
 

 

IMPACT ANALYSIS – ACTIVITY 2023-03: Project-Based Voucher First Year Moves 

 

FACTOR 1:  Impact on the agency’s finances (e.g., how much will the activity cost, any 

change in the agency’s per family contribution) 

 
This should not have a large impact on the agency’s finances as families in 

Project-Based Voucher (PBV) units are normally allowed to transfer after 

one year.    

 

 

FACTOR 2:  Impact on affordability of housing costs for affected families (e.g., any 

change in how much affected families will pay towards their housing costs) 

 

 This activity will not affect housing costs for families.  A family utilizing a 

Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) may pay more than a family with PBV 

assistance, but the family will not be paying more than other HCV 

households.  At move-in the family’s portion could increase from 30% of the 

family’s income to 40% of the family’s income, but this change would be 

covered with the family during the briefing process to allow the family to 

make a housing choice that is best for the family.    

 

 

FACTOR 3: Impact on the agency’s waitlist(s) (e.g., any change in the amount of time 

families are on the waitlist) 

 

There may be a slight increase in the wait time for families on the Housing 

Choice Voucher waitlist since priority for these vouchers would be given to 

accommodate tenants relocating out of the PBV program; however, this is 

how the PBV program already works, so the impact should be negligible 

over time.  

 

There could also be a slight decrease in the wait times for families on the 

waitlist for Project-Based Vouchers since more of these units would be 

made available.  

 

 

FACTOR 4:  Impact on the agency’s termination rate of families (e.g., any change in the 

rate at which families non-voluntarily lose assistance from the agency) 

 

 This would not affect the termination rate of families.  

  

 

FACTOR 5: Impact on the agency’s current occupancy level in public housing and 

utilization rate in the HCV program 



 

 

 

 This would not have an effect on utilization rate for the HCV program as the 

PBV program is part of HCV.  

 

 

FACTOR 6: Impact on meeting the MTW statutory goals of cost effectiveness, self-

sufficiency, and/or housing choice 

 

 This would meet the statutory goal of housing choice by providing tenants 

with more housing options that are more suitable to their needs or situation. 

 

 

FACTOR 7: Impact on the agency’s ability to meet the MTW statutory requirements 

 

a) Very Low-Income Requirement 

 

The agency would still be able to meet this requirement as this activity 

would not impact the selection of applicants as a transfer from PBV to 

HCV is not considered a new admission. 

 

b) Reasonable Rent Policy 

 

This does not affect the family’s calculation of total tenant payment.  

 

c) Substantially the Same Requirement 

 

The agency would still be able to meet this requirement as the families 

impacted by this activity are currently assisted. 

 

d) Comparable Mix Requirement 

 

The agency would still be able to meet this requirement as the families 

impacted by this activity are currently assisted.   

 

e) Housing Quality Standards (HQS) 

 

The units would have to continue to meet the HQS standards, so this 

statutory requirement would be met.  

 

FACTOR 8: Impact on the rate of hardship requests and the number granted and denied 

as a result of this activity 

 

 This activity would not result in hardship requests as does not affect the 

HAP or total tenant payment. 



 

 

 

   

 

FACTOR 9: Across the other factors above, the impact on protected classes (and any 

associated disparate impact) 

 

Using a chi-squared test for independence, ethnicity for the families on the 

Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) wait list and the families in the PBV 

program are independent.   

 

The wait list for the Housing Choice Voucher program contains less families 

whose head of household (HOH) is a person with a disability than those 

housed under the PBV program.  This means there would not be a disparate 

impact on individuals with disabilities with the activity as this activity benefits 

the families housed under the PBV program. 

 

Along the same lines, the PBV program houses more families whose HOH 

is elderly than those families on the HCV wait list, so there is not a disparate 

impact on families whose HOH is elderly.   

 

If families with five or members are excluded from a chi-squared test for 

independence, the test states that the family size variable is independent 

for families on the HCV wait list versus families housed under the PBV 

program.  It is reasonable to exclude these larger families as during the last 

wait list opening, less larger families applied than the agency had intended 

to put on the wait list for the PBV program indicating that there are less 

larger families in the area.  The percentages do show that a higher number 

of larger families are housed in the PBV program than would be expected.  

The wait list data does not contain the correct information to figure out family 

status, but the activity is not having an adverse impact on families with a 

larger number of members.  As this activity is not dependent on whether a 

family has children or not, there should not be an adverse impact on familial 

status.   


