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Housing Vouchers in Economic Recovery Bill Would 
Sharply Cut Homelessness, Housing Instability 

By Will Fischer and Erik Gartland 

 
The economic recovery legislation now being developed in Congress (also known as “Build Back 

Better”) would fund as many as 750,000 new Housing Choice Vouchers to help people with low 
incomes afford stable housing, at the end of a five-year phase-in.1 The voucher expansion only 
amounts to about one-fifth of the recovery bill’s investment in housing, which is largely focused on 
subsidies to build or renovate housing.2 But the vouchers — which we estimate would assist 1.7 
million people when fully phased in, including 660,000 children, 180,000 seniors, and 330,000 people 
with disabilities — would do more than any other housing policy in the legislation to reduce 
homelessness and other hardship for people who struggle most to afford a home:   

 

• An extensive body of research shows that these new vouchers, which would be tightly 
targeted on families and individuals who need them most, would sharply reduce homelessness, 
housing instability, and overcrowding. By helping families obtain stable housing, vouchers also 
have other proven benefits for children (such as a lower likelihood of being placed in foster 
care, fewer school changes, and fewer sleep disruptions and behavioral problems) as well as 
adults (such as lower rates of domestic violence and drug and alcohol abuse). 

• Vouchers would reduce the large racial disparities in housing opportunity, which reflect 
longstanding discrimination in housing, employment, and other areas. Some 71 percent of 
those assisted by the vouchers would be people of color. Vouchers would also give families 
(including families of color, who often have faced discriminatory rental practices and zoning 
laws that limit their housing choices) broader choice about where they live. Studies show that 

 
1 As this paper notes, the bill also includes other measures to expand rental assistance, including $15 billion for the 
Section 8 Project-Based Rental Assistance (PBRA) program and smaller expansions of rental assistance targeting seniors 
and people with disabilities. The House Financial Services Committee estimates that the PBRA expansion would assist 
260,000 additional units, so the bill overall could provide rental assistance for as many as 1 million added households 
once the investments are fully phased in. House Financial Services Committee Majority Staff, “Memorandum: 
September 13, 2021, Full Committee Markup,” September 8, 2021, 
https://financialservices.house.gov/uploadedfiles/hmkp-117-ba00-20210913-sd002.pdf.  
2 The sections of the bill approved by House committees would invest more than $370 billion in housing, including $327 
billion in spending within the jurisdiction of the House Financial Services Committee and $47 billion for housing tax 
subsidies under the jurisdiction of the Ways and Means Committee.  
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when vouchers enable families to move to high-opportunity areas, both children and adults 
can benefit over the long term.  

• While construction and renovation subsidies have an important role to play, they rarely make 
rents affordable to the lowest-income households unless the household also receives a 
voucher or other rental assistance. Without the additional rental assistance the bill would 
provide, therefore, the recovery bill’s subsidies to increase the housing supply could end up 
doing little to help the families who have the greatest difficulty affording housing. The rental 
assistance in the bill — both vouchers and separate funding to expand other programs such as 
Section 8 Project-Based Rental Assistance — would help make units affordable to families 
with incomes around or below the poverty line, including in units built with the bill’s 
renovation and capital subsidies.     

• Rental markets could readily absorb the bill’s new vouchers. The number of units needed 
would be small compared to the overall size of the nation’s rental stock, and many of the new 
vouchers would likely go to households that already rent housing but pay very high shares of 
their income for rent. Also, the number of families currently helped by Housing Choice 
Vouchers is limited by inadequate funding, not a shortage of units; in recent years housing 
agencies have used virtually all of the voucher funding they have received.   

 
As the bill advances through the legislative process, lawmakers should place a high priority on 

retaining the voucher expansion along with other investments that benefit people with the greatest 
need for housing assistance, such as public housing renovations, the national Housing Trust Fund, 
tribal housing, and Project-Based Rental Assistance.  

 
As Congress moves to finalize the recovery package, tough trade-offs may be necessary. In this 

context, it is important to recognize the impact that reducing voucher funding levels would have.  
For every $5 billion reduction in the bill’s funding for vouchers, we estimate that 112,000 people 
who would have received voucher assistance once the expansion is fully in place will be left 
unassisted, greatly increasing the chances that they will experience homelessness, eviction, and other 
severe hardship. This would include 44,200 children, 22,100 people with disabilities, and 12,100 
seniors. Some 79,100 of those denied assistance as a result of such a reduction would be people of 
color.3 

 
Vouchers Would Help Hundreds of Thousands of Households Afford Housing 

The part of the economic recovery package passed by the House Financial Services Committee on 
September 13 provides $75 billion to expand the Housing Choice Voucher program, which provides 
participants with vouchers they use to rent modest housing of their choice in the private market. 
The bill directs the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to phase in the 
expansion over the 2022-26 period by allocating some of the new vouchers to state and local 
housing agencies each year. The exact number of added vouchers would depend on how HUD 
implements the expansion, but the funding is sufficient to assist about 150,000 additional 
households each year, for a total of 750,000 once the expansion is fully phased in, assuming the 

 
3 These estimates assume that the reduction is applied proportionately to all of the components of the bill’s $75 billion 
voucher funding allocation. 
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funds are used to cover the cost of the vouchers through 2031.4 Today vouchers help nearly 2.3 
million households afford housing, so the expansion could increase that number by close to a third.   

 
Most of the new vouchers (about 545,000) would be available to any household that has what 

HUD labels as “extremely low income” — below the federal poverty line or below 30 percent of the 
local median income, whichever is higher. Data show that extremely low-income households are far 
more likely than higher-income households to struggle to afford housing. The remaining vouchers 
(about 205,000) would be set aside for people with a particularly urgent need for housing assistance: 
those experiencing or at risk of homelessness and survivors of domestic violence and trafficking. 
The bill also sets aside $750 million for “mobility assistance” to help families with children and other 
households rent housing in a wide range of neighborhoods and $500 million for measures to 
encourage landlords to rent to voucher holders.   

 
The Appendix tables show estimates of how many households the 750,000 vouchers would 

benefit in each state, with breakdowns by race and other demographic groups. We estimate that the 
households assisted include roughly 1.7 million people, among them 660,000 children, 180,000 
seniors, and 330,000 people with disabilities. Some 71 percent of those assisted would be people of 
color; housing needs are heavily concentrated among people of color due to a long history of 
discrimination in housing, employment, and other areas.  

 
Vouchers Would Sharply Reduce Homelessness, Housing Instability, 
Overcrowding 

The recovery bill’s voucher expansion is well designed to address the nation’s most pressing 
housing problem: millions of people don’t have enough income to afford safe, stable housing. Even 
before the pandemic and economic downturn, 24 million people in low-income households paid 
more than 50 percent of their income for rent. (Government programs and private owners and 
lenders often use 30 percent of income as a benchmark for the amount households can afford to 
pay for housing.)  

 
Typically, renters who must pay very high shares of their income for housing have to divert 

money away from other necessities to keep a roof over their heads, such as by going without needed 
food, medicine, clothing, or school supplies. As those unmet needs pile up, families often find 
themselves one setback — a cut in their work hours or unexpected bill — away from eviction. 
Unaffordable housing also compels many people with low incomes to live in homes that are 
overcrowded or unsafe, which can seriously harm children’s health and well-being. And hundreds of 
thousands of people can’t afford a home at all; 580,000 people slept in shelters or on the streets on 
the night in January 2020 when HUD conducted its annual point-in-time homeless count.   

 
Housing vouchers are the most direct, effective way to take on these problems. Research shows 

that vouchers sharply reduce homelessness, overcrowding, and housing instability. (See Figure 1.) 
And because stable housing is crucial to many other aspects of a family’s life, those same studies 
show numerous additional benefits. Children in families with vouchers are less likely to be placed in 
foster care, switch schools less frequently, experience fewer sleep disruptions and behavioral 
problems, and are likelier to exhibit positive social behaviors such as offering to help others or 

 
4 Our 750,000 estimate also assumes that HUD would scale up the number of vouchers evenly over the five years and 
provide administrative funding equal to the full amount for which agencies are eligible under the current formula.  
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treating younger children kindly. Among adults in these families, vouchers reduce rates of domestic 
violence, drug and alcohol abuse, and psychological distress.5 
 

The recovery bill’s voucher expansion would be especially likely to be effective at reducing 
hardship and improving other outcomes because the vouchers would be well targeted on people 
who need them. This is especially true of the 205,000 vouchers that would be set aside for people 
who are experiencing or at risk of homelessness and survivors of domestic violence and trafficking; 
the bill will be more effective at reducing homelessness and other severe hardship if this set-aside is 
retained. But even outside of this set-aside, the new vouchers would go entirely to households with 
incomes around or below the poverty line, which are far more likely than higher-income households 
to pay very high shares of their income for rent and be at risk of losing their homes as a result.   
 

FIGURE 1 

 
 
Despite their far-reaching benefits, housing vouchers have long been deeply underfunded. Only 1 

in 4 households eligible for a voucher receive any type of federal rental assistance,6 and in much of 
the country, families applying for vouchers must wait years before receiving them, if they receive 

 
5 Will Fischer, Douglas Rice, and Alicia Mazzara, “Research Shows Rental Assistance Reduces Hardship and Provides 
Platform to Expand Opportunity for Low-Income Families,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, December 5, 2019, 
https://www.cbpp.org/research/housing/research-shows-rental-assistance-reduces-hardship-and-provides-platform-to-
expand.  
6 Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, “3 in 4 Low-Income Renters Needing Rental Assistance Do Not Receive It,” 
July 2021, https://www.cbpp.org/research/housing/three-out-of-four-low-income-at-risk-renters-do-not-receive-
federal-rental-assistance. 
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them at all.7 (See Figure 3.) The recovery bill’s voucher expansion would not provide a voucher to 
everyone who is eligible (though President Biden and a number of members of Congress have 
committed to reaching this goal over time); nor would it end homelessness, housing instability, and 
overcrowding. But it would be the most important step policymakers have taken in decades toward 
each of those goals and would provide hundreds of thousands of families and individuals with relief 
from some of the most severe hardship in the United States today.   
 

FIGURE 2 

 
 

Vouchers Reduce Racial Disparities, Give Families More Choice  
About Where They Live  

Due to a long history of racial discrimination in housing and other areas, the problems that 
vouchers address are disproportionately concentrated among people of color. More than 60 percent 
of people in low-income households that pay more than half their incomes for housing are people 
of color. Also, nearly 40 percent of those who experienced homelessness in 2020 were Black and 23 
percent were Latino, far above these groups’ shares of the U.S. population (13 and 18 percent, 
respectively). People of color also disproportionately face other severe forms of housing-related 
hardship, including evictions and overcrowding. 

 
7 Sonya Acosta and Erik Gartland, “Families Wait Years for Housing Vouchers Due to Inadequate Funding,” Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities, July 22, 2021, https://www.cbpp.org/research/housing/families-wait-years-for-housing-
vouchers-due-to-inadequate-funding.  
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Expanding rental assistance can sharply reduce these racial disparities. For example, one study 

estimated that providing vouchers to all eligible households would lift 9.3 million people out of 
poverty, using a measure of poverty that counts in-kind benefits such as rental assistance as income. 
Poverty rates would drop for all racial and ethnic groups but most among Black and Latino 
households, reducing the gap in poverty rates between Black and white households by a third and 
the gap between Latino and white households by nearly half. The recovery bill’s more limited 
voucher expansion would reduce these disparities by smaller but still substantial amounts. Similarly, 
people of color would be particularly likely to benefit from the reductions in homelessness, 
overcrowding, and evictions and other housing instability that the added vouchers would bring 
about.8 

 
Racism has also prevented many people of color from choosing what community or 

neighborhood to live in, as federal, state, and local policies ranging from discriminatory lending rules 
to exclusionary zoning that prevented development of low-cost housing have blocked Black people 
and others from moving to areas with predominantly white populations. Moreover, due to neglect 
by public officials and other factors, many neighborhoods with large shares of people of color suffer 
from high poverty rates, poorly performing schools, unhealthy environmental conditions, and lack 
of other services and amenities. Despite antidiscrimination measures such as the 1968 Fair Housing 
Act, housing discrimination and local government policies that reinforce segregation remain 
widespread.    

 
 Housing vouchers can provide people with low incomes — including people of color — with 

more choice about where they live. They can do so even more effectively if families also receive 
mobility assistance such as search counseling, outreach to landlords on their behalf, and help with 
costs such as security deposits and application fees to help them rent a home in a neighborhood of 
their choice. Families with vouchers are much more likely — in one study, nearly four times as likely 
— to be able to move to high-opportunity neighborhoods if they receive mobility assistance.9 But 
even without any special assistance, among Black children in households with incomes below the 
poverty line, children whose families use a voucher are twice as likely as children overall to live in a 
neighborhood with a low poverty rate.  

 
Other research demonstrates that when vouchers enable families to move to high-opportunity 

areas, this can have powerful positive effects. A rigorous long-term study found that children whose 
families used vouchers to move from high- to low-poverty neighborhoods had substantially higher 
adult earnings and rates of college attendance than similar children whose families stayed in poorer 
neighborhoods.10 (See Figure 3.) Adults in these families had improved mental health and lower rates 
of diabetes and extreme obesity; researchers concluded that these outcomes may partly reflect lower 
stress due to reduced exposure to crime. Positive effects like these are on top of the benefits from 

 
8 Alicia Mazzara, “Expanding Housing Vouchers Would Cut Poverty and Reduce Racial Disparities,” Center on Budget 
and Policy Priorities, May 11, 2021, https://www.cbpp.org/blog/expanding-housing-vouchers-would-cut-poverty-and-
reduce-racial-disparities.  
9 Peter Bergman et al., “Creating Moves to Opportunity: Experimental Evidence on Barriers to Neighborhood Choice,” 
National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 26164, August 2019, https://www.nber.org/papers/w26164. 
10 Raj Chetty, Nathaniel Hendren, and Lawrence Katz, “The Effects of Exposure to Better Neighborhoods on Children: 
New Evidence from the Moving to Opportunity Experiment,” American Economic Review, April 2016, pp. 855-902. (This 
study was first released in 2015; see http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/images/mto_paper.pdf.) 
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receiving a voucher regardless of what neighborhood the family lives in, such as less overcrowding 
and housing instability. 

 
FIGURE 3 

 
 

Vouchers Are Single Most Important Housing Investment in Recovery Bill  
The recovery bill’s voucher expansion is its most important housing provision, since it would do 

more than any other measure in the bill to help people who experience homelessness, overcrowding, 
or other severe housing-related hardship. But vouchers only account for a small share of the bill’s 
total investment in housing, which also includes $327 billion through the Financial Services 
Committee’s portion of the bill and $47 billion for housing tax subsidies under the jurisdiction of 
the Ways and Means Committee.11 The bulk of the Financial Services funding and all of the housing 
tax subsidies would go toward building or rehabilitating housing.  

 
  

 
11 Of the $47 billion in housing tax subsidies, $29 billion would expand the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit, which 
subsidizes construction and rehabilitation of affordable rental housing. The remaining $18 billion would establish a new 
Neighborhood Homes Tax Credit to subsidized development and renovation of single-family homes affordable to 
homeowners with incomes up to 140 percent of the local median income. 
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Rental Assistance Needed to Make Housing Affordable to Those Who Need It Most 

These supply-side investments can accomplish important goals, including increasing the housing 
supply in tight markets, improving energy efficiency, addressing health and safety risks such as lead 
paint, and making more units accessible to people with disabilities. Investments that prioritize 
construction or rehabilitation of housing set aside for the lowest-income households and other 
underserved groups can be particularly beneficial, such as the bill’s $80 billion for urgently needed 
renovations to public housing (which could help preserve many of the nation’s 1 million public 
housing units as housing affordable to the lowest-income people), $37 billion for the national 
Housing Trust Fund, and $2 billion for tribal housing and community development programs.  

 
But most supply investments in the bill would not make housing affordable to households with 

incomes around or below the poverty line unless the household also received a voucher or other 
similar ongoing rental assistance. This is a serious limitation, since more than 70 percent of 
households that pay over half their income for rent have extremely low incomes, and these 
households are far more likely than higher-income households to experience homelessness and 
other housing-related hardship. One reason supply investments alone are rarely enough to enable 
the lowest-income households to afford housing is that these households typically can’t afford rent 
set at a high enough level for an owner to cover the ongoing cost of operating and managing 
housing. Consequently, even if development subsidies pay for the full cost of building housing, rents 
in the new units will generally be too high for lower-income families to afford without the added, 
ongoing help a voucher can provide.12 

 
For example, the largest federal affordable housing development program, the Low-Income 

Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC), allows rents to be set up to levels affordable to families with incomes 
at 60 percent of the local median. In many areas this is more than 200 percent of the poverty line.13 
LIHTC developments house many families with incomes around or below the poverty line, but 
nearly all either pay high shares of their income for rent or receive a voucher or similar rental 
assistance that enables them to afford the unit.14  

 
The rental assistance funding in the bill is essential to enabling people with the lowest incomes to 

afford housing, including in buildings that would be built or renovated through the bill’s 

 
12 The average extremely low-income renter household had an income of $11,139 in 2018. Government programs and 
private-sector owners and lenders often consider housing affordable if it costs no more than 30 percent of household 
income, which for this household works out to $280 a month for rent and utilities. Many households, including those 
most at risk of homelessness, have much lower incomes and can afford even less in rent. But in 2019 the average market 
rental unit’s operating cost was $520 a month (and over $580 when the owner pays for utilities), according to National 
Apartment Association data. Paula Munger and Leah Cuffy, “Strong Performance to Close Record Economic 
Expansion: 2020 NAA Survey of Operating Income and Expenses in Rental Apartment Communities,” National 
Apartment Association, October 2020, https://www.naahq.org/sites/default/files/2020_ies_exec_summary_final.pdf. 
13 The recovery bill includes changes to LIHTC that would reduce rents in some units set aside for extremely low-
income households, but this would only be required in a small share of LIHTC units and rents would still typically be 
above the level affordable to many of the lowest-income households. 
14 Megan Bolton, Elina Bravve, and Sheila Crowley, “Aligning Federal Low-Income Housing Programs with Housing 
Need,” National Low Income Housing Coalition, December 2014, 
https://nlihc.org/sites/default/files/Alignment_Report_1214.pdf; Katherine M. O’Regan and Keren M. Horn, “What 
Can We Learn About the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program by Looking at the Tenants?” Housing Policy Debate, 
Vol. 23, No. 3, 2013, https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10511482.2013.772909. 
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development subsidies. Both vouchers and other rental assistance funded through the bill could 
reduce rents in housing that receives development subsidies to a level that families with incomes 
around or below the poverty line can afford.  

 
Vouchers could play this role in two different ways. First, most vouchers are “tenant-based,” 

meaning they can be used in a modest unit of the family’s choice. Federal law prohibits owners of 
most buildings that receive federal development subsidies from discriminating against voucher 
holders, so a family with a tenant-based voucher could opt to use it in such a development or 
elsewhere.   

 
Second, housing agencies can also enter into long-term “project-basing” agreements that require 

some vouchers to be used in a particular development. A family living in a project-based voucher 
unit is permitted to move with the next available tenant-based voucher after one year, and a new 
family from the voucher waiting list then moves into the project-based voucher unit. Normally, an 
agency can project-base up to 30 percent of its vouchers (with exceptions allowing agencies to go 
higher under certain circumstances). But the recovery bill would give HUD discretion to exempt the 
vouchers the bill would fund from that limit, so agencies could potentially project-base substantially 
more than 30 percent of the new vouchers.    

 
In addition to vouchers, the recovery bill would also expand other federal rental assistance 

programs, most importantly through $15 billion for added subsidies under the Section 8 Project-
Based Rental Assistance (PBRA) program. PBRA provides assistance through long-term contracts 
between HUD and building owners, and the PBRA funding in the recovery bill would be targeted 
on owners or prospective owners who agree to build or substantially rehabilitate housing (although 
not necessarily with the development subsidies the bill provides). Residents of PBRA units generally 
cannot move without giving up their subsidies, so they have less choice about where they live than 
project-based voucher residents.   

 
At least 40 percent of households that move into a PBRA project each year must have extremely 

low incomes and all must have incomes below 80 percent of the area median income. PBRA units 
thus are not as tightly targeted as the recovery bill’s vouchers (all of which would have to be used for 
households that have extremely low incomes, are experiencing or at risk of homelessness, or are 
survivors of domestic violence or trafficking) but could nonetheless play a substantial role in making 
some units affordable to the lowest-income families. And there will be a pressing need for both the 
PBRA and voucher funding included in the bill, since even combined they would only reach a 
portion of households needing rental assistance. 

 
Supply Focus Could Constrain Choice for People of Color, Others With Low Incomes 

A housing investment package focused disproportionately on development would also limit the 
housing choices available to low-income renters. Families assisted through development subsidies 
(and, as noted, through PBRA) receive help to rent a particular unit but usually have to give up their 
subsidy if they later need to move elsewhere — to be close to a job opportunity, to a relative who 
can act as a caregiver, or to a school for their child, for example. In contrast, subsidies like the 
mortgage interest deduction help higher-income households purchase homes where they choose. This 
contrast has serious implications for racial equity, since most of the benefit from the mortgage 
interest deduction goes to white households, while most low-income renters who struggle to afford 
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housing are people of color.15 Housing Choice Vouchers help low-income households rent units in 
the communities of their choice, but because of limited funding, only a small share of low-income 
households have gotten help expanding their housing choices through the program. 

 
Compounding this risk from limiting choice is the nation’s long history of discriminatory housing 

policies, which have concentrated many affordable housing developments in poorer communities 
with under-resourced schools and other disadvantages. Addressing this legacy will require major 
public investments in schools and other services and amenities in those communities, but housing 
policies should also give families with low incomes greater choice about where they live. 
Policymakers should locate new affordable housing developments in a broader range of 
neighborhoods, but it not clear that future development efforts will overcome the public resistance 
that has long blocked affordable housing development in many neighborhoods, especially those with 
higher-income or predominantly white populations.16 The recovery bill’s voucher expansion, 
particularly because it is accompanied by a major investment in mobility services, offers a proven, 
evidence-based way to ensure that more people with low incomes can live in a neighborhood of 
their choice.   

 
Rental Markets Could Absorb Many New Vouchers 

It is important to note that the recovery bill’s estimated 750,000 new vouchers could be put to use 
irrespective of the new units that would be built over time with the bill’s supply investments. The 
voucher program uses virtually every dollar of funding it receives, so the number of families it helps 
is limited by inadequate funding, not by a shortage of units.17   

 
Most households that receive a voucher (two-thirds, in one study) already rent a housing unit, so 

their vouchers do not add to the number of units demanded in the market.18 Typically, these 
households paid very high shares of their income for rent before receiving the voucher, and many 
simply use the voucher to help them afford their current unit without diverting resources from other 
basic needs. (The voucher also helps protect them from eviction if their earnings drop or they face 
unexpected expenses.) More than 8 million extremely low-income households have a home but 

 
15 Tatjana Meschede et al., “Misdirected Housing Supports: Why the Mortgage Interest Deduction Unjustly Subsidizes 
High-Income Households and Expands Racial Disparities,” National Low Income Housing Coalition, May 2021, 
https://nlihc.org/sites/default/files/NLIHC-IERE_MID-Report.pdf. 
16 Katherine Levine Einstein, Maxwell Palmer, and David Glick, “Racial Disparities in Housing Politics: Evidence from 
Administrative Data,” Boston University Initiative on Cities, August 29, 2018, 
https://maxwellpalmer.com/research/racial_disparities_in_housing_politics.pdf; Jonathan Rothwell, “Land Use Politics, 
Housing Costs, and Segregation in California Cities,” Terner Center for Housing Innovation, September 2019, 
http://californialanduse.org/download/Land%20Use%20Politics%20Rothwell.pdf. 
17 From 2011 to 2020, housing agencies on average spent 99.9 percent of the voucher subsidy funds they received. This 
figure excludes agencies participating in the Moving to Work demonstration, which allows agencies to shift voucher 
funds to other purposes. Will Fischer, “Rental Markets Can Absorb Many Additional Housing Vouchers,” Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities, May 28, 2021, https://www.cbpp.org/blog/rental-markets-can-absorb-many-additional-
housing-vouchers.  
18 For example, one six-city study of vouchers’ impact on families with children found that about one-third of families 
with vouchers would have been homeless or doubled up without the voucher and about two-thirds would have been 
renting their own unit. Gregory Mills et al., “Effects of Housing Vouchers on Welfare Families,” prepared for 
Department of Housing and Urban Development Office of Policy Development and Research, September 2006, 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal//Publications/pdf/hsgvouchers_1_2011.pdf.  
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spend more than half their income to rent it, so 750,000 vouchers could be absorbed many times 
over simply by helping those households. (See Figure 4.) 

 
 The new vouchers would also help people who 

don’t now have their own unit, such as those living 
in a shelter or on the streets or who are doubled up 
with another family. But rental markets could absorb 
many such households just as they absorb other new 
renters, such as young adults leaving their parents’ 
homes or workers relocating to pursue a job 
opportunity. Rental markets in much of the nation 
have sizeable numbers of vacant units,19 and even 
relatively tight markets could likely absorb the 
vouchers funded in the recovery bill because the 
number of units needed would be low compared to 
the overall housing stock. Many housing agencies in 
tight markets have routinely used all of the voucher 
funds they have received in the past.20  

 
The bill would fund 150,000 added vouchers a 

year over five years. If one-third of those voucher 
holders need a new unit, that would amount to 
50,000 units a year, which is less than 2 percent of 
the units that are vacant and available for rent today 
and just 0.1 percent of the nation’s total number of 
rental units. 

 
To be sure, housing supply investments would broaden the range of units available to voucher 

holders (especially in communities with tight rental markets) and have other important benefits, 
even if they are not essential to put the new vouchers to use. For this reason, while lawmakers 
should place the highest priority on the bill’s voucher expansion, the best approach would be for the 
recovery bill to provide robust funding both for vouchers and other rental assistance and for 
subsidies to build and renovate affordable housing.   
  

 
19 Close to two-thirds of the nation’s population live in counties where rental vacancy rates from 2014-2018 averaged 
more than 5 percent (which is often used as a benchmark to separate low-vacancy markets from high-vacancy ones). In 
the second quarter of 2021, 47 of the nation’s 75 largest metropolitan areas had vacancy rates above 5 percent. CBPP 
analysis of Census Bureau data. 
20 For example, on average over the five years from 2016 to 2020, the New York City Housing Authority, the Housing 
Authority of the City of Los Angeles, and the San Francisco Housing Authority each spent at least 99.6 percent of 
voucher subsidy funds they received. 

FIGURE 4 
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Appendix 
APPENDIX TABLE 1 
Estimated Number of Households and People Assisted Through Recovery Bill’s 
Housing Voucher Expansion, by State 

State Households People Female 

Children 
(Under 

18) 

People 
With 

Disabilities 
Seniors (62 
and older) 

Alabama  12,000   26,000   16,000   12,000   4,000   1,000  
Alaska  1,000   2,000   1,000   1,000   1,000  N/A    
Arizona  14,000   34,000   20,000   15,000   6,000   3,000  
Arkansas  7,000   15,000   9,000   7,000   3,000   1,000  
California  103,000   259,000   150,000   87,000   55,000   43,000  
Colorado  11,000   23,000   13,000   9,000   5,000   2,000  
Connecticut  9,000   18,000   11,000   6,000   4,000   2,000  
Delaware  2,000   4,000   2,000   2,000   1,000  N/A    
District of 
Columbia  3,000   6,000   4,000   2,000   1,000   1,000  

Florida  43,000   98,000   59,000   40,000   18,000   11,000  
Georgia  24,000   57,000   35,000   26,000   8,000   4,000  
Hawai’i  3,000   6,000   4,000   2,000   1,000   1,000  
Idaho  3,000   6,000   4,000   3,000   1,000   1,000  
Illinois  31,000   67,000   41,000   26,000   12,000   7,000  
Indiana  15,000   32,000   19,000   14,000   6,000   2,000  
Iowa  6,000   12,000   7,000   4,000   2,000   1,000  
Kansas  6,000   12,000   7,000   5,000   3,000   1,000  
Kentucky  10,000   24,000   14,000   10,000   5,000   1,000  
Louisiana  12,000   28,000   17,000   13,000   5,000   2,000  
Maine  2,000   4,000   3,000   2,000   1,000   1,000  
Maryland  12,000   27,000   16,000   10,000   6,000   3,000  
Massachusetts  17,000   34,000   21,000   11,000   9,000   5,000  
Michigan  21,000   47,000   28,000   19,000   10,000   3,000  
Minnesota  10,000   19,000   11,000   8,000   4,000   2,000  
Mississippi  7,000   18,000   11,000   9,000   3,000   1,000  
Missouri  13,000   28,000   17,000   12,000   5,000   2,000  
Montana  2,000   4,000   2,000   1,000   1,000  N/A    
Nebraska  4,000   8,000   5,000   3,000   1,000   1,000  
Nevada  7,000   15,000   9,000   6,000   3,000   1,000  
New 
Hampshire 2,000 4,000 2,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 

New Jersey  21,000   47,000   29,000   17,000   9,000   7,000  
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APPENDIX TABLE 1 
Estimated Number of Households and People Assisted Through Recovery Bill’s 
Housing Voucher Expansion, by State 

State Households People Female 

Children 
(Under 

18) 

People 
With 

Disabilities 
Seniors (62 
and older) 

New Mexico  5,000   10,000   6,000   4,000   2,000   1,000  
New York  69,000   151,000   90,000   52,000   34,000   24,000  
North Carolina  23,000   52,000   32,000   22,000   9,000   4,000  
North Dakota  2,000   3,000   2,000   1,000   1,000  N/A 
Ohio  29,000   61,000   36,000   26,000   12,000   4,000  
Oklahoma  8,000   18,000   11,000   8,000   3,000   1,000  
Oregon  9,000   19,000   10,000   7,000   5,000   2,000  
Pennsylvania  29,000   59,000   35,000   23,000   13,000   6,000  
Puerto Rico  4,000   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A   N/A  
Rhode Island  3,000   6,000   4,000   2,000   1,000   1,000  
South Carolina  10,000   23,000   14,000   10,000   3,000   2,000  
South Dakota  2,000   4,000   2,000   1,000   1,000    N/A    
Tennessee  15,000   34,000   21,000   16,000   6,000   2,000  
Texas  57,000  140,000   84,000   64,000   22,000   11,000  
Utah  4,000   10,000   5,000   4,000   2,000   1,000  
Vermont  1,000   2,000   1,000   1,000   1,000    N/A    
Virginia  16,000   36,000   22,000   15,000   7,000   3,000  
Washington  15,000   31,000   18,000   11,000   8,000   4,000  
West Virginia  4,000   8,000   5,000   3,000   2,000    N/A    
Wisconsin  12,000   24,000   14,000   9,000   5,000   2,000  
Wyoming  1,000   2,000   1,000   1,000   1,000  N/A 
Total U.S.  750,000  1,678,000   999,000   663,000   331,000   181,000  

Notes: Figures are rounded to the nearest 1,000 and may not sum to totals due to rounding. N/A indicates reliable data are 
not available due to small sample size. The American Community Survey (ACS) identifies people with disabilities based on 
six types of disability; respondents reporting any of the six are considered to have a disability. For more detail on the six 
disability types see: https://www.census.gov/topics/health/disability/guidance/data-collection-acs.html.  
Estimates show the number of vouchers funded after a five-year phase-in. The estimates assume 545,000 of the 750,000 
estimated total vouchers are allocated to households that are extremely low income (less than the poverty line or 30 
percent of the local median, whichever is higher) and severely cost burdened (paying more than 50 percent of their monthly 
income on rent and utilities). Estimates also assume another 205,000 vouchers (provided through funding the bill sets 
aside for people experiencing or at risk of homelessness and for survivors of domestic violence and trafficking) are 
allocated to severely cost-burdened households with incomes less than 15 percent of the local median or half of the poverty 
line. Demographic population estimates are determined by multiplying the total number of people by a weighted average of 
the demographic’s share among severely cost-burdened households and among households currently receiving vouchers 
who meet the income criteria described above. We include Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands, and the Virgin Islands in 
the total number of households, assuming they will receive 1,400 vouchers based on their share of all households currently 
receiving vouchers. 
Source: CBPP analysis of 2014-2018 ACS microdata and 2018 HUD administrative data; 2018 HUD area median income 
limits; 2013-2017 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy data (for Puerto Rico). 
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 

Among People Assisted Through Recovery Bill’s Housing Voucher Expansion, 
Estimated Share by State and Race/Ethnicity 

State 

American 
Indian/ 

Alaska Native 
Asian/ 

Pacific Islander Black Latino 
Multi- 
racial White 

Alabama 0% 1% 72% 4% 1% 22% 
Alaska 19% 8% 13% 11% 10% 38% 
Arizona 4% 2% 20% 44% 2% 28% 
Arkansas 0% 1% 49% 6% 2% 41% 
California 0% 13% 22% 41% 2% 22% 
Colorado 1% 3% 19% 36% 2% 40% 
Connecticut 0% 2% 28% 44% 2% 24% 
Delaware 0% 2% 62% 13% 2% 21% 
District of 
Columbia 0% 2% 85% 6% 1% 6% 

Florida 0% 1% 49% 29% 1% 20% 
Georgia 0% 2% 74% 8% 2% 15% 
Hawai’i 0% 47% 2% 18% 17% 17% 
Idaho 2% 1% 4% 19% 2% 73% 
Illinois 0% 3% 61% 14% 2% 21% 
Indiana 0% 2% 45% 7% 3% 43% 
Iowa 1% 4% 26% 9% 2% 58% 
Kansas 1% 3% 34% 14% 4% 45% 
Kentucky 0% 1% 31% 4% 3% 60% 
Louisiana 0% 1% 78% 4% 1% 16% 
Maine 1% 1% 10% 3% 4% 81% 
Maryland 0% 3% 65% 10% 2% 20% 
Massachusetts 0% 6% 20% 34% 2% 38% 
Michigan 1% 2% 54% 6% 3% 35% 
Minnesota 3% 4% 46% 8% 4% 35% 
Mississippi 0% 1% 79% 2% 1% 17% 
Missouri 0% 2% 49% 4% 3% 42% 
Montana 19% 1% 2% 6% 3% 69% 
Nebraska 2% 2% 34% 14% 3% 44% 
Nevada 1% 3% 43% 25% 3% 25% 
New 
Hampshire 0% 2% 5% 12% 2% 79% 

New Jersey 0% 4% 36% 34% 1% 25% 
New Mexico 8% 1% 5% 64% 1% 21% 
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APPENDIX TABLE 2 

Among People Assisted Through Recovery Bill’s Housing Voucher Expansion, 
Estimated Share by State and Race/Ethnicity 

State 

American 
Indian/ 

Alaska Native 
Asian/ 

Pacific Islander Black Latino 
Multi- 
racial White 

New York 0% 5% 28% 34% 2% 30% 
North Carolina 1% 1% 61% 9% 2% 26% 
North Dakota 15% 3% 13% 4% 3% 62% 
Ohio 0% 1% 50% 6% 3% 39% 
Oklahoma 7% 2% 38% 10% 7% 36% 
Oregon 1% 4% 11% 18% 5% 60% 
Pennsylvania 0% 3% 41% 16% 2% 37% 
Rhode Island 1% 3% 14% 37% 2% 43% 
South Carolina 0% 1% 71% 5% 2% 21% 
South Dakota 33% 3% 8% 7% 2% 46% 
Tennessee 0% 1% 57% 6% 2% 34% 
Texas 0% 2% 40% 41% 1% 15% 
Utah 2% 6% 9% 23% 2% 58% 
Vermont 1% 3% 6% 2% 2% 87% 
Virginia 0% 4% 55% 9% 2% 29% 
Washington 2% 8% 19% 15% 6% 49% 
West Virginia 0% 1% 13% 1% 3% 81% 
Wisconsin 1% 3% 39% 11% 3% 43% 
Wyoming 3% 1% 4% 20% 3% 69% 
Total U.S. 1% 4% 40% 23% 2% 29% 
Notes: Latino category may contain individuals of any race that identify as Latino or Hispanic; other categories exclude 
individuals that identify as Latino or Hispanic. Race-ethnicity shares are determined by calculating a weighted average of 
race-ethnicity shares among households that are severely cost burdened (paying more than 50 percent of their monthly 
income on rent and utilities) and among households currently receiving vouchers, in the income ranges the vouchers 
would likely target.   
Source: CBPP analysis of 2014-2018 American Community Survey microdata and 2018 HUD administrative data; 2018 
HUD area median income limits. 

 
 
 


