country, several studies have called into question the HCVP’s ability to challenge the concentration of poverty and improve social mobility. Specifically, researchers did not find a significant change in quality between the neighborhoods that program participants live in before and after receiving their vouchers (Basolo, 2013; Lens, 2013). These concerns raise two questions: first, whether the HCVP is able to meaningfully bolster the ability of its participants to relocate to neighborhoods that encourage social mobility (thereby, contributing significantly to the dissolution of poverty concentration) and, second, if some of the reforms adopted thus far, such as Chicago’s Exception Payment Standard, are substantial enough to aid in achieving the program’s goals.  
One serious consequence of the program’s inability to increase access to high-opportunity neighborhoods is that program participants may be obliged to remain in disadvantaged neighborhoods similar to those which they initially lived in. Subsequently, the CHA should be taking steps to address this discrepancy. In this thesis, I will examine the current state of the HCVP in Chicago and then analyze whether the practice of Exception Payment Standards seems to advance or undermine the HCVP’s mission. 
Accordingly, I will analyze the extent to which voucher users were concentrated in impoverished areas as of 2019. Then, I will examine the ways that two alternative processes of calculating payment standard, or voucher value, are formulated and their potential effects on where voucher recipients decide to move. These two analyses will provide insight into how the program is currently performing and possible effective reforms to improve its outcomes. 
	In the following section, I will provide contextual background for this paper. This will involve the factors that led to the creation of the HCVP and relevant information about its current existence in Chicago. Next, I will present current literature, including research regarding the outcomes of similar housing subsidy programs and the mixed evidence of the benefits of moving to opportunity-rich neighborhoods. In addition to that, I will present research into how certain external factors, such as the internal biases of landlords, can affect the overall success of housing voucher programs, such as the HCVP in Chicago. Finally, I will address scholarship regarding the effects of introducing different payment standards across the HCVP. Although my study focuses specifically on how the HCVP functions in Chicago, much of the existing scholarship addresses the HCVP in other cities or altogether distinct if similar programs. The context and knowledge generated by this literature is still valuable and applicable to Chicago’s HCVP, even though there may be slight differences. 
Next, I will present my data sources and methodology. I use data obtained from the databases of the Department of Housing and Urban Development and the city of Chicago to create a series of geospatial maps. The maps provide visual insight into the current state of Chicago’s HCVP. Finally, with the maps created, I will analyze the information that they provide. As I conclude this thesis, I will discuss the limitations of my study and recommendations for policy interventions and further research. 

Background
History
Chicago began building public housing projects in earnest in the 1950s. A span of just ten years saw the construction of ten thousand units (Thompson, 2006). In 1962, Chicago became the home of the largest single public housing project with the construction of the Robert Taylor Homes (Hunt, 2001). High-rise designs were chosen to minimize cost and maximize efficiency, even though research already suggested that low-rise buildings provided more benefits, like neighborhood economic diversity, to their residents than high-rise ones do (Hunt, 2001). Plans for smaller projects spread further apart were proposed but dismissed by the Chicago Housing Authority Executive Director, Elizabeth Wood, for what she perceived to be a lack of boldness, calling them “‘islands in a wilderness of slums’” (Hunt, 2001, 100). 
There was significant resistance to this spur of development, however. At this time, hundreds of thousands of white residents were moving towards the suburbs and away from the city center, where the population of black residents was higher (Bennett, 2000). Aldermen representing the city’s majority white wards vetoed any proposals to construct public housing in their own constituencies (Thompson, 2006); this prevented any equitable distribution of public housing projects at the start. Even on the scale of a single family, integration faced serious hostility. Integration was met with such vitriol and aggression from all sorts of pro-segregation groups that the violence faced by African Americans trying to move to white neighborhoods has been described as “‘chronic urban guerrilla warfare’” (Biles, 2001, 35). As a result, the vast majority of public housing projects were built in the south, west, and near north sides of Chicago, where there were no protests to construction (Bennett, 2000). It is no coincidence that these areas were and still are largely inhabited by members of minority groups. 
	The high-rise public housing projects did not age well. The Robert Taylor Homes, completed in 1962, became the subject of a scathing expose just three years later in 1965. The Chicago Daily News published a report describing rampant violence, crime, vandalism, and unreliable utilities (Hunt, 2001). The government recognized the shortcomings of the isolated high-rise public housing projects in cities like Chicago and shifted focus to subsidizing rents in units spread across metropolitan areas (Fuerst and Sims, 2005). In 1974, the Housing Act of 1937 was amended to include Section 8, which created a program to subsidize the rents of qualifying households. The process of distributing vouchers is implemented by local housing authorities, though the Department of Housing and Urban Development (or HUD) maintains some oversight and contributes funding. Allocation of Section 8 vouchers later became known as the Housing Choice Voucher Program (or HCVP) (Semuels, 2015). Vouchers were popular for being a market-based solution to poverty concentration and segregation (Kim, 2016). 
	Before traditional housing projects completely fell into disfavor, however, Chicago residents grappled with their widespread effects on the distribution of the population. In 1966, Dorothy Gautreaux challenged the institutionalized segregation by filing a lawsuit against the CHA and HUD (Kim, 2016). She alleged that the two named entities had perpetuated racial discrimination and segregation by concentrating Chicago’s public housing projects in neighborhoods mostly inhabited by African-Americans (Basolo, 2013). 
Gautreaux’s case reached the Supreme Court of the United States and was decided in her favor in 1976. The Supreme Court ordered the Chicago Housing Authority to build new, evenly dispersed public housing units across the city (Basolo, 2013). The fallout of the Supreme Court’s decision motivated housing authorities, particularly the CHA, to account for poverty concentration and segregation more directly in their housing programs. The HCVP is one such program devised in the wake of Gautreaux’s case. Other resulting programs, which differed in logistics and administration from the HCVP, include the Gautreaux Assisted Housing Program, the Moving to Opportunity program (or MTO), and the Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere Program (or HOPE VI). Unlike the HCVP, which is an ongoing federal social welfare program implemented across the country, these other programs were conducted as experiments that utilized housing vouchers in a limited number of locations. The literature review will further discuss research into MTO and HOPE VI. 

Mapping the HCVP
To participate in the Housing Choice Voucher Program, one must first apply and then join the waitlist. Applicants can spend multiple years on the waitlist before being chosen for a voucher. There is no timeline for approval of a voucher application, meaning that applicants could spend over five years or possibly even a decade before the waitlist reaches them. 
Once selected, the voucher recipients had previously been given sixty days to sign a lease, with the possibility of extension if requested (Kim, 2016; Popkin and Cunningham, 2000). In recent years, the voucher term, or length of time given to recipients to find appropriate housing, was reformed to last 120 days. There is still the possibility for further extension (“Housing Choice Voucher Program: Administrative Plan”).
In Chicago and in the rest of the country, the HCVP initially utilized the Fair Market Rents (or FMRs) of housing units across a metropolitan area to determine the value of a voucher, or payment standard (NYU Furman Center, 2018). FMRs are calculated by HUD based on the fortieth percentile of rents for “normal” units occupied by recent movers and depends on the size of the unit (Semuels, 2015). Chicago, however, uses the fiftieth percentile to determine its FMRs, after being granted special permission by HUD (“Housing Choice Voucher Program: Administrative Plan”). The FMR is fixed for an entire metropolitan region, though more recent program innovations have narrowed the scope of FMRs to account for neighborhood-level housing market differences (Dukmasova, 2016).
The Department of Housing and Urban Development under the Obama administration introduced the concept of Small Area Fair Market Rents (or SAFMRs) in 2016 to better address the diverse housing markets of metropolitan areas. Some research has estimated that the use of SAFMRs would actually increase the amount of affordable units in higher-income neighborhoods, though the number of affordable units would fall in low-income neighborhoods (NYU Furman Center, 2018). More research into the effect of SAFMRs in several regions, including Cook County, validated that finding and further concluded that SAFMRs helped increase access to neighborhoods with higher levels of opportunity (Dastrup et al. 2019).
Criticism of the SAFMRs exists, despite the potential benefits of their implementation. On one side, some housing authorities, such as the Chicago Housing Authority, worried that more specific voucher values could decrease subsidy amounts in lower-income neighborhoods, where many voucher recipients live. The CHA fears that this could lead to mass evictions of voucher holders (Dukmasova, 2016). Other entities, like the Metropolitan Planning Council, have found that SAFMRs are still not localized enough and instead suggest the calculation of FMRs based on census tract, a more precise market (Dukmasova, 2016). Other critiques focus on the inability of efforts like the implementation of the SAFMRs to sufficiently challenge institutions like segregation (Schwartz et al., 2016).
Despite positive evidence in favor of SAFMRs, the CHA has opted to use Exception Payment Standards (or EPS) instead. These payment standards offer vouchers valued at 150% of the FMRs for units in communities designated as “mobility areas” and are distributed on a case-by-case basis. These communities have low poverty and crime rates, or they have shown improvement in those regards (“Mobility Counseling Program”). Vouchers used in the rest of the city keep to Chicago’s special fiftieth percentile FMR system. 
Voucher recipients must put at least 30% of their income toward the rent of their subsidized apartment. If they decide to rent a unit that costs more per month than the FMR value, recipients may have to pay up to 40% of their income to offset this. If the voucher recipients would be forced to pay over 40% of their income, the unit would not be approved by the CHA. If a unit is approved, however, the rest of the rent is paid directly by the government to the landlords (Wiltz, 2018). 
There are a number of additional challenges facing program participants once they are given a voucher. The timeline described above is one such challenge. The limitations of time frequently force voucher recipients to rent apartments in neighborhoods with many vacancies or where landlords are eager for a renter; these characteristics both describe typical low-income neighborhoods (Lens, 2013; Kim, 2016).
	Research has also shown that bias and discrimination on the parts of landlords may be responsible for difficulty in finding a lease. Though Chicago, like several other metropolitan areas, has passed a Fair Housing Ordinance banning discrimination based on source of income, landlords have not felt discouraged from making it clear that voucher recipients are unwelcome in their units (Yousef, 2015). Some voucher recipients are even told to not disclose their voucher status to potential landlords initially due to possible discrimination or scamming (Kim, 2016). Scholarship related to this topic will be discussed below. 
	In addition to the alleged prejudice, the daunting bureaucracy associated with housing vouchers deters landlords from approving of voucher recipients as tenants. Landlords imagine mounds of paperwork and frequent invasive inspections as routine parts of the HCVP, diminishing their interest in involvement (Wiltz, 2018). 

Literature Review
This literature review will discuss the scholarship into a number of housing subsidy programs, primarily the Moving to Opportunity program (MTO), the Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere Program (HOPE VI), and Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCVP). First, I will discuss research into the benefits of relocating to a community with high incomes, which underscores the relevance and importance of the HCVP’s mission. Then, I will review literature about MTO, followed by literature about HOPE VI. Finally, I will present research about the HCVP, including scholarship about its results, relevant externalities, and the impact of personal preferences. 

Neighborhood Effects
Research indicates that young children whose families relocated to higher-income neighborhoods were more likely to attend college and earn more as an adult (Chetty et al., 2016). This effect is not constant, however. The same study also finds that adolescents, or children older than thirteen, are often negatively impacted by their families’ relocations; older children experience less significant improvement in life outcomes, as well. From this, it can be implied that early exposure to access to opportunity is essential. Otherwise, the disruption caused by the household’s move may not be worthwhile, in terms of improved life outcomes for children. 
Relocation to more affluent neighborhoods can have greater benefits beyond new financial and educational opportunities. Ludwig et al. (2013) observe that relocation to more affluent neighborhoods is correlated with subsequent improvements in both physical and mental health. Specifically, relocation to wealthier neighborhoods appears to have a negative relationship with the likelihood of diabetes and of unusually high body mass indices (BMIs). 

Moving to Opportunity
The MTO program was an experiment from the early 1990s to test the effects of moving to suburban neighborhoods with low poverty rates on low-income households in public housing (Thompson, 2006). Five test sites in metropolitan areas across the United States, including Chicago, were chosen. Program participants were divided arbitrarily into three treatment groups. The first group was a control, and the second received Section 8 vouchers without any conditions attached. The third group, however, received Section 8 vouchers that could only be used for housing in neighborhoods with less than a poverty rate below ten percent; this group also received counseling and assistance in finding appropriate apartments or houses (Thompson, 2006).   
The variation in administration within MTO may have had a notable effect on the outcome of the program. Thompson (2006) notes that members of the MTO treatment group (i.e. the group given restricted vouchers and assistance) relocated to more diverse and affluent neighborhoods than those of the treatment group given unrestricted vouchers and no assistance. This disparity could be attributed to the restrictions placed on the MTO group’s vouchers and their access to counseling (Thompson, 2006). Similarly, Cook and Wing (2012) find that MTO had greater success at relocating program participants to more affluent neighborhoods, calling MTO “bolder” than the HCVP, likely due to the stipulations placed on some of the distributed vouchers (179). 
Another analysis of MTO data suggests that the test group given normal vouchers was subject to greater instances of housing instability than the control group or the experimental group given counseling and vouchers with conditions (Comey et al., 2012). Participants given normal vouchers were more likely to share homes with friends or families; this may indicate that these vouchers are either unable to sufficiently subsidize housing or to contribute to housing stability. Since these results are not shared by either the control group or the MTO experimental group, it appears that there is something lacking in the standard voucher (Comey et al., 2012).
These findings are validated by the results of replicative programs carried out in the years after MTO. As an example, the housing authority of Baltimore introduced a program structured similarly to MTO, in that it offered restrictions on the voucher and additional support to voucher recipients. The Baltimore Housing Mobility Program (or BHMP) provides vouchers with geographical conditions to city residents in addition to counseling sessions before and after signing leases (DeLuca and Rosenblatt, 2017). Compared to those who received unrestricted vouchers from the standard Baltimore HCVP, those involved in the BHMP are more likely to live in neighborhoods characterized by both lower unemployment rates and higher levels of reading proficiency (DeLuca and Rosenblatt, 2017). 
The strong interventions and administrative involvement that are both characteristic of MTO’s experimental group, then, appear to have had a consequential influence on the ability of its participants to move to higher-opportunity neighborhoods. This conclusion could potentially be used as a framework to reform the HCVP. 
The differences between the two programs do have to be taken into account, however, when considering introduction of MTO-like reforms into the HCVP. The HCVP may be too widespread and broad to realistically implement MTO-style counseling and stipulations (Cook and Wing, 2012). The sheer amount of HCVP participants across the country, including the tens of thousands of households in Chicago, would certainly place pressure on the housing market if voucher usage were geographically restricted; of the millions of voucher users in total, it would also not be surprising to find out that some of these households would prefer the freedom to choose a neighborhood to live in, regardless of its poverty rate (McClure, 2010). 

HOPE VI
HOPE VI offers housing vouchers to low-income families. The program was introduced by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (or HUD) in 1992. The program involves public housing demolition or intense building revitalization, which necessitates relocation for many households. Affected families are able to choose a Section 8 voucher, a unit in a different traditional public housing development, or a unit in a low-rise public housing project (Clampet-Lundquist, 2004). Though not directly linked to the HCVP, the use of Section 8 vouchers by a portion of HOPE VI’s participants reasonably creates comparison between the two initiatives.
Many participants of HOPE VI who were compelled to move from their homes in public housing developments relocated to neighborhoods with improved rates of poverty and unemployment; this is especially true for those who decided to use housing vouchers (Goetz, 2010). Researchers studying the outcomes of the HOPE VI program paid particular attention to the social environment facing these residents. 
Relocation to drastically different neighborhoods, usually without nearby social support systems, can cause feelings of isolation and discomfort (Clampet-Lundquist, 2004; Curley, 2010). This feeling of disconnect could potentially undermine the opportunities available in the neighborhood. For example, new residents may be uninformed of after school programs offered to children, due to hesitance to engage with their new community. Lack of interaction with neighbors and accompanying loneliness can even breed mistrust (Curley, 2010). Frustration towards their new neighborhoods and unawareness of available programs could convince voucher recipients to move back to a more familiar neighborhood, where opportunity may be less abundant. Families, however, can overcome these feelings of discomfort and fear through strong support systems, particularly through assistance from the housing authority (Darrah and DeLuca, 2014). 
Though these findings derive from research into HOPE VI, their lessons can be applied to the HCVP in Chicago. Just as HOPE VI participants moved from areas of concentrated poverty to dissimilar neighborhoods, so too do some HCVP participants in Chicago relocate from low-income neighborhoods to high-income neighborhoods. Following this, HCVP participants may experience the same culture shock and anxiety once they relocate to mobility areas. Those negative feelings could push HCVP participants back to high poverty neighborhoods, as they did for some HOPE VI participants. It is important, then, for the CHA and other HCVP administrators to ensure that program participants feel comfortable in their new homes, especially in light of the evidence that support structures can aid in curbing the feelings of discomfort and anxiety.
Housing Choice Voucher Program 
The HCVP is administered and managed on a local level, though it is a nationwide program. Some researchers focus on data from just a few housing authorities, while others source their data on the HCVP from housing authorities in many different cities and states. 
One study examines the outcomes of HCVP participants from two different housing authorities in California, finding that vouchers appear to have negligible effects on the quality of a neighborhood (Basolo, 2013). Using employment rates and school quality measurements as indicators of neighborhood quality, Basolo (2013) suggests that the difference in quality between voucher recipients’ initial and final neighborhoods is minimal. 
These families, who are often starting off in disadvantaged neighborhoods, then, are typically remaining in communities struggling with the same issues. If this result is generalizable to Chicago, we can expect to see voucher users concentrated in low-income neighborhoods. It also may indicate that there are almost universal obstacles threatening the ability of voucher recipients to move into more advantaged communities across the entire country. 
Lens (2013) similarly studies the locational outcomes of participants of the HCVP but uses difference neighborhood quality measurements. Instead of employment rates and school quality, he considers the crime rates of 91 cities which each have their own HCVP. Voucher recipients are more likely to live in neighborhoods with high crime rates, according to Lens (2013). He also finds a correlation between the neighborhood crime rate and incidence of housing vacancies; again, the brief timeline allotted to secure housing can compel voucher recipients to localize their housing search in neighborhoods with ample vacancies (Lens, 2013). Thus, there may be a connection between the logistics of the HCVP (i.e. voucher term length) and the crime rate of the neighborhoods that HCVP participants relocate to.   
HCVP Externalities
Literature has also focused on the externalities that challenge the implementation of the HCVP. For example, examinations of voucher acceptance by landlords across the country determine that landlords often refuse to rent to voucher holders, even if they initially seem agreeable (Cunningham et al., 2012). A similarly focused study concludes that voucher recipients tend to be confined to low-income neighborhoods, perhaps due in part to biased landlord attitudes (Garboden et al., 2018). Intentionally or not, landlords can also prevent voucher recipients from renting in their buildings by requiring expensive security deposits or credit checks. This historically has been shown to be a significant challenge, since the HCVP in Chicago formerly did not supply any funding for deposits (Popkin and Cunningham, 2000). In recent years, the CHA has begun distributing some landlord incentive payments and grants to subsidize security deposits for households moving to mobility areas, but research into the effects of these reforms is lacking (“Mobility Counseling Program”). 

Recipient Preferences
It is also important to note that voucher recipients have their own agency and must be free to exercise it. While looking for a new home, they may be prioritizing certain factors that would not be expected by a third-party researcher (Wood, 2014). A family may value an apartment that features more space and a backyard rather than a smaller apartment more centrally-located, for example (Wood, 2014). Even if a family is given a generous payment standard, their personal preferences may easily persuade them from moving to a mobility area. That is to say, the payment standard is not the only factor impacting where voucher recipients relocate to. An important question for HCVP administrators in Chicago, then, may be how to best balance the personal preferences and agency of program participants with the ultimate program goals of relocation to higher opportunity neighborhoods.  

Methods
Data 
	I have collected the data used in this thesis from multiple sources. HUD’s Office of Policy Development and Research offers a number of publically available datasets. I used a dataset that measured the number of Housing Choice Program vouchers by census tract both as a general tally and as a percentage of the tract’s total renting population. This dataset only includes census tracts which possessed more than ten voucher households, for the sake of privacy for those households. HUD also provides information regarding the 2020 SAFMR formulations for Cook County, which encompasses Chicago. Regardless of whether cities utilize different payment standard systems, their SAFMRs are calculated yearly.  
The city of Chicago’s online data portal also supplies relevant data for this project. In particular, the government offers city maps delineating both zip code and community area boundaries. These maps are available as shapefiles. The Chicago data portal also includes a dataset using census data collected from 2008 to 2012, which contains statistics about community poverty rate and more.
Finally, the CHA has made data regarding the current FMR and EPS for the city available. It also provides information regarding the boundaries of mobility areas. The CHA presents its information in inconvenient formats such as graphics or tables that are unable to be manipulated. This, then, requires the personal creation of new datasets to represent the relevant information in an informative way. 
Methodology
	In this study, I conducted a number of geospatial mapping analyses to examine the implementation of the HCVP in Chicago. Spatial analysis is uniquely able to provide insight into the administration of the HCVP, because it has the ability to visually represent the geographic natures of housing distribution and poverty concentration (Schultheis et al., 2012). I have created a total of six maps using QGIS software. 
	First, I created a map describing community-level poverty rates layered with the boundaries of CHA-designated mobility areas. To do so, I used two datasets from the city of Chicago’s data portal. On QGIS, I merged the shapefile of community area boundaries with the dataset of socioeconomic indicators by linking the shared variable of community area numbers. This allowed the information from the latter dataset to be geographically represented by the former shapefile. With this connection in place, I selected the variable measuring the poverty rate to create a map with graduated symbology. Thus, community poverty rates were distinguished by an easily interpreted color spectrum. 
	To create the mobility area delineation, I first had to create my own dataset using the CHA’s mobility area graphic and the Chicago data portal’s community area boundary data. This dataset includes all the information imparted by the latter source, such as community name. The last variable is a binary dummy variable, identifying which communities were classified as mobility areas. With this completed, I merged another shapefile of community area boundaries with this new dataset by joining the community name variables. I then generated a categorized symbol map with the dummy variable. This differentiated between those communities defined as mobility areas and those which are not. After eliminating all observations with a value of zero (i.e. communities not identified as mobility areas), I reformatted the variable so it would be represented as a line rather than a fill. This allowed the mobility area layer to easily coexist with other layers. Once completed, I placed this new mobility area outline layer on top of the layer describing community poverty rates. Finally, I employed the QuickMapServices (QMS) plug-in to place an OpenStreetMap (OSM) of Chicago in the background, putting the newly designed map in conversation with the rest of the Chicago area.  
	Second, I created the maps illustrating the count and percentage of voucher users per census tract. This data, sourced from HUD’s data portal, was available as a shapefile. Once loaded onto QGIS, I used the same procedure as described above to produce a graduated symbol map. This formatting allows for the concentration of voucher users to be more visually striking. For the second of these maps, I added the mobility area borders in the same way as outlined above. The last map evaluates voucher users as a percentage of each census tract’s renting population. This data comes from the same set as the previous two maps, so the procedure is the same apart from the variable chosen to reflected in the graduated symbol map. Over this map, I again layered the mobility area boundaries, applying the same methodology as written above. I finished each of these maps by again using the QMS plug-in to underlay a map of the city. 
I hypothesize that the maps will indicate that notable numbers of voucher holders consistently remain in low-income, segregated neighborhoods. This finding would strengthen the claim that the CHA and the HCVP are not significantly challenging spatial poverty concentration on a broad scale and perhaps even show that the program is reinforcing race- and class-based segregation, in a sense (Khare, 2013).
	Third, I created two maps designed to examine the impact of Chicago’s EPS system. The first of these maps compares voucher values under the SAFMR system with those under the general FMR system. The second compares voucher values under an EPS system with those under the SAFMR system. With the SAFMR data from HUD and the FMR and EPS data from the CHA, I created a dataset with the voucher values listed by zip code under the SAFMR, FMR, and EPS systems. This dataset also featured the mathematical difference between payment standards for SAFMRs and FMRs depending on number of bedrooms, as well as the difference for EPSs and SAFMRs. As a point of clarification for the latter calculations, the EPS values are applied to mobility areas, while the FMR values extend to the remaining community areas of Chicago.  
	With this dataset prepared, I again used a similar procedure by merging the geospatial zip code data with the two aforementioned data sets. To emphasize the results, I used graduated symbology, measuring the value difference in SAFMR versus FMR systems and in EPS and SAFMR systems, respectively, for each map. I overlaid these maps with the mobility area borders, designed as discussed above, and underlaid them with the QMS-sourced map. 
This final section of my study examines how the use of Chicago’s EPS system compares to the SAFMR system used in many other metropolitan areas in terms of providing increased incentive for voucher recipients. This analysis can give preliminary answers to questions like which system is more optimal. The results may also illustrate how the reforms implemented by the CHA have either been valuable or inadequate in executing the HCVP’s goal to challenge poverty concentration. This answer can perhaps lend insight to what kind of reforms may be useful for the future of the program. 

Data Analysis 
	Visual analyses of the HCVP outcomes and some related logistics, such as method of voucher value calculation, impart new understanding into the success of the program as it pertains to relocation of voucher users to mobility areas. Using the maps, I will discuss my three main findings. These findings provide insight as to which aspects of the program may require reform and which particular proposals are the most sensible.
	Before beginning the analysis of data, a point of clarification is needed. Confusing as it may be, the term ‘community’ will take on different meanings based on context here. The communities referred to when examining number of voucher households are defined by census tract borders. Yet, the communities that make up Chicago’s mobility areas are what can also be called neighborhoods, such as Logan Square or Hyde Park. They are composed of a number of census tracts and typically represent a cultural unit. Finally, communities can also be defined by zip code boundaries as necessary to measure the value of SAFMRs. Different sources 
[image: -maps/Poverty%20Rates%20v.%20Mobility%20Areas.jpeg]of data and relevant variables, such as calculated FMR, are responsible for these at times conflicting meanings. 
	To give context for the rest of this discussion, Figure 1 visually describes the poverty rate across communities in Chicago in relation to the CHA’s mobility area boundaries. From Fig. 1, it is evident that the areas with the greatest poverty rates are found towards the west and the southeast of Chicago. The mobility areas are typically characterized by poverty rates below 20%, though five neighborhoods with poverty rates slightly above that are still designated as mobility areas. Figure 1

[image: -maps/HCVP%20Count%202019%20Map.jpeg]	My first main finding is that voucher users are concentrated in communities beyond the boundaries of mobility areas. This trend is visually apparent in Figure 2 and further supported by Figure 3. In Fig. 2, the two primary concentrations of voucher users in Chicago are clear to see. First, there is a cluster of significant voucher households to the west, and there is a second cluster to the southeast, which spreads further to the south. The context of the mobility area boundaries from Fig. 3 makes clear that these sites of aggregation are not considered believed to provide significant access to opportunity to their residents. In fact, these clusters match up neatly with the communities with the highest poverty rates, shown in Fig. 1. Then, voucher users not just congregating in communities outside the mobility area boundaries; these households are concentrating in areas that inflict additional challenges to residents due to higher levels of poverty and unemployment. Figure 2

It is not simply the case that there are certain clusters of voucher recipients in higher poverty neighborhoods. That is to say, there is not a generally even distribution of voucher households across the whole city with a couple of hotspots where voucher usage peaks. Fig. 2 demonstrates that mobility areas appear to be lacking consequential populations of voucher households. This trend is particularly clear in the north of Chicago. The northernmost mobility [image: -maps/HCV%20map%20w%20MAs.jpeg]areas can claim fewer than eleven voucher households each. To reiterate, the communities thought to provide the greatest benefit to residents have very low populations of voucher 
households, while many communities with high poverty rates have rather high populations of voucher households. 
In Figs. 2 and 3, some mobility areas do appear to have sizeable amounts of voucher households; for example, the Loop is colored light orange to indicate that over one hundred voucher households live there. Figure 4, however, casts doubt on this inference and highlights the concentration of voucher recipients in the same, low-income neighborhoods. By showing the amount of voucher households as a percent of a community’s renting population, the number of voucher users in a tract is placed into conversation with that tract’s renting population as a whole. No longer does the voucher population seem to have any significance in areas, like the Loop. In some of the communities beyond the bounds of mobility areas, at least half of the renting population are using vouchers. This further emphasizes the extent to which the population of voucher users is clustered in particular regions of the city. Figure 3

Fig. 4 does also show that there are several tracts making up mobility areas to the southwest which possess a relatively high percentage of voucher users. Still, this is not indicative [image: -maps/HCV%20percent%20of%20CT.pdf]of overall city-wide success, because this trend is isolated to a specific quadrant of Chicago. Moreover, these mobility areas are geographically close to communities with relatively high poverty rates; perhaps, the convenience and familiarity that accompanies this fact explains this phenomenon. 
My second finding is that the implementation of SAFMRs would increase the payment standards in most mobility areas, especially those with competitive housing markets, and decrease them in communities with less than average housing values when compared to an FMR system. As predicted by researchers and clearly exhibited in Figure 5, the employment of a payment standard plan based on SAFMRs has different effects across a single metropolitan area (NYU Furman Center, 2018). Fig. 5 shows the difference in voucher value for a three-bedroom apartment across zip codes between use of SAFMRs and FMRs. Significant positive effects, at least in regard to monetary value of vouchers, are most evident in communities (defined here by zip code) with competitive housing markets along Lake Michigan. Less significant but still positive effects are present in most of the mobility area communities surrounding these most expensive ones. Figure 4

[image: -maps/SAFMR%20v%20FMR.jpeg]One additional benefit of the SAFMR system is the potential for the CHA to reduce rates of overpayment. Use of general FMRs allows for rents to be both over- and under-valued depending on the local housing market. While rents remain unaffordable in expensive communities, payment standards are more than sufficient in communities with below average rents. SAFMRs are able to target this discrepancy better and perhaps could save the CHA money, which could support the use of more vouchers. 
A system relying on SAFMRs is not wholly beneficial, however. Namely, not all mobility areas would see an increase in payment standard. In areas like O’Hare (60666) to the northwest and Mount Greenwood (60655) to the southwest, voucher recipients could expect to see their payment standards decrease. Even though these communities are categorized as mobility areas, and thus an optimal location for voucher households to live, the SAFMR system would not seem to provide additional incentive to relocate to them or other similarly-situated communities. The SAFMR system relies on the correlation between higher-than-average rents and statistics like poverty rate to provide more targeted subsidies. Yet, we can see visually that this correlation is not always sounds. With some neighborhoods boasting extremely high rents, the SAFMR system is skewed to just provide greater payment standards for those competitive housing markets. More reasonably priced communities with similarly low poverty rates and high levels of opportunity are discouraged. Figure 5

The above result is unfavorable for the cause of advocates of a SAFMR system for two reasons. To start, although payment standards would increase for some mobility areas, the fact that others would experience in a decline in voucher value is untenable. Implementation of a program that could influence fewer households to relocate to opportunity-rich areas by the CHA would seem to directly undermine the HCVP’s purpose. 
Next, the communities that are promoted by a SAFMR system would perhaps be among the most difficult locations to relocate to. As discussed above, it is easiest for new voucher recipients to find housing in areas with high rates of vacancies and less competitive housing markets (Lens, 2013; McClure, 2013). Landlords may be less willing to accept vouchers in areas where they can expect to fill their units rather quickly. Given the relatively brief period to find approved housing, even the increased budget for rent in communities like Lakeview and the Loop may not eliminate all obstacles in the way of voucher recipients wishing to move there. 
Hence, with payment standards decreasing in many mobility areas and increasing only in those communities where housing is typically most difficult to find, the SAFMR system does not appear to sufficiently incentivize relocation to mobility areas which provide residents with greater access to opportunity.
My third finding is that the implementation of the EPS system would increase payment standards across the entire city, especially in mobility areas with less competitive housing markets, when compared to an SAFMR system. Figure 6 indicates that Chicago’s EPS system allows the CHA to provide greater payment standards than the SAFMR system [image: -maps/SAFMR%20vs.%20EPS.jpeg]would. Even communities that would already see increased subsidies under the SAFMRs experience greater voucher values with EPSs in place. What is most striking about the comparison between these two systems, however, is the difference in payment standard in the mobility areas with less competitive housing markets. As argued above, the SAFMR system particularly targets zip codes that are home to expensive and elite housing markets; thus, it fails to supply additional financial support to incentivize relocation to mobility areas beyond downtown communities, like the Loop. Figure 6

Through analysis of Fig. 6, it is clear that the EPS system outperforms the SAFMR system in boosting voucher values in the rest of the mobility areas. For those seeking housing in mobility areas towards the northwest and southwest of Chicago, HCVP participants could possibly expect to obtain vouchers worth more than one thousand additional dollars. The increased voucher value expands the stock of affordable housing in low-poverty areas. This is important, because this makes relocation to mobility areas more accessible. Moreover, since payment standards grow significantly even for mobility areas without inflated housing markets, the challenge of finding housing in opportunity-rich areas may be eased. These mobility areas are more likely to have a greater number of vacancies, which, again, is a valuable trait in a neighborhood for a voucher recipient searching for appropriate housing. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]	In spite of advantages of this system, the fact that regular FMRs are utilized for the communities not considered mobility areas raises some questions. It could be argued that communities with below-average rents are being disproportionately subsidized, allowing the CHA to overpay for its share of rents in these areas. As a reminder, the program aims to support Chicagoans in moving to neighborhoods that will impart greater opportunity. It does not intend to simply lessen the burden of housing. With this in mind, there is no obviously justifiable reason for the CHA to continue appreciably overpaying its share of rents in communities lacking widespread opportunity in the name of the HCVP. Without addressing the potential of the EPS system for overpayment, the CHA appears complacent about unnecessarily spending thousands of dollars each year. These funds instead could be allocated to distributing vouchers to more applicants. 
	Even in light of reforms in recent years, such as the implementation of the 150% EPS system, it is plain to see that Chicago’s HCVP has been unable to affect poverty concentration in a major way. Voucher recipients are overrepresented in areas of greater poverty and underrepresented in communities deemed to be mobility areas. This suggests that the CHA is in need of reforms that will more effectively enable voucher recipients to move to opportunity-rich areas. 
This does not mean that all facets of the program necessarily require an overhaul. For example, based on my analysis, I argue that SAFMRs are not a preferable alternative to Chicago’s current EPS method. So, Chicago’s EPS system is one favorable reform that should likely be maintained, albeit with improvements. The way that the EPS system can target and incentivize relocation to a greater number of mobility areas is the main reason behind this judgment. Yet, the EPS system is not without its own flaws. The possibility of this approach to allow for systemic overpayment is a serious oversight compromising the overall potential of the program. 

Policy Recommendations
	There is room for improvement within Chicago’s Housing Choice Voucher Program. The implications of the program’s faults and failings are widespread. Serving tens of thousands of Chicago households, it requires a great deal of financial resources (“Budget 2012: Draft Action Plan”). The human cost of this program is also immense, as it provides the almost singular opportunity to escape generational disadvantage. As discussed above, relocation to a neighborhood with greater opportunity and higher average incomes has the potential to positively affect life outcomes, such as a lowered likelihood of diabetes and a greater likelihood of higher education. Given this opportunity, then, to target concentrated poverty, to interrupt generational disadvantages, and to improve quality of life, it is critical that the CHA and HUD make all possible efforts to reform the program. New, more comprehensive reforms may allow the program to address its shortcomings and challenge structural inequalities more meaningfully. 
	To start, the CHA lacks comprehensive evaluative standards. Establishing standards would compel the CHA to respond to the reality of the program and analyze the success of reforms. Implementing a regular audit of the HCVP’s results could ensure that the administrators are attentive to the impact of reforms and to the effect of the program. 
One of the most significant areas for improvement involves Chicago’s Exception Payment Standard model. To reiterate, the EPS system allows for significant financial incentives to move to mobility areas but also poses a risk of overpayment in many neighborhoods. To reduce this risk and thereby increase available funds, the EPS system should be reformed to utilize a system more similar to the Small Area Fair Market Rents than the Fair Market Rents for payment standards in areas beyond the boundaries of Mobility Areas. Instead of SAFMRs exactly, though, the CHA may narrow the boundaries from the level of zip codes to that of census tracts. This would go further to account for localized housing market quirks and produce the fairest payment standard. The savings generated by this reform could potentially be used to fund other new interventions, such as more comprehensive support systems and community investments. 
	Although the CHA has more recently implemented counseling for voucher recipients considering relocation to a mobility area, there is still more progress to be made here. Expanding counseling and strengthening support structures for all voucher recipients both serves as a means to check in with program participants and to support them in their new neighborhood. Earlier intervention may also help inspire more voucher recipients to look for housing in mobility areas. If certain neighborhoods were able to grow more integrated economically and racially, these support systems would become less necessary, so it would not need to be in place forevermore.  
	It is important to note that the HCVP may be unable to fully challenge the institutions that make this program a necessity, even with the new interventions discussed above. It is obvious that the program itself cannot solve the problems of the neighborhoods that voucher holders may be trying to escape. Providing vouchers even to hundreds of thousands of people cannot undo centuries of institutional discrimination. 
Those neighborhoods are still full of Chicagoans who surely also want to experience the benefits that higher-income neighborhoods enjoy and improve the quality of their lives. As it stands, though the program is performing an important task, it is also operating as a band aid on top of long-standing and complex issues. Indeed, as Schwartz et al. (2016) write, “without addressing the realities of racial segregation, it is extraordinarily difficult for voucher holders to reside in neighborhoods that are not subject to high rates of poverty and other dimensions of neighborhood distress” (212). Ignoring underlying systemic issues not only perpetuates the foundational problem but also presents new challenges to the program itself.
	To come to terms with this reality, the CHA could begin greater investment into low-income neighborhoods, supporting voucher households and the wider population as well. This community investment could take many forms. Partnerships with local organizations and other city agencies would alleviate the financial burden on the CHA and perhaps be able to provide additional support to existing, impactful programs. It would be important for the CHA to create and contribute to programs that have local support. To do this, organizing town halls and seeking community input would go far. 

Conclusion
Through my study, I have shown that the city of Chicago has failed to significantly diminish the concentration of poverty through its implementation of the problem. Instead, participants in the program largely live clustered in communities struggling with issues of poverty. The HCVP is an investment of citizens’ tax dollars, not to mention a valuable resource for so many families trying to live better lives; the CHA should not be complacent when this critical program has been shown to need additional reforms.
Reforms, such as the use of the EPS system, seem promising but do not appear to change the system enough to substantially affect this trend of voucher clustering. In addition to ineffectiveness, the EPS system raises other concerns, such as the risk of overpayment to landlords in low-income communities. Thus, the CHA has by and large acquiesced in the continued concentration of poverty by neglecting to address this trend through meaningful reform into the HCVP. 
	There are limitations to my study, namely due to the nature of geospatial mapping. 
Geospatial analysis is constrained by the geographic units that data has been collected in, and there is not usually an abundant source of data (Maantay and McLafferty, 2011; Schultheis et al., 2012). For example, the different levels of community groupings, such as census tract or zip code, can make interpretation of results less straightforward. This potential for confusion is especially apparent when data points belonging to different categories are compared. For example, Fig. 6 involves the use of SAFMRs, which rely on zip code boundaries, and of EPSs, which depend on community area boundaries. Since these units can be at odds, it is a slight struggle to interpret results. 
	My study demonstrates that participants of the HCVP currently tend to congregate in areas of Chicago that can be characterized by high poverty rates. An analysis detailing the change in where voucher households concentrate from the origins of the program to today would provide immeasurable insight into the overall progression of the program. This research would also pinpoint how changes in the HCVP across its forty-year history have influenced voucher household concentration. Namely, it may illuminate how reforms and cultural shifts can improve or worsen the program’s outcomes, if changes in voucher concentration are found to align with the introduction or cessation of various reforms and movements. Presently, it is unclear as to whether the concentration of voucher households in low-income communities is a phenomenon that has pervaded the program throughout its existence or if it has arisen more recently. This analysis would help answer that question as well.  
	Chicago’s EPS system has not been the focus of nearly as much scholarship as the FMR and SAFMR systems have. Further studies analyzing the benefits and disadvantages in greater detail of this system could extremely useful in implementing well-targeted reforms in Chicago. 
	It is evident that the CHA and the HCVP could be doing more to improve the program and serve Chicago by challenging poverty concentration. Yet, the reality of the problem itself may be larger than the flaws of the program. Khare (2013) suggests that the issue of poverty concentration and such long-lasting, deep-set segregation is too powerful and embedded in society for market-based and mobility-focused strategies to make a significant impact. Even well-meaning and careful refinements of the HCVP, such as improvements to the EPS system, may not be adequate measures against the forces of poverty clustering and generational disadvantage (Schwartz et al., 2016). Continued research is necessary for society to figure out the best path forward in the face of this monumental issue, just as continued reform is still necessary to address the shortcomings that HCVP can respond to. 
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