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When we look at the number of units preserved (rather than dollars allocated) with 
both 4 and 9 percent credits, we can see that the overall share of units that were preserved (as 
opposed to newly constructed) with equity from LIHTC increased from 2003 to 2007, dipped 
in 2008, then increased to a new high of 60 percent in 2010. Despite changes in set-asides and 
points across states, preservation units still accounted for roughly 47 percent of all tax credit 
units placed in service in 2012. When combined, the data in Figures 5.2 and 5.3 suggest that 
preservation transactions on the whole tend to have a lower cost per unit than other uses of the 
LIHTC. 

The change in LIHTC allocations was the most frequently mentioned example of WOO-
aided preservation policy change among interviewees. As one stated, “[The fact that] pres-
ervation over the last ten years has become a priority in so many state [QAPs] would be the 
biggest impact [of WOO].” Another person told us “I mean I think it would be not unfair to 
characterize the whole shift of how rental housing finance agencies treat preservation [through 
QAPs] to MacArthur’s Window of Opportunity, certainly over the last seven or eight years.” 
This change in QAPs was largely, but not exclusively, credited to the WOO-grantee National 
Housing Trust’s work. In the words of one interviewee,

It’s a clear cause and effect that the support MacArthur has given to just the National 
Housing Trust and Michael [Bodaken] has allowed him to build an infrastructure of data 
and analysis and the ability to be seen as the top group with knowledge and information 
that is unquestioned as far as its accuracy and validity. He is at the table at every preserva-
tion discussion at the national and many state levels.

Beyond just the National Housing Trust, many interviewees who were familiar with 
WOO credited the MacArthur Foundation for funding high-impact national advocacy orga-

Figure 5.2
Dollar and Share of Tax Credit Investments in Preservation

SOURCE: Data from the National Housing Trust and the National LIHTC database (HUD PD&R, no date-a).
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nizations. As one person put it, MacArthur selected “politically astute organizations” and 
“essentially gave them the running room, the breathing room to be able to use that astuteness 
to support this mission.” Experts said that, in the realm of policy, MacArthur “picked the right 
folks to give the money to.” These dollars were critical to keep some of these groups in business 
at a time when philanthropic dollars for rental housing were especially scarce. Several organi-
zations talked about their struggle to survive in the early 2000s: “I’m sure I speak for others 
when I say, ‘I don’t know what I would have done if MacArthur had not come in to fill that 
breach.’” The announced ten-year time frame for WOO was another way in which the foun-
dation gave policy organizations “running room” and the ability to get traction in making the 
case for preservation. 

Outcome 3b: Regulations and Legislation for Preservation

Our evaluation of this outcome suggests that WOO had modest success in policy change, but 
not in establishing regulations and legislation for preservation. We have already documented 
the LIHTC-related policy changes at the state level, and that those changes were due in part to 
WOO activities. However, change at the federal level was the ultimate goal, since that would 
establish a uniform policy approach nationwide and trigger even more action at the state level 
to augment federal priorities. Unfortunately, despite persistent efforts by WOO grantees, there 
was no new federal legislation or tax code changes to promote preservation.

WOO Federal Policy Achievements

Success at the federal level often requires working closely with the agencies that have the 
authority to make desired reforms. Here, WOO had a mixed record. A number of key HUD 
leaders were recipients of funds through WOO, and their presence undoubtedly had a role in 

Figure 5.3
Number and Share of LIHTC Units That Were Preservation Units

SOURCE: Data from the National Housing Trust and the National LIHTC database (HUD PD&R, no date-a).
RAND RR1444–5.3
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preservation-related changes at the agency. Interviewees credited HUD with substantial, if 
“incremental,” progress under the Obama administration to make preservation easier. 

Whereas, in the words of one interviewee, HUD was a “wasteland” on preservation in 
prior administrations, interviewees generally felt that top Obama administration officials within 
HUD had a “real understanding of affordable housing.” Former HUD officials we interviewed 
confirmed that preservation was, indeed, a “big focus” during WOO years. Despite progress, 
housing practitioners still described HUD processes as “painful” (regardless of the particular 
HUD program office in question), processing transactions as slow compared with the private 
sector, and program offices as siloed and sometimes prone to reaching internally contradic-
tory regulatory decisions regarding a single preservation transaction. Yet interviewees praised a 
number of HUD actions, including 

•	 consolidating programs
•	 revamping internal data systems to track subsidized units
•	 allowing for long-term Section 8 contracts of 20 years
•	 making Section 8 a “a key part of every budget request”
•	 altering HUD practice to greatly reduce terminations of project-based Section 8 contracts 

for substandard conditions at foreclosure
•	 working more effectively with the U.S. Department of Treasury, including making it pos-

sible to use LIHTC with HUD-assisted properties
•	 providing new guidance to ease use of HUD’s available preservation tools
•	 “dipping their toe into the unsubsidized stock based via the FHA Risk-Share Program”
•	 allowing the transfer of Section 8 subsidy from one building to another so as to preserve 

the subsidy, if not the building
•	 being more flexible. 

Chapter Four describes the means by which the MacArthur-funded peer network of non-
profit owners in SAHF effectively engaged HUD regarding administrative reforms.

While interviewees gave Obama administration HUD appointees credit for substantial 
progress, they were unanimous that it is more difficult to work with USDA’s Rural Develop-
ment than it was previously. Staff levels at Rural Development have been severely cut, the 
structure is decentralized, and Rural Development lacks “effective leadership.” One developer 
told us it takes up to 18 months to execute a sale from a willing seller to a willing buyer. With 
LIHTC subsidy in the deal to finance rehabilitation and the ensuing LIHTC deadlines, “We’re 
always down to the line, running out of time and freaking out about our construction schedule 
because it takes so long.” 

While there were some “wins” at the federal level within HUD in particular, interviewees 
expressed that the federal policymaking regarding preservation was muted due to the financial 
crisis of the Great Recession. For example, several WOO-grantees persistently advocated for 
preservation policies that were in a bill called the Housing Preservation and Tenant Protec-
tion Act, sponsored by Barney Frank, that had been repeatedly introduced over several years 
but died in the House Financial Services Committee (most recently in 2010). One interviewee 
told us that preservation was simply not a high enough priority in the House Financial Ser-
vices Committee or Senate Banking Committee in light of the Great Recession and a lack of 
bipartisan interest in rental housing. 
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In lieu of legislative wins, numerous interviewees in and out of government credited 
WOO recipients with helping to protect threatened resources for federally assisted rental hous-
ing during the Great Recession. One way MacArthur did this was through sponsoring national 
conferences in 2003, 2007, and 2009, as well as its funding national advocacy organizations 
to try to keep rental housing in general and preservation specifically on the policy radar when 
many recession-related concerns threatened to crowd it out. Interviewees mentioned a second 
way advocacy work by WOO recipients to secure, for example, American Recovery and Rein-
vestment Act stimulus dollars to fill a $2 billion gap in HUD’s budget for the renewal of Sec-
tion 8 contracts. One interviewee summarized this policy work as follows:

They did a really good defensive maneuver protecting and keeping the idea of rental hous-
ing and preservation on the agenda and balanced it. It was a defensive maneuver, and there 
was no one else. It’s pretty hard to ask any foundation, no matter how big they are, to really 
change the tide. I think that’s a pretty big ask, so within that context of what’s realistic and 
possible, I think they did about as well as one could do.

WOO State Policy Achievements

With the expiration of most federally administered vehicles for preservation, such as the Low 
Income Housing Preservation and Resident Homeownership Act, experts concurred that pres-
ervation had largely devolved to the state level, where LIHTC is administered. Except for Sec-
tion 8, the administration of LIHTCs, volume cap bonds, Section 202, and Section 811 has 
been “pushed down” to the states. Interviewees used phrases such as “getting out of the hous-
ing business” when talking about the federal government. As we will discuss in Chapter Six, 
the reduction in the relatively small role the federal government plays in directly administering 
subsidized affordable rental housing was a serious concern of experts in terms of the future of 
affordable housing preservation.

In response to this devolution, in 2009, the MacArthur Foundation added its State and 
Local Housing Preservation Leaders initiative upon hearing from WOO preservation owners 
that states were the particular sticking point for advancing preservation. Given the central role 
played by state and local government—especially housing finance agencies—in preservation, 
one interviewee told us that this particular strategy was the foundation’s “best bet” to change 
the field of preservation, as it “funded the public funders.” As we discuss in the case study of 
the State and Local Housing Preservation Leaders initiative in Chapter Four, state grantees 
reported that the grants and loans helped them buttress state preservation activity and, in sev-
eral instances, secure new state dollars for preservation.

Several people whom we interviewed also claimed that by issuing an RFQ for the State 
and Local Housing Preservation Leaders initiative (as opposed to inviting select entities to 
submit proposals or directly issuing funding to preselected recipients), the foundation insti-
gated more activity across states than it ultimately funded. Approximately 70 to 80 applicants 
submitted initial letters of interest. Due to the competitive solicitation process, the RFQ may 
have spurred innovation that would not have otherwise occurred. Coming as it did at the time 
of the Great Recession, one grantee told us that the funding gave a state housing agency “the 
impetus to focus on preservation as opposed to something else. It also just focused attention 
on preservation and I just do not think that would have happened if MacArthur hadn’t pushed 
on this issue.” 
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Outcome 3c: Incentives for Preservation

When it formulated the objective to put in place a policy framework, the MacArthur Founda-
tion envisioned federal and/or state and local tax code changes, such as changes in property tax 
classifications, income tax credits for charitable donations of property, exit tax relief through 
reform of capital gains/depreciation rules, or a targeted tax credit. By in large, these changes 
have not materialized. The only tax code change of which we are aware that directly pertains to 
preservation is in Cook County, where TPC’s successful partnership with the Assessor’s Office 
affected a reduction in the property tax assessment on multifamily property and led an infor-
mation campaign in Illinois to inform property owners about how to appeal their property’s 
valuation. In addition, TPC helped the Illinois Housing Development Authority create a pro-
posal for a tax freeze for buyers of vacant 1–6-unit properties, which IHDA used to formulate 
legislation that passed in 2014. No interviewees mentioned incentives when asked about the 
impacts of WOO, and we did not identify any new ones in our policy scan.

Outcome 4: Greater Number of Groups Involved in Preservation 

A key goal of the WOO initiative was to increase the number of owners and funders of afford-
able housing preservation. To assess the degree of success in pursuing this goal, we considered 
two questions. First, was the affordable housing preservation sector larger after WOO’s 14 
years of existence than it was before WOO began in 2000? If yes, the second question was 
whether WOO contributed to this growth. As was the case for the other outcomes, our evalu-
ation relied on feedback from our many interviews with experts inside and outside the sector. 
We learned that there has been growth in the preservation sector and that WOO did influence 
it. However, experts raised questions about the import of the growth and whether some poten-
tial had not been realized. We summarize these points below.

There Are More Developers Involved in Preservation Now Than in the 1990s

According to our interviewees, preservation has become a “standard play” within large owners’ 
portfolios, including those of both nonprofits and for-profits. In that sense, the field has broad-
ened beyond the former set of “very specialized players,” as more developers pursue preserva-
tion tax credit awards. One developer explained her shift into preservation in this way: “It’s a 
good type of real estate to own and manage; it gives us diversity. It puts us in markets that are 
strong.” The sense among our interviewees was that the number of for-profits and nonprofits 
involved in preservation has grown substantially.

As owners’ housing stock ages, they are increasingly recapitalizing their own properties. 
As one developer put it, “We are not only looking at buying somebody else’s [property], but we 
are looking at how do we protect our own?” Partly in response to the high number of LIHTC 
properties reaching the end of their 15-year compliance period, there has been an increase in 
the number of developers who remain in the partnership and preserve the property. “That has 
been a very big growth area in the development world over the last 15 years.” A typical senti-
ment was “Many more nonprofits and for-profits are investing more of their resources, their 
time, and developing deals that are preservation-oriented.” Interviewees credited WOO with 
at least part of this change. WOO encouraged large nonprofit owners to enter preservation 
through its regional preservation leaders RFQ. WOO also created a brand for mission-oriented 
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preservation owners through its investments in peer networks and individual owner entities. 
We discuss these two themes in our discussion of Outcome 1, above. 

Some interviewees warned of a new class of predatory investors who are entering the pres-
ervation sector by “parking capital” in project-based Section 8 properties. According to inter-
viewees, these “nontraditional investors” have bought up buildings in which 100 percent of 
the units are federally assisted to obtain the steady income stream with the intention of selling 
the property in three to five years for a profit “before the roof caves in,” without recapitalizing 
the property. Interviewees worry that such buyers, with their “short-sighted dumb money,” are 
doing a “disservice” to the subsidized inventory, leaving a mess for future preservation-minded 
owners to clean up. 

Some Thought WOO’s Impact Was Limited Because No Leading “Champion” for 
Preservation Emerged as the Industry Grew

Given the focus in WOO on raising the profile of nonprofit developers/owners who could serve 
as ambassadors for preservation by influencing policy through their practices, we asked pres-
ervation experts whom they thought were leading voices that spoke on behalf of the preserva-
tion community. Such a person or entity might create consensus, communicate priorities, and 
advocate for policies to make preservation easier and more effective. We found that a new clear 
leadership “hierarchy” did not emerge as the sector grew; some interviewees were unconvinced 
that new leaders had emerged as the sector expanded. 

No clear consensus emerged from experts about the leading champions for preservation 
and whether there are more or fewer than in the 1990s. Interviewees’ answers were all over the 
board, with the slightly emergent theme of “I don’t think it’s changed.” Interviewees felt that, 
at the national level, the champions in the 1990s are still the same today, with maybe “a few 
more at the margin,” but that these champions are “more mature” and have “more ammuni-
tion.” If anything, with the retirement of long-time allies such as Representative Barney Frank, 
there has been a net loss of legislative champions at the federal level. 

As evidence of lack of consensus, interviewees collectively named a total of 51 differ-
ent champions, of which none was mentioned by a majority of interviewees. The champi-
ons included advocacy organizations (e.g., the National Housing Trust, the National Hous-
ing Law Project), specific owners (e.g., Mercy Housing, Preservation of Affordable Housing, 
Inc., Community Builders, National Church Residences), individuals (e.g., Amy Anthony, 
Vince O’Donnell, Shekar Narasimhan, David Smith, Helen Dunlap), industry groups (e.g., 
the Leased Housing Association, the National Association of Affordable Housing Lenders), 
CDFIs (e.g., the Low Income Investment Fund), peer networks (e.g., the Housing Partner-
ship Network, Stewards of Affordable Housing for the Future, NeighborWorks), government 
agencies (state housing agencies, HUD, Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac), and industry intermediar-
ies or technical assistance providers (e.g., LIHTC syndicators, Local Initiatives Support Cor-
poration). No one organization or person was mentioned by a majority of interviewees; the 
National Housing Trust came closest, with 26 mentions. Stewards of Affordable Housing for 
the Future and state housing agencies (individually or else the National Council of State Hous-
ing Agencies) were the second most frequently named, each with 18 mentions. 

Several interviewees concluded that the majority of champions are at the local level—
many of them MacArthur WOO grantees or borrowers—which is where the majority of fund-
ing for housing is allocated. In the words of one interviewee,
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Outside of Washington, D.C., there’s been a huge change in the number of champions. 
Many of those champions are lenders who are now focusing on preservation who have 
much more national reputation. I’m thinking of Jack Markowski in the Chicago Invest-
ment Corporation. I’m thinking of Network for Oregon Affordable Housing in Oregon 
which is a preservation lender of national repute. California Housing Partnership which 
always had a good reputation but is now doing a lot of work in energy efficiency in Califor-
nia. The Natural Resources Defense Council and Energy Foundation [are now] focusing 
on energy efficiency on existing multifamily buildings and preservation of existing housing.

The strong advocacy is coming now at the local and state level through organizations like 
the Northern Virginia Affordable Housing Association, the Virginia Housing Coalition. 
It’s almost . . . going back to where we were pre-Clinton, when folks kind of gave up on the 
Federal government and were developing, out of necessity, strategies and tactics and fund-
ing mechanisms at the local level and the state level. 

The lack of a national nucleus and the local-level champions underscores a recurring 
theme regarding preservation, which is the decentralized nature of its definition, funding, and 
activity. As we will discuss below, this fragmentation is evident in the lack of a coherent defini-
tion of preservation or a policy justification for it at the national level. 

Outcome 5: Greater Awareness of Preservation 

One of the MacArthur Foundation’s goals was to increase policymakers’ and elected officials’ 
awareness of preservation. The challenge was significant, because the long-standing emphasis 
of housing policy in the United States, as noted above, has been homeownership. The suc-
cessful achievement of this outcome would require a greater appreciation of the existence and 
importance of rental housing and the challenges associated with those who rent. Only after 
making policymakers aware of the importance of rental housing could the preservation issue 
become relevant and salient. Our evaluation assessed whether both renting and rental preserva-
tion became more widely recognized during the WOO years. We then considered WOO’s role 
in observed changes and assessed which strategies were most effective in this regard. 

In summary, we found that awareness of renting and preservation both increased during 
the WOO years, and that WOO was a driver for at least the heightened saliency of rental 
preservation, if not general appreciation of renting, to “balance” housing policy. We found a 
diversity of views about preservation’s definition and importance, suggesting that awareness of 
preservation did not result in a unified understanding of the concept. We did not find evidence 
that WOO built consensus about the definition of or reason for preservation. We close this sec-
tion with a discussion of this last topic. 

Rentership Has Attained Greater Legitimacy and Attention Among Elected and Appointed 
Federal and State Officials

As a backdrop to preservation, interviewees uniformly agreed that renting has gained legiti-
macy and recognition since the 1990s. As one interviewee put it, “rent [is] not a four-letter 
word anymore.” A state housing agency head reported a “sea change in attitude” resulting in 
greater appreciation for and understanding of rental housing among state housing agencies. 
Experts told us that renting is no longer seen as simply a stepping-stone to ownership. Instead, 
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it is seen as a legitimate, substantial share of the economy, deserving of a “rational rental hous-
ing policy.” As an example, the 2010 National Affordable Rental Housing Symposium held at 
HUD was the first-ever White House conference on rental housing. 

Most attributed the changing views on renting to a combination of the economy, lifestyle 
preferences, and changes in the supply of new housing. No interviewee credited the MacArthur 
Foundation as the primary source of the change. By far the most common reason cited for the 
improved stature of renting was the recession that began in 2007 and the ensuing foreclosure 
crisis, when many households transitioned from owning to renting or were delayed in shift-
ing into ownership due to less lending. Several interviewees also attributed changing attitudes 
toward rentership demographic and lifestyle changes, which are leading younger generations 
to value geographic mobility because they anticipate changing jobs over their career and thus 
value the flexibility of renting. The older ages at which adults marry and have children, as well 
as growth in urban populations, has also fueled interest in renting. The built rental product has 
also become more attractive: “When you look at what’s being built in the market, market-rate 
housing for renters is really pretty fantastic, and it’s focused around transit-oriented locations.” 

The improvement in policymakers’ perception of renting has not corresponded to a 
decline in support for homeownership. Interviewees talked about smaller change on the mar-
gins where views have “dimmed a little” on homeownership as an investment. Public opinion 
data support this point; a nationally representative opinion poll conducted annually in 2013, 
2014, and 2015 found 72, 70, and 70 percent of respondents saying they aspired to homeown-
ership (Hart Research Associates, 2015). While “the infatuation with ownership as the means 
of wealth accumulation” might be over, opined one interviewee, “the love affair with home 
ownership is ready to burst forth onto the scene anytime, given a little bit of encouragement.”

There Is a Greater Awareness of Preservation, Particularly Within HUD and State Housing 
Finance Agencies

Notwithstanding the lack of new tax code or laws, interviewees concurred that preservation 
is now a part of most states’ and federal “balanced housing policy.” They cited the fact that a 
majority of states have given preference for preservation in their LIHTC allocations, and that 
senior officials within HUD and the Department of Treasury consider preservation alongside 
new construction in their internal policy discussions about affordable rental housing. 

A majority of those with whom we spoke reported that, relative to the 1990s, preserva-
tion has become a visible, accepted practice within state governments since 2000 and within 
HUD under the Obama administration. Preservation advocates no longer need to start “from 
scratch,” saying to policymakers, “Wait! Wait! Remember preservation!” As one developer put 
it, “We no longer have to justify ideologically the value of the preservation mission.” 

While there was broad consensus that state housing finance agencies broadly understood 
preservation and, through the QAPs, had given it some degree of priority, there was less con-
sensus on whether elected and appointed officials uniformly had an awareness of preservation. 
Responses split along geographical lines; interviewees in high-cost coastal states, such as Mas-
sachusetts and New York, affirmed that their elected state officials and public-sector staffers 
“absolutely get it.” But, in states that provide little to none of its own resources for housing, 
there is little to no recognition of the value of affordable rental housing. For example, a hous-
ing finance expert told us while referencing Midwest and noncoastal states that “There is no 
consensus around housing or its economic value in much of the country, whether we [govern-
ment] should be even involved in it. I don’t think it has changed one bit.” 
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Experts were in greater agreement, but were less optimistic, about Congress, ascribing to 
members “low literacy levels” regarding housing, affordable housing, and preservation. Typical 
comments on this topic included “It really hasn’t resonated yet with the policymaking com-
munity in Washington” and “The message isn’t being conveyed effectively to members of Con-
gress.” Several mentioned the loss of former congressional advocates such as Barney Frank and 
could not point to current congressional members who have taken up the mantle.

Interviewees attributed the change in attitude among state and federal government 
employees to WOO advocates’ education of state housing finance agencies, a greater awareness 
of the scope of the problem due to data advances, the proliferation of examples of preservation 
done well, a greater understanding of transactional practices that do and do not work, and a 
belief that “balance” in housing policy means both new construction and preservation. The 
appointment of WOO beneficiaries to key positions within these government agencies, such as 
Shaun Donovan as HUD Secretary, has also been important.

Experts told us that the MacArthur Foundation’s announcement in 2003 of a decade-
long initiative about preservation served as a powerful signal to policymakers that helped get 
their attention and focus. WOO then hosted a set of public events such as the 2007 National 
Policy Forum and its 2009 Housing Preservation Symposium that introduced a wide range of 
constituents to preservation, its importance, and the barriers to doing it effectively. 

Interviewees mentioned the foundation’s direct investment in data and building networks 
across organizations and between developers and the government more frequently than public 
convenings and communications. In the view of many, these likely played an even greater role 
in increasing awareness on this topic. We discuss this theme in the next section. 

Data Played an Important Role in Raising Awareness of Preservation

Several interviewees identified compiling and interpreting data as the necessary precursors to 
convince state housing agencies and state legislators in particular to engage in preservation. 
The improved data better identified the scope of the problem. WOO grant funding also sup-
ported policy and research staff to interpret the data, frame the problems, and deliver mes-
sages in a way that gave public funders something concrete on which to act. As one person 
put it, “Having a data-driven process in place makes the political discussions easier to have. It 
does not take the politics out of it, but it makes the discussion easier.” The availability of data 
allowed state housing agencies, advocates, and preservation owners to quantify the potential 
loss of affordable rental housing and thus better advocate to state and federal officials for addi-
tional funds and attention to preservation. A policy advocate explained it this way: 

Once we were able to provide very good data on how much housing was at risk by state and 
by location, it was a lot easier to do two things that we couldn’t do before. The first was . . . 
we were able to go into congressional offices with that data and point out by location that 
such and such a project in Storm Lake, Iowa, was at risk. . . . Then the second thing [is] we 
were able to talk to the housing finance agencies about how many units were at risk in their 
state and give them a map. That helped them convince policymakers that preservation of 
that stock was important, because there was not stock like that being built, and so you have 
to save it like an endangered species or else it will be gone. 

Grantees described a two-step process to first try to identify the existing supply of sub-
sidized rental housing, which is not straightforward, given the fragmented and outdated data 
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about different forms of subsidized housing. As a second step, grantees used that data to move 
out of a reactive crisis mode when a particular rental property was at risk of being lost from the 
inventory to a more anticipatory mode of knowing and strategizing about what housing was in 
the pipeline for upcoming expiration or other type of funding discontinuity. The data enabled 
grantees to be deliberate about their policy advocacy and allocation of scarce resources. 

Interviewees resoundingly agreed that there are more and better data about preservation 
now than in the 1990s, and they directly attributed the improvement to WOO investments. 
Interviewees suggested that the MacArthur Foundation was wise to invest in data and data 
tools such as risk assessment algorithms. Among other things, these data have helped advocates 
and WOO recipients communicate the importance of preservation to policymakers by show-
ing that subsidized rental housing in their jurisdiction was at risk of loss. 

An example of the power of data to inform policy is the funding the foundation pro-
vided to the Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy to develop a detailed database 
of all subsidized properties in New York City. The Furman Center reported directly to an 
interagency working group composed of the commissioners from each of the major housing 
agencies in New York City and State, and worked with them to collect these data, and directly 
reported the analysis of these data to the commissioners. Researchers at the Furman Center 
found that over one-third of all subsidized properties in NYC received more than one form of 
rental subsidy and all layers of financing on a property needed to be considered to determine 
when an owner can truly exit affordability restrictions. Such data were essential to developing 
an early warning system of which properties were likely to opt out, and became an active part 
of interagency discussions about preservation strategies. The Furman Center’s public release of 
this database garnered a lot of public attention and was featured in all of the major press outlets 
because it was the first time the “preservation problem” in New York City was fully quantified. 
This then prompted New York’s City Council to award the Furman Center a grant to train 
local developers, city officials, tenant organizers, and tenants themselves on how to use these 
data in an effort to preserve the existing subsidized rental housing stock. 

Several interviewees also praised HUD for putting out more information (and more fre-
quently updated information) about subsidized rental housing through the national LIHC 
database (HUD PD&R, no date-a), the Picture of Subsidized Households data utility (HUD 
PD&R, 2015), and the Section 8 contracts database (HUD PD&R, no date-b). Others cred-
ited the work of the National Housing Trust and the National Low Income Housing Coali-
tion to build and update databases, and to the foundation for funding database work. Experts 
described these data as “extremely powerful as a tool to guide policymakers, to analyze poten-
tial transactions, to figure out strategy with problem properties.” 

While the Awareness of Preservation Increased During the WOO Years, a Consensus 
Definition of Preservation Has Failed to Emerge

Interviewees’ varying definitions made clear that the what, who, and where of preservation 
are each disputed. As a reference point, the MacArthur Foundation defined preservation as 
“Affordable rental housing is preserved when an owner acts to keep rents affordable for low- 
and moderate-income households while ensuring that the property stays in good physical and 
financial condition for an extended period” (MacArthur Foundation, 2009). We heard several 
variants on this definition from experts as we describe below. 
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What Counts as Preservation

Virtually all interviewees agreed that preservation includes actions that keep an existing afford-
able rental unit (whether subsidized or unsubsidized) affordable to low-income households. 
This includes renewing a subsidy on a given property when the original subsidy expires, acquir-
ing a property that was likely to become unoccupied due to disrepair, or refinancing a property 
to extend its affordability. Most interviewees agreed that purchasing an unsubsidized afford-
able rental property at threat of loss due to obsolescence or increasing rents and maintaining 
it as affordable and in good condition counted as preservation. There was some debate about 
how to view activities where an affordable rental housing unit leaves the affordable stock but is 
replaced by another unit located elsewhere. An example of such an action is porting a subsidy 
from property A to property B, which some did and did not view as preservation. 

Who Should Be the Focus of Preservation

This was the subject of more heated philosophical disagreement among practitioners. Some 
believed that resources should be used exclusively to provide affordable housing for the neediest 
of the population, such as those who earn 30 percent or less of the area median income. Others 
emphasized the political pragmatism of maximizing the number of households touched, which 
means providing smaller subsidies per unit and serving low- and even moderate-income house-
holds. This discussion covered the same terrain as the trade-offs of targeting housing aid, 
which we discuss in Outcome 1 regarding nonprofit owners’ struggle to “maintain mission” 
while running a financially sound, sustainable business. 

Where Affordable Rental Homes Are Preserved

The “where” dimension was the most mentioned and contested aspect of preservation. Many 
interviewees struggled with the tension over “whether to preserve in their existing place in 
their existing configuration, or whether that subsidy ought to be moved to other places.” Or, as 
another interviewee put it more bluntly, “everyone who cares about deconcentration of poverty 
is at odds with, or anyways, has mixed feelings about preserving a lot of affordable housing in 
the places where most of it was built.” The debate over the appropriate location of affordable 
housing, which in simplistic terms asks whether it is better to have fewer affordable homes in 
highly desirable high-cost neighborhoods versus a greater number of affordable homes but in 
low-cost areas of concentrated poverty, has erupted in the media given recent research from 
Chetty, Hendren, and Katz (2016) about the long-term impacts of children living in “high 
opportunity areas.” Several referred to this heated debate as one that “splits the affordable hous-
ing community” and goes to high levels within Treasury and HUD.

Interviewees who discussed this theme generally adopted one of three positions: 

1.	 “Preserve what you have got.” The logic here is that the scarcity of the resource dictates 
the most-efficient route to supplying affordable housing. This route is often preservation 
because “every unit that is preserved under some kind of long-term affordability regu-
latory regime is a unit you don’t have to build”—even if “preserving 100 percent low-
income islands of concentrated poverty, [which] I’m not sure is a great public policy.” 
Others talked about wasteful competition between new and older affordable housing: 
“We shouldn’t decimate a market because someone wants something new and better. 
Make that current property better.”
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2.	 Do not preserve projects that are physically obsolete or where there is no market. 
This logic emphasizes whether a project meets a local need rather than analyzing its 
location as a gauge of its desirability. For example, one person told us “You shouldn’t 
preserve efficiency units. No one wants them anymore. Even if they are subsidized, 
people don’t want to move into them.” Another told us that “some of the [rural] projects 
are not needed. Fine, let’s let them out of the project-based rental assistance program, 
but let’s at least capture some vouchers for these tenants then, so they’re not having the 
doubling and tripling of their rent. Not all preservation advocates would agree with me 
on that. A lot of the people, even on the rural preservation working group call, they 
want project-based rental assistance for forever. It doesn’t always make sense.”

3.	 Prioritize preservation of properties in “opportunity-rich areas.” This position pri-
oritizes the location of the house as the primary factor because location dictates access 
to transportation, schooling, neighborhood amenities, and health care. One means to 
this end is to place “urgency” on affordable properties that are in safe and decent neigh-
borhoods. One interviewee worried about the “optics” of prior preservation, “I’m a little 
concerned that all of the effort we’ve done over the past ten years to do preservation and 
to get it equal with homeownership has created the opportunity for people to say, ‘Yeah, 
and all you’re doing is preserving stuff in bad neighborhoods.’” 

Note that two policy developments in 2015 have the potential to shift the nature of this 
debate. First, HUD released a revised version of its Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing rule 
(“Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing,” 2015), which is the first revision in more than 20 
years. The rule establishes in regulation HUD’s view that an inclusive both/and approach to the 
question of where affordable housing is located—i.e., to both invest in high-poverty neighbor-
hoods and to increase the supply of affordable rental housing in low-poverty neighborhoods—
is preferable to an either/or approach. Through the rule, HUD encourages local jurisdictions 
to consider providing affordable rental housing in high-cost communities as well as shoring up 
the housing stock and redeveloping to create opportunities in lower-income communities that 
have a significant minority presence.

Second, in Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs v The Inclusive Communi-
ties Project, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that claims of disparate impact were legal under the 
Fair Housing Act. In the specific case, the Court ruled that Texas perpetuated segregation by 
having policies that funneled a sizable majority of units produced using the LIHTC program 
into lower-income neighborhoods with high minority populations. The ruling established that 
this approach is not legal, with the ruling highlighting the notion that a both/and policy—i.e., 
a policy to place affordable rental housing in both lower- and higher-poverty neighborhoods—
must be credibly pursued.

These two reinforcing developments may potentially shift the debate from a discussion 
focused primarily on where affordable housing is sited to a discussion of how best to consider 
the various approaches to providing and preserving affordable housing.

While the Awareness of Preservation Increased During the WOO Years, There Remains No 
Consensus View on Why It Is Important

Experts with whom we spoke mentioned 15 different justifications for preservation, ranging 
from the economic, to the moral, to the politically expedient. These reasons, along with exam-
ples, are listed in Table 5.2. Among the 15 justifications, cost-effectiveness was the most com-
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Table 5.2
Fifteen Reasons Experts Gave for Preservation

Reason Examples

1. Preservation is 
cost-effective.

•	 “Preserving affordable housing is a hell of a lot less expensive than creating it from 
scratch.”

•	 “They [policymakers] can spread the money over more units and take credit for doing 
more if they use the money for preservation rather than for new construction.”

•	 “It is less costly so it takes less resources. You can do more.”
•	 “It costs a fortune to build new housing. There is tremendous need. We could never build 

the housing for those in need. We better preserve what we have. The preservation costs 
are a fraction of the new construction costs.”

•	 “Preservation is production because if you don’t preserve it, you will lose it and then it is 
going to cost you an incredible amount of money to replace the unit.”

2. At least keep 
what we have.

•	 “For me it really comes down to, we have stock that works. Let’s keep them safe and sani-
tary and affordable.”

•	 “There is just such a dearth of appropriated dollars for new activity, or at all, that the 
focus on making sure we’re at least preserving what assets we have has been important.”

•	 “You have to save it like an endangered species or else it will be gone.”
•	 “Although we were trying to produce units as fast as we could in a very inefficient way, 

we were losing them faster than building them.”

3. Housing 
matters.

•	 “Housing determines so many other things. If a kid is living in a rotten house they’re not 
going to learn.” 

•	 “I think being able to say housing is important and rental housing is really important, and 
here’s why. It’s very impactful in terms of a child’s learning ability. It’s very important in 
terms of family’s ability to eat. . . . To be able to draw those linkages into areas that didn’t 
feel quite as worn out to the public and to the funders and investors, I think has been very 
important.”

•	 “The [how housing matters] research is incredibly useful to us, particularly in a state 
where you have a governor whose favorite thing is education, and [yet] he hates housing 
and he cannot connect the two dots.” 

4. Preservation 
prevents 
deterioration 
and blight.

•	 “Preservation was a means of rebuilding communities; it was combating disinvestment 
and deterioration.”

•	 “Frankly, I have always believed that the vast majority of affordable housing lost is due to 
deterioration and disinvestment.”

•	 “Back in the 90s [preservation] tended to mean more preserving them from converting 
to market. I think as the properties have continued to get older, it not only includes those 
that are at risk of converting to market, but it also includes those that are at risk because 
of physical deterioration.”

•	 “The risk in preservation environment is, I got housing authorities who are incompetent, 
I got 515 projects that have obsolete owners. I’ve got 202s and other very old properties 
that need renovation and reinvigorated management. I’ve got operational and financial 
systems that are antiquated and stuff like that.”

•	 “Really, the much greater risk is downside risk. That the project needs renovation . . . that 
the owner is no longer the best and needs to be replaced . . . that we have financing bal-
looning and we have a financial exposure risk.”

5. Preservation 
is economic 
development.

•	 “Preservation has such an important role in keeping up the economic stability of the small 
towns.”

•	 “It is good for economic development in certain neighborhoods.”
•	 “Those within rural [areas] have an easier sell and I think most of the policymakers that 

we talk to . . . recognize these projects as resources in their communities.”

6. Preservation 
is community 
development.

•	 “I do think that the vast majority of what is being done now in community development 
would fall under the preservation umbrella.”

•	 “You have a wider lens. Housing exists in neighborhoods. Housing is connected to all of 
the things that are central to community life. It also relates to the questions of civility, for 
example. Civility and safety.”

•	 “Affordable housing is a community asset that must be preserved.”

7. Preservation 
retains diversity 
within gentrified 
areas.

•	 “If you don’t want your cities to be the very rich and the very poor, if you want to have 
housing that’s for people who drive the bus and work in the library and oftentimes who 
even work for city government, then you’ve got to think about preserving stock.”

•	 “Getting housing right is what it takes to get cities right. You cannot integrate a city by 
income or by race if you don’t get the housing stock right. Period.”

•	 “Preservation is really critical to the social stability of the city itself, given that approxi-
mately one-third of NYC housing stock is some form of rent-stabilized or regulated units.”

•	 “Gentrification is a political reality that has no easy solution, and preservation is one way 
that that a public official can look like they’re fighting back.”
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Reason Examples

8. There’s less 
NIMBY resistance 
to preservation 
than to new 
construction.

•	 “There’s an incentive for developers to get involved with preservation just because they 
can put a deal together more quickly.”

•	 “You undercut the brutal struggle over permitting which otherwise permeates new con-
struction of affordable housing. The residents love it and the neighbors love it and it’s 
very easy to be accepted by everybody. So that makes it something that obviously elected 
officials like.” 

•	 “You don’t run into NIMBYism [Not In My Back Yard-ism] quite as frontally.”
•	 “Preservation of existing [housing] is an easier path than getting a re-zoning and going 

through a public process around affordable [housing]….” 

9. Tenants, 
particularly 
seniors, can 
remain in place.

•	 “It just makes so much sense to do it then you don’t have to relocate people.”
•	 “They are elderly tenants. When push comes to shove, they will all show up at 26 Federal 

Plaza or at Chuck Schumer’s office . . . out of their minds because they are in jeopardy 
of losing their units. I think the political face for protecting that housing stock is pretty 
strong.”

•	 “When you talk about it particularly as a resource for seniors, you know they [federal poli-
ticians] often resonate to that.”

•	 “The rural population is disproportionately older and getting older, so it . . . providing 
those alternatives for rural rentals is important.”

10. Preservation 
is part of a 
balanced housing 
policy.

•	 “No one in any city can build enough affordable housing from scratch so preserving the 
existing stuff has to be a part of everybody’s policy objectives, period.”

•	 “Home ownership is not the panacea that everybody thought it was, and some people 
will never be ready for home ownership. That’s why we need quality affordable rental 
stock to be able to provide housing opportunities to those folks.”

•	 “Our populations are growing so how we can possibly meet this crisis by just preserving 
what is out there. . . . [That] is totally never happening.”

•	 “In large urban environments like Boston you’re really not going to build your way out of 
an affordable housing problem so you’ve really got to hold on to the affordable housing 
stock that you have available.”

11. Preservation 
is ecological.

•	 “The most green thing we can do usually is to preserve a building.”
•	 “The greenest building is the one that’s already built.”
•	 “It is obviously much less damaging to the environment to do preservation than new con-

struction, right? I think that is proven now.”
•	 “A lot of times people lump green and that kind of stuff into preservation and I think 

energy efficiency is good if it saves money, but if it’s to make it green, look green, I think 
it is kind of overdone at some point.”

•	 “To me, preservation itself is green. Start there, but don’t gild the lily with extreme exam-
ples of grass on the roof, that kind of stuff.”

12. Preservation 
timeline fits 
within an 
election cycle.

•	 “Policymakers are generally in those positions for short periods of time. New construction 
takes too goddamn long for them to take credit for anything.”

13. Avoid 
another missed 
opportunity. 

•	 “I know for a fact that we were all just kind of behind the curve pretty substantially from 
the beginning, so there was a lot of missed opportunity.”

•	 “There’s been a lot more recognition [of] the crisis of sort of losing it, and it’s already 
there, and it’s really hard to build, and NIMBYism, so, you know, it’s just more efficient to 
get control of it rather than let it get lost and gone forever.”

14. Preservation 
is less risky 
than new 
construction.

•	 “We do not have entitlement risk. We do not have construction risk. We do not have 
demand risk. We do not have building code risk. There’s a million reasons why preserva-
tion is less risky.”

15. Preservation 
keeps intact 
the physical 
profile of the 
neighborhood.

•	 “Wherever possible, not to tear down and to rebuild; and part of that was cost, but part 
of that was also about preserving, kind of, by definition then, those buildings would fit 
into the existing neighborhood fabric.”

Table 5.2—Continued
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monly mentioned and also empirically backed. Recent research sponsored by the MacArthur 
Foundation found that, in a convenience sample of LIHTC properties, the cost of new con-
struction was 25–45 percent more than the costs of acquiring and rehabilitating a similar 
property over a 50-year life cycle of a building (Wilkins et al., 2015). 

The number of reasons for preservation may be one explanation for the difficulty experts 
reported in conveying why preservation is important in a manner that elected officials in par-
ticular would find compelling. The multiplicity of reasons, while perhaps all true, indicate that 
a dominant case for preservation has not yet emerged. One interviewee wondered, “I am still 
puzzled about why housing security—affordable housing—doesn’t resonate more broadly.” 

Interviewees cited several possible reasons for the lack of a unified, compelling narrative. 
Several interviewees blamed the “wonk speak” of preservation, such as the insider references 
to the programs with all the “funny letters and numbers” as the reason preservation does not 
resonate with nonspecialists. As one person put it, “I frankly don’t think we do a good job of 
making our case for affordable housing. I am not quite certain how you make it, but I know 
we just don’t do it.” Another reason people think preservation does not resonate is that the case 
for preservation is often framed in negative terms—e.g., let’s at least keep what we might oth-
erwise lose. One person criticized this approach as “deficit” rather than aspirational, inspiring 
thinking. As another practitioner told us, “The word preservation does not sound very active, 
does it? . . . It doesn’t sound dynamic.” Others blamed fatigue, owning up to “a resignation 
that, after 50 years of . . . talking about the need for affordable housing, it has just not proven 
to be as powerful as an argument as all of us who are in the field think it should be.”

The wide range of reasons given for preservation occurs in part due to the lack of a con-
sensus on what preservation is and what problems it is intended to fix. Tellingly, one inter-
viewee told us, “I’m still trying to figure out what preservation means ten years into it.” The 
closest interviewees came to a distilled schematic for preservation is the “bifurcated challenge” 
of, on the one hand, the upside risk of displacing low-income residents due to owners opting 
out of maintaining the affordability of multifamily rental in favor of converting the properties 
to a more-expensive market rate, and, on the other hand, the downside risk of allowing proper-
ties to deteriorate so that they fall out of the low-income housing stock due to foreclosure and/
or vacancy. 

Another way experts sought to simplify the many definitions of and justifications for 
preservation was to frame preservation more broadly to encompass at least many, if not all, 
of its facets. In some cases, they defined preservation so broadly as to even remove the word 
“preservation.” Thus, we heard formulations like “Housing matters,” “Preservation is commu-
nity development,” and “Preservation is production.” By casting preservation in human terms, 
advocates and practitioners sought to cut through the regulatory complexities and justify pres-
ervation in ways that a lay person can understand. “What are the basics here? If a kid is . . . 
sleeping on the bus at night because that’s the only place where parents can afford for her to 
live, how is she doing in school during the day?”

Framing preservation as community development also touches on the generational shift 
away from the “old HUD programs” of federally subsidized rental housing toward a broader 
definition of preservation that includes the focus on mixed-income development that started 
with HOPE VI in the 1990s. As one interviewee told us:

Twenty years ago, pretty much the working theory was that we needed to pinpoint our 
resources into areas of distress with the belief that those investments would reverse eco-
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nomic flow somehow. I wouldn’t say that people don’t believe that anymore, but I would 
say that they believe that and they believe other things, too. They also believe that it’s really 
important to invest resources in good places, and there’s much more acceptance to the idea 
of mixed-income housing than there used to be. I would call it an evolution of the way in 
which community development positions itself and sees its mission. It’s much broader. . . . 
It’s more appealing. 

In the absence of agreement within the field about “the case” for preservation, experts 
returned again and again to the idea that what tends to “work” to get preservation to happen 
depends on the locality: 

When I’ve seen [preservation] break through, it’s because it’s pretty market- or state-specific, 
so there’s a sense that there’s sort of a flood of expiring use and it’s retail politics. It’s very 
contextual and it’s also about who’s in office and to what degree do they want to make it 
an issue? Are they campaigning for Grandma? Is it poor people? I mean it’s very retail, very 
basic, political.

The relative invisibility of preservation and its inherent variation, which depends on local 
market conditions, tenant mix, ownership structure, and the local funding climate, means 
that the case for preservation must remain “a little bit all over the place.” Given the localized 
nature of preservation, the case for preservation might need to remain local. As one interviewee 
explained, “There doesn’t have to be a single reason, and there isn’t.” Another explained, “It 
kind of depends on what sells in the local political market as to how you frame your preserva-
tion programs.” 

But preservation experts came down on both sides of this question, wondering if some-
thing is not lost in the fragmentation: “You are kind of utilizing the audience and the message 
that works with the audience, but as a result we often kind of lose the support and realization 
for preservation.” Another preservationist bemoaned that “there are people championing it but 
there’s no obvious nexus for the case for it.” So, although experts concurred that WOO raised 
the prestige of preservation, and awareness of it, they did not indicate that WOO played a role 
in setting the terms of preservation or otherwise causing consensus to build around a national 
“case” for it. 

Outcome 6: Preserve 300,000 Affordable Rentals by 2020 

As the WOO initiative evolved, so did its numerical goals for the number of affordable rental 
homes it would help preserve. The initial stated goal was 100,000 over five to ten years, but that 
goal tripled in 2007 when the foundation tripled its total planned investment from $50 million 
to $150 million. We evaluate WOO in the context of this outcome by examining data from 
grantees and from HUD sources as well as from interviews with experts in the field.

WOO Recipients Appear Likely to Fall Short of the 300,000-Unit Goal

According to unpublished data assembled by PolicyMap in 2015 from special-purpose vehicles, 
owners, and developers that received WOO grants or loans, the foundation directly funded 
organizations that preserved approximately 150,000 units over the course of the WOO ini-
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tiative, a pace that suggests WOO will fall short of its goal that WOO recipients preserve 
300,000 affordable rental units by 2020. 

According to the recipients’ reports, the rental homes that WOO recipients preserved 
were distributed across all 50 states. In ranked order, the states where the greatest shares of the 
partially WOO-funded preserved homes were located were New York (10 percent), California 
(9 percent), Ohio (8 percent), and Illinois and Virginia (7.5 percent). The preserved afford-
able rental homes served a wide variety of tenants, including seniors, persons with HIV/AIDs, 
families, and formerly homeless. 

Note that we do not know how many of these units would have been lost from the afford-
able stock if not for WOO. And three interviewees questioned whether WOO substantially 
increased the number of units preserved. Despite the wide agreement that the capacity of non-
profit developers had grown substantially, there was disagreement as to whether the growth in 
capacity translated into meaningful growth in the number of preserved units. As one person 
told us, prior to MacArthur’s investments, nonprofits might have been preserving 40,000 units 
per year (which happens to equal the number of preserved units per year financed with 4 per-
cent or 9 percent LIHTC equity in the most recent three years for which there are data). With 
the WOO initiative, this interviewee guessed nonprofits might now be preserving 50,000 per 
year. Though this represents a 25 percent annual increase in the number of preservation units, 
this scale is small relative to the overall rental housing market: “I just don’t think they moved 
the needle.” Another person told us that, in terms of preserved units, “It doesn’t feel like there 
has been much change.” But a third person disagreed, saying that “prior to 2000, 90 percent 
of tax credits [LIHTC] were being allocated to new construction, and now we know that over 
50 percent are rehab.” The aging of the LIHTC stock may comprise a substantial portion of 
the shift, since LIHTC owners may be requesting more tax credits as their properties need to 
be recapitalized.

Another challenge, aside from not knowing the number of rental homes that would have 
been preserved in the absence of WOO, is that there is still no reliable national source of 
data that catalogues which properties renewed their subsidies without going through a major 
restructuring. For example, if an owner of a unit voluntarily renews a housing assistance pay-
ment contract with HUD, the unit may not count as being “preserved” by a housing financing 
agency. In addition, HUD’s public data does not provide information on subsidy renewals. 

In short, the only way to know whether a property’s subsidy is renewed is to create a 
database that follows every property with a subsidy over time. Such a database currently does 
not exist. Much of the existing data infrastructure to track these properties over time, such as 
they are, were developed only in the 2000s, thanks in part to MacArthur’s funding. National 
databases, such as the National Housing Preservation database, created by the Public and 
Affordable Housing Research Corporation (PAHRC) and the National Low Income Housing 
Coalition (NLIHC), have some information on subsidy renewals absent a repositioning of the 
property. However, PAHRC and NLIHC note that the quality of this information decreases 
substantially the further back in time one goes from 2010. Some local databases, such as those 
at the Shimberg Center and the Furman Center, have better approximations of which owners 
renewed their subsidies, with and without a repositioning, as far back as 2004 and 2002, 
respectively, but not before then and not on a national level. 

In light of this data challenge, another approach to explore trends in preservation is to 
look at the share of rental homes that remained in HUD’s portfolio in any given year. For 
example, almost all project-based Section 8 contracts were due to expire at some point between 
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1995 and 2015, which means that at one point during this period, every property could either 
exit the subsidized portfolio or renew. Figure 5.4 shows the number of units that exited the 
project-based Section 8 program by year, what share of units that were active in the beginning 
of each year exited that year, as well as the cumulative number and share that exited the pro-
gram since 1995. 

Several trends are evident. First, the largest number of units and the largest share of 
units exiting the project-based Section 8 program happened in 2001. That exit rate and count 
dropped by half for all subsequent years, except for 2006, which was the peak of the housing 
market when the upside financial benefit to owners from exiting was greatest. While we cannot 
make any causal claims, it is likely that increased awareness of preservation, data about which 
properties will need to be preserved in future years, and financial resources to preserve units 
likely contributed to fewer units exiting this portfolio post-2001. 

Despite the disagreement among the experts we interviewed about whether to character-
ize the shift in preserved units as large or small, evidence from Chapter Six indicates that the 
preservation counts are dwarfed by the size of the overall rental affordability problem, which 
grew very much over 2000–2010. In the absence of those data, nonprofit and for-profit owners 
we spoke to pointed to an unquestionably more robust nonprofit “delivery system” for pres-
ervation. The comment that follows is representative of the qualified praise experts accorded 
MacArthur:

I think the delivery system for affordable housing rental preservation, unfortunately, is still 
being stick built. We didn’t bend the cost curve. We didn’t bend upward the capacity curve. 
So, if we were measuring ourselves only by those outcomes, we didn’t succeed. If we are 
measuring ourselves on visibility, resources that got attracted, research that was done that 

Figure 5.4
Number and Share of Units Exiting the Project-Based Section 8 Program, by Year

SOURCE: Analysis from Reina and Winter, in progress.
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was seminal, public policy debate, focus by state institutions, we succeeded. So I would call 
it a draw.

A further issue that potentially hindered progress on this goal is that, although public 
documents consistently highlighted the numerical goal as central to WOO, internal docu-
mentation and staff interviews indicated that the numerical count was of low priority. As one 
MacArthur employee told us, “The fact is we barely tracked the [numerical] goal, because 
it was really about getting people to act differently.” Data collection from grantees reflected 
the secondary importance that MacArthur staff placed on the numerical goals; for example, 
annual surveys of grantees were planned but not consistently executed, and data collection 
from grantees was fairly minimal and lacked standardized categories for data reporting that 
would enable easier aggregation of reports. 

As a final factor, some thought WOO’s impact in terms of number of units preserved was 
limited by the decision to exclude for-profit developers who, in turn, own the majority share of 
unsubsidized affordable rental housing. Given that unsubsidized rentals constitute the major-
ity of the affordable rental housing stock in the United States, one person told us, 

I never saw the vehicles for how we were going to affect 95 percent of the affordable aging 
multifamily rental stock, and yet I think I recall the kind of language of Window broaden-
ing. But there was never a theory of the case for how MacArthur and Window of Oppor-
tunity through PRIs [were] going to affect the economics of preserving the unsubsidized 
rental stock.

Interviewees noted that MacArthur pitched to the top of a relatively narrow class of 
owners—i.e., the most sophisticated and typically the largest of the mission-oriented non-
profit owners—overlooking the owners of small, unsubsidized multifamily rentals and larger 
for-profit developers. While interviewees were unsure whether the financial tools and effective 
networks exist to reach them, the class of small multifamily owners could be “a tremendous 
resource of untapped potential [in that] they do own most of the rental housing in this nation.” 
One interviewee noted that his “biggest complaint” was that, decades into preservation, “Have 
we found a nonprofit that knows how to manage scatter sites, small multifamily? Have we cre-
ated the capacity to be able to go into neighborhoods and help small, private builders do this? 
No.” Had they been included, several experts felt that MacArthur could have deepened its 
impact on preservation. 

Conclusion

The WOO initiative represented an ambitious set of strategies intended to change housing pol-
icies and practices to facilitate more preservation of affordable rental housing. The MacArthur 
Foundation identified five principal barriers to achieving this goal: 

•	 too few significant nonprofit owners who had made preservation a key strategy
•	 inadequate financial support for preservation
•	 a policy framework that either made preservation difficult or placed preservation at a 

lower priority
•	 too few organizations involved in preservation advocacy and policy development
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•	 little general awareness of preservation as a problem.

WOO was designed to provide at least partial solutions to these problems, with the hope 
that the changes it sparked would result in at least 300,000 units of affordable rental housing 
being preserved by MacArthur-funded owners and special-purpose vehicles by 2020, and, more 
broadly, 1 million units preserved through an improved policy framework for preservation.

Our evaluation of WOO points to many achievements. The field of preservation has more 
players, and these players are more sophisticated. There are more resources that can be used for 
preservation, most notably through the LIHTC program, and policies at the federal and state 
levels have become more preservation-friendly. WOO-supported peer networks and intermedi-
ary support organizations, such as the Housing Partnership Network, Strength Matters, and 
Stewards of Affordable Housing for the Future, have helped to spread and standardize prac-
tices among large nonprofit owners. Awareness of preservation has increased. Indeed, among 
those interviewees who were familiar with MacArthur’s investments in preservation, there was 
a consensus that the Window of Opportunity initiative was well-structured, innovative, and 
accelerated ongoing change within the field, especially among nonprofit preservation owners.

Yet WOO is likely to fall short of its 300,000 unit goal, and a policy framework is not 
in place that will reverse the projected loss of affordable rental housing. The first, and perhaps 
most significant, reason for this shortfall was the failure of efforts to pass federal legislation 
regarding preservation or secure tax code change, which would have likely sparked much more 
preservation activity. WOO operated in a period when Congress failed to pass almost any kind 
of legislation about housing at all, let alone about preservation. A second, related factor is the 
financial crisis that depressed real estate activity in general and reduced the volume of preser-
vation transactions. A third factor is the lack of a clear, compelling narrative for preservation, 
which resulted in a somewhat disjointed approach to the issue and contributed to disagree-
ments about strategies and a diffusion of energy. Fourth, the MacArthur Foundation itself pri-
oritized changing the nonprofit owner industry, not the much larger for-profit owner industry, 
and it prioritized the policy environment over the unit count.

Interviewees continue to grapple with fundamental questions about preservation. These 
dilemmas pertain to who is best suited to do preservation, what types of housing should be 
preserved, and how to define and justify preservation so as to elicit the most resources. Because 
there is a diversity of viewpoints regarding these questions, the experts we interviewed expressed 
concern about the future of preservation as a unified field in the wake of MacArthur’s with-
drawal from housing philanthropy. Without MacArthur’s leadership, they feared a splintering 
of existing coalitions over these issues and a less coherent field moving forward. We revisit this 
theme in Chapter Six, where we conclude. 
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CHAPTER SIX

Conclusion

In this chapter, we summarize our findings about the Window of Opportunity initiative and 
we place them in the context of changes that happened to the housing market during the first 
decade of the WOO initiative. Specifically, we examine the availability of affordable rental 
housing over the 2000s to understand whether WOO had an effect on retaining or increasing 
the supply of affordable rental housing. We conclude with six lessons for the MacArthur and 
for other foundations as they design philanthropic initiatives.

WOO Outcomes in Context

Motivated by a 1999 research report forecasting the potential loss of a million privately owned 
affordable rental homes (Joint Center for Housing Studies, 1999), in 2000, the MacArthur 
Foundation launched its preservation initiative called Window of Opportunity. WOO grew 
into a 20-year effort that included $187 million of loans and grants. In this report, we have 
described the seven strategies by which the MacArthur Foundation has sought ambitious 
changes in the preservation of affordable rental housing. The ultimate objective of the initia-
tive is to help secure a policy framework that would mitigate, and perhaps even reverse, the 
projected loss of affordable rental housing. 

We found that Window of Opportunity has achieved many of its desired outcomes, but 
that these outcomes failed to induce change at the desired scale. Through its philanthropic 
initiative, the MacArthur Foundation raised awareness of preservation; increased the prestige 
associated with this activity; strengthened and branded as a sector large nonprofit developers 
that preserve affordable rental housing; instigated innovations in ways to fund preservation; 
and supported advocates who helped secure significant policy and funding changes primarily 
at the state level, and, to a lesser degree, at the federal level. These achievements are consider-
able, especially when taking into account the challenging legislative and economic era in which 
WOO operated. 

However, these accomplishments did not resolve structural problems for preservation that 
we believe inhibited WOO’s ability to achieve impacts at the desired scale. The largest inhibi-
tor of preservation was the economic downturn in the WOO years. Due to the downturn, 
the rental affordability problem grew significantly rather than shrank; rental housing became 
substantially less affordable in the first ten years of the initiative, compared with the relatively 
benign period in the decade leading up to WOO, during which widespread unaffordability 
improved very modestly (described in Chapter Two). 
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Our analysis shows that rents increased1 across almost every MSA between 2000 and 
2010, even as real incomes of renters declined.2 The combination meant that the average renter 
in the United States had a substantially greater rent burden than in the decade prior.3 In addi-
tion, both the number and share of renters increased, which put pressure on the market and 
exacerbated the rent burden. The U.S. homeownership rate peaked in 2005 at 69.1 percent and 
then declined to 66.9 percent by 2010,4 causing a sizable exit from ownership into renting.5 

An increased number of renters would not necessarily lead to an increase in rents if there 
was a large increase in new rental units. However, new construction lagged behind the number 
of increased renters, particularly toward the end of the decade, as new construction of multi-
family housing slowed sharply beginning in 2008, and did not recover for the remainder of the 
decade.6 Higher rents were a product of increased demand for rental units, which was not met 
by a sufficient supply of more rental units.

That said, there was a bright spot in one segment of the rental market supply where the 
WOO initiative was focused: The supply of subsidized rental housing increased, primarily due 
to the LIHTC program, which more than doubled in size to almost 1.9 million units between 
2000 and 2010 (see Figure 6.1). The increase in LIHTC more than offset the smaller declines 
in public housing and project-based Section 8 vouchers during this time. This increase does not 
reflect an expansion of the LIHTC program, but rather a continuation of the existing annual 
commitment to the program. As described in Chapter Five, interviewees credited the Mac
Arthur Foundation with timely financial support of advocates that helped to effect increased 
LIHTC allocations for preservation.

Unfortunately, this segment, though critical, represents a relatively small portion of the 
affordable rental housing stock. The largest segment (54 percent) of affordable rental hous-
ing consists of single-family (1–4-unit) structures. The WOO initiative, by contrast, focused 
primarily on the preservation of multifamily affordable rentals. This reflected a choice by the 
foundation to focus on large nonprofit preservation-oriented owners who, by and large, were 
preserving subsidized rental housing, which is most often in multifamily dwellings. The ratio-
nale for focusing on large nonprofit preservation owners was that they had sufficient scale to 
innovate preservation practices and to advocate at the state and federal levels for increased 

1 Rents at the 20th percentile of the rent distribution rose in 90 percent of the 238 largest MSAs in the United States, with 
an increase of 17.5 percent in real terms on average in MSAs over the decade. This compares with a 1.1 percent increase in 
rents over the 1990s. Similarly, at the 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles of the rent distribution, rents rose in 89 percent, 
90 percent, and 93 percent of the metropolitan areas in the United States, respectively.
2 Incomes fell by an average of 15 percent at the 20th percentile, and 15, 13, and 10 percent at the 40th, 60th, and 80th 
percentiles, respectively. And incomes fell in virtually all metros regardless of the renter’s income level; renter incomes at the 
20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles of their income distribution fell in 88, 94, 93, and 88 percent of the metropolitan 
areas, respectively. 
3 Rental affordability for renters with incomes at the 20th and 40th percentile distribution improved in only two of the 238 
MSAs we studied over the 2000s (Decatur, Alabama, and Rochester, Minnesota), and it did not improve in a single MSA 
for renters with incomes at the 60th and 80th percentiles.
4 It has since declined even further, to its lowest level in more than 30 years.
5 On balance, there were 14.2 percent more renters in 2010 than there were in 2000—the additions averaged about 350,000 
new renter households per year—and they came to occupy 40 million units.
6 In 2000–2010, the United States built an annual average of 326,000 rentals with five or more units, but only 295,000 were 
built in 2008, 121,000 in 2009, and 135,000 in 2010. Taking into account the fact that housing units leave the stock each 
year due to obsolescence, the true net annual creation of rental housing units is smaller than the average of 326,000 units.
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resources and policy tools to ease and expand preserved units. This decision was understand-
able, but it also meant that WOO’s scope was, while significant, focused on a minority of pri-
vately owned affordable rentals.

In addition to the Great Recession and the ensuing housing crisis, we identified three pri-
mary policy barriers to preservation reaching a larger scale during the WOO years:

•	 A lack of federal congressional commitment to preservation legislation that would have 
spotlighted preservation as a national priority. Such a priority declaration would trigger 
reform of other federal, state, and local programs to incorporate preservation explicitly, 
thereby expanding the resources devoted to preservation.

•	 Few funding vehicles and policy efforts to engage the largest owner type of affordable 
rental housing: for-profit owners of small numbers of units.

•	 A lack of significant new funding sources at a scale required to preserve large numbers of 
rental homes. 

Now that the recession has ended and all WOO investments have been made, these bar-
riers continue for a number of reasons. Most of these, such as congressional commitment to 
housing, are outside the control of the MacArthur Foundation, but there are two barriers that 
the philanthropy could theoretically have helped to change in greater degree. First, although 
awareness of preservation has grown, a widespread understanding and motivating “story” for 
preservation—who should preserve affordable rental housing, why preserve, what is preser-
vation, where should and should not rental homes be preserved—has not emerged. Closely 
related to this, serious data limitations still inhibit researchers’ and practitioners’ ability to 
accurately pinpoint the amount of preservation activity, which inhibits the ability to document 

Figure 6.1
Units of Federally Subsidized Housing, by Program, 2000–2010

SOURCES: Collinson et al., 2015; Reina and Winter, in progress; National LIHTC database (HUD PD&R, no date-a); 
HUD’s Picture of Subsided Households (HUD PD&R, 2015).
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the scope of the problem and responses to it. Good comprehensive data could have potentially 
shown that preservation has broader scope and relevance than already known.

Nevertheless, the Window of Opportunity initiative had an impressively large scope, 
scale, and strategy. Much went right with the initiative, including how it was structured. The 
consideration of the entire “supply chain” of preservation and funding agents at all points in 
that chain was novel and permitted a more rapid increase in capacity than would otherwise 
have been possible. The early signaling by the foundation to a long-term commitment allowed 
organizations and their supporters to think beyond the specific real estate transactions at hand 
and consider longer-term strategies to reposition organizations for growth. Such thinking is 
essential in an environment such as housing, where change occurs over years and decades 
rather than months. 

The foundation’s funding strategy, which relied on the combination of loans and grants, 
included several innovations relevant to other philanthropic organizations seeking to imple-
ment systems change. These characteristics of the philanthropic initiative helped raise the pro-
file of, if not form a consensus policy motivation for, preservation. That the initiative is not 
likely to reach its goal to catalyze major preservation-related policy changes speaks to the 
limitation of a single philanthropic initiative targeting a massively large asset such as housing 
that is intimately connected to a national or global economy. To put it in context, the value of 
affordable housing in the United States is approximately $2 trillion.7 For even a large philan-
thropic organization such as the MacArthur Foundation to make a dent in such a huge market 
is a noteworthy achievement.

As a final postscript, two important developments in 2015 could help reduce existing 
barriers to the preservation of affordable rental housing, by increasing awareness of the lack of 
affordable rental housing and potentially causing more funds to be devoted to its production 
and preservation. The revised version of HUD’s Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing rule 
will potentially lead many communities to consider the availability of affordable rental hous-
ing locally and possibly work to provide more. Further, the U.S. Supreme Court’s ruling in the 
Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs v The Inclusive Communities Project will 
cause states to pay closer attention to the geographic distribution of its affordable rental units, 
with the result likely being the provision of more units in low-poverty neighborhoods. These 
two policy changes may increase politicians’ and planners’ attention to affordable rental hous-
ing, which in turn will raise the profile of preservation as at least one cost-effective means to 
retain affordability. 

Regardless of how those two particular policies are implemented, preservation will likely 
continue to evolve in a way that broadens its definition. The likely targets of preservation will 
probably more frequently include unsubsidized rather than only subsidized rental housing. 
In so doing, the targeted incomes of families served may likely go higher than the incomes 
subsidized rental housing typically targets. Among nonprofits, if not among for-profits, the 
actors doing preservation work will likely continue to grow into larger, more sophisticated 
owners with a more diversified real estate portfolio that includes housing across larger geo-
graphic regions rather than the older model of single-neighborhood or single-city CDCs. This 
more business-oriented approach to preservation has the potential to preserve affordable rental 
homes at a larger scale, assuming that the amount of public subsidy for rentals remains rela-

7 This assumes that each affordable unit in the United States has an average value of around $90,000.
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tively fixed. But if this approach fails to grow the total capital for affordable rental housing, it 
could be a zero-sum game where limited resources are diverted from, rather than augmenting, 
new subsidized rental housing for lower-income families. 

Lessons for MacArthur and Other Philanthropies

Through our review of WOO and its outcomes, we conclude with six lessons for philanthropies 
as they consider the design of future initiatives.

Lesson 1. The sandwich model of funding actors working at multiple levels, from the local 
up to national, can be mutually reinforcing. 

Experts familiar with WOO talked about it as a holistic “system.” They stressed the impor-
tance of the combined top-down and bottom-up investments in preservation transactions, in 
policy work, in building up data, and in creating networks of nonprofit preservation owners. 
As one person told us, you cannot “change policy without data and then without the practi-
tioners to demonstrate the effectiveness of the policies. . . . You can’t use the data in isolation. 
You have to be able to see the impact of the funding on the street.” Investments in one activity 
reinforced or enabled the activities of others. 

Lesson 2. The public commitment to long-term investing in the topic enhanced its 
effectiveness.

At least 15 individuals we interviewed commented on the importance of a “rather narrow and 
focused effort” that went deep into the technicalities of a policy problem for a long period of 
time. This stood in sharp contrast to the “short attention spans” of other foundations (inter-
viewees suggested the maximum was about four years). WOO was essential for its grantees not 
only because of the signal the philanthropic initiative sent to policymakers but also because 
it provided the time needed for WOO recipients to build capacity and to innovate. Knowing 
that the MacArthur Foundation was going to “stick with it” allowed organizations to under-
take long-term plans, react to what they learned along the way, and improve their efforts. The 
MacArthur Foundation announcing up-front as it did that it was committing to a decade-long 
initiative gave investors and grantees the ability to act with confidence and form longer-term 
plans and institutionalize practices.

Lesson 3. The philanthropic initiative signaled the credibility and importance of the topic, 
which enabled practitioners to accelerate and expand their work. 

In selecting a low-visibility and poorly understood niche of affordable housing, the MacArthur 
Foundation sent a powerful signal in launching Window of Opportunity that boosted the 
salience of the topic. The existence of an entire philanthropic strategy devoted to preservation 
of affordable rental housing flagged to outside investors and policymakers that it was a topic 
worthy of policy attention. That increased salience “greased the wheels” of preservation by 
accelerating changes that were already taking shape. The acceleration derived from the “seal of 
approval” of a grant or loan from the MacArthur Foundation, since WOO beneficiaries could 
raise additional funds on it. The designated beneficiaries of WOO were accorded an advantage 
that helped to attract outside dollars. 
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Also, in selecting a relatively narrow segment of housing policy, the MacArthur Founda-
tion was able to saturate and thereby influence at least the ecosystem comprised of nonprofit 
affordable rental housing preservationists. Notably, the foundation achieved those goals that it 
set that pertained to this set of actors. 

Lesson 4. Subject-area expertise among foundation staff enhanced WOO’s effectiveness.

Several interviewees made the point that the MacArthur Foundation was good at “picking 
the [right] bet,” whether through PRIs or grants. This ability was premised on program offi-
cers’ knowledge of preservation actors and technical knowledge about real estate finance and 
affordable housing policy. The initiative also benefited from the years of experience within the 
foundation of issuing PRIs. As one interviewee noted, the key was having program officers and 
directors “learning enough of the landscape to really have a well-informed opinion of what was 
likely to be important and you know what ideas were worth investing in.” Another effect of 
this knowledge was, as a former MacArthur Foundation staff person explained, to “right-size 
the [significant] amount of money we’d have to put in.” MacArthur Foundation staff became 
deeply embedded within the field and talked frequently with grantees and borrowers. 

Lesson 5. It is important to formulate objectives that are measurable and align to the 
philanthropic initiative.

The MacArthur Foundation had few metrics to assess whether it was on track to meet its 
ultimate goals. There were four main reasons for this. The first relates to the design of the 
WOO initiative; the MacArthur Foundation did not allocate investments in a manner that 
would allow it or others to compare preservation activity among the set of recipients (e.g., 
states, developers, advocates) relative to a comparable set of nonrecipients to test whether the 
MacArthur Foundation’s investments were boosting preservation. The second challenge was 
that a number of the MacArthur Foundation’s goal statements were both difficult to measure 
(e.g., “improving the policy space for preservation”) and pertained to preservation at large, 
which far exceeded the scope of WOO, since the philanthropic initiative focused on a relatively 
small segment (nonprofit owners of primarily subsidized, multifamily rental housing) of the 
overall affordable housing profile, which includes both single and multifamily buildings as well 
as unsubsidized and subsidized rental housing. A third challenge was the relatively low priority 
accorded by the MacArthur Foundation to measuring itself and tracking its and its grantees 
and borrowers’ progress toward goals. A fourth challenge is the continued lack of data to mea-
sure preservation activity and resources to quantify changes over time. The four challenges, in 
combination, prevented the foundation from knowing empirically along the way whether it 
was on track to meet its goals. 

Lesson 6. Competitive solicitations can be an effective means to raise awareness of an 
under-recognized problem or potential solution, and they can spur innovation.

While issuing competitive solicitations, such as requests for proposals, imposes costs on a foun-
dation to vet the applications and make selections, in the case of Window of Opportunity, 
it was an effective way for the foundation to learn about the field. Moreover, it was a way to 
encourage nonprofit developers/owners and state agencies to either enter preservation or else 
accelerate or expand their preservation activity. In short, the requests for proposals and RFQs 
served a field-building function by creating a cohort of funded grantees, which helped to brand 
a segment of the industry. It also helped the MacArthur Foundation leverage its investment by 
encouraging new ideas and upfront investment by applicants. 
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APPENDIX A

Methods for the Evaluation of Window of Opportunity

In this appendix, we describe the methods used in this study. There are four sections in this 
appendix:

•	 Analysis of National Demand for and Supply of Affordable Rental Housing
•	 Document Review and Interviews of MacArthur Staff and Consultants
•	 Interviews of Experts
•	 Selection of Case Studies.

Analysis of National Demand for and Supply of Affordable Rental Housing

In Chapters Two and Six, we examined how the demand for and supply of rental housing in 
general and of affordable rental housing in particular changed from 1990 to 1999 and from 
2000 to 2012, respectively. We also examined how the market share of affordable housing 
changed over these periods. To address these issues, we used the methods described below. 
Since the point of these analyses is to understand affordability of rental housing broadly, we 
included multi- (5+ units) and single-family (1–4-unit) dwellings even though WOO as an 
initiative largely but not exclusively focused on the preservation of multifamily rental housing. 

Documenting How the Composition of the Renter Population Has Changed

We first described how the composition of the renter population has changed in terms of 
demographic shifts, with a focus on marital status, household size, age, income, education, and 
race and ethnicity. For this analysis, we used Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) data from 
the 2011 American Community Survey (ACS) and the 1990 Census (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2016), as organized by the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS) project (Ruggles 
et al., 2015). The ACS and Census data provide household-level data based on samples of at 
least 1 percent of the U.S. population. The IPUMS is a series of data compiled by the Univer-
sity of Minnesota that allows us to follow the evolution of metropolitan area characteristics, 
keeping boundaries constant. 

We looked at homeownership by marital status, race/ethnicity, level of education, and 
age. Specifically, we performed tabulations of homeownership rates for each of these demo-
graphic and economic groups; the foundation for the tabulation was the microdata.
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Documenting How Rents, Income, and the Rent-to-Income Ratio Changed Across the 
United States

We also documented how rents have changed by MSA across the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th 
percentiles of the rental distribution. We use data from two sources to conduct this exercise. 
The 1990 and 2000 data come from the IPUMS 5 percent samples of the U.S. Census (Ruggles 
et al., 2015). The PUMS has the virtue of defining the geographical boundaries of MSAs con-
sistently over the entire time period. We focused on the 238 largest MSAs. The 2011 data are 
from the IPUMS ACS three-year sample and reflect samples taken in 2010, 2011, and 2012 
(Ruggles et al., 2015). The ACS sends surveys to approximately 295,000 addresses monthly (or 
3.5 million per year) (U.S. Census Bureau, no date-a). 

As with rents, we documented how incomes among renters have changed by MSAs across 
the renter income distribution (i.e., the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles of the income 
distribution). We again used IPUMS data from the 1990 and 2000 Census and the 2011 ACS 
three-year sample to determine incomes at each of these percentiles. 

We then documented how the supply of affordable housing units changed between 
(1) 1990 and 2000 and (2) 2000 and 2011. The most common metric for determining housing 
affordability is the rent-to-income ratio, which is typically computed as the median (or average) 
income divided by the median or (average) rent for a geographic location. The rent-to-income 
ratio is a measure of the extent to which rent is a burden on income. However, this approach, 
while valuable, has at least two limitations. First, it is not clear that 30 percent is the correct 
threshold for “affordability”: For those with low incomes, 30 percent might be a burdensome 
share. Second, for those with more moderate incomes, 30 percent might not be particularly 
burdensome, and might reflect choice: Some people would rather spend money on housing 
than other goods. 

Our performance metric therefore was to use the rent-to-income ratio that would prevail 
if a household lived in a rental unit that represented its perfect distributional match. With this 
approach, we are notionally placing households in units according to need—the household 
with the lowest income is matched with the unit having the lowest rent, the household with 
the second-lowest income is matched with the unit having the second-lowest rent, and so forth, 
until we reach the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles. Consider a household with income 
at the 20th percentile of the income distribution. The perfect distributional match for this 
household would be a rental unit at the 20th percentile of the rent distribution. Our metric 
would then be the rent-to-income ratio for this household if the household lived in this unit. 
Using this method, we calculated two measures: the rent-to-income ratio at a given percentile 
point between 1990 and 2000 (for Chapter Two), and between 2000 and 2011 (for Chapter 
Six), and the change in the rent-to-income ratio at those percentiles. This provided a picture 
of both the prevailing market conditions and trends in MSAs across the country. Figures A.1–
A.12 are the rent-to-income ratio graphs for the 20th, 40th, 60th, and 80th percentiles in 1990 
and 2000 and 2011 as discussed in Chapters Two and Six.
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Figure A.1
Rent-to-Income Ratio for the 20th Percentile in 1990

SOURCE: IPUMS Census 1990 5% sample (Ruggles et al., 2015).
NOTE: Figure shows the ratio of 20th percentile gross rent to 20th percentile income in 1990.
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Figure A.2
Rent-to-Income Ratio for the 20th Percentile in 2000

SOURCE: IPUMS Census 1990 5% sample (Ruggles et al., 2015).
NOTE: Figure shows the ratio of 20th percentile gross rent to 20th percentile income in 2000.
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Figure A.3
Rent-to-Income Ratio for the 20th Percentile in 2011

SOURCE: IPUMS 2011 ACS three-year data (Ruggles et al., 2015).
NOTE: Figure shows the ratio of 20th percentile gross rent to 20th percentile income in 2011.
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San Francisco−Oakland−Vallejo, CA

Hamilton−Middleton, OH
Denver−Boulder, CO

Charlotte−Gastonia−Rock Hill, NC−SC
Santa Barbara−Santa Maria−Lompoc, CA

Louisville, KY/IN
Binghamton, NY

Knoxville, TN
Grand Rapids, MI
San Antonio, TX

Jamestown−Dunkirk, NY
Jackson, MI

Atlantic City, NJ
Washington, DC/MD/VA

Saginaw−Bay City−Midland, MI
Longview−Marshall, TX
Dallas−Fort Worth, TX

Alexandria, LA
Tulsa, OK

New Bedford, MA
Wichita, KS

Fort Wayne, IN
Brownsville−Harlingen−San Benito, TX

Yuba City, CA
Bremerton, WA
Sheboygan, WI

Decatur, IL
Wausau, WI

Cedar Rapids, IA
Billings, MT

Houma−Thibodaux, LA
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Figure A.4
Rent-to-Income Ratio for the 40th Percentile in 1990

SOURCE: IPUMS Census 1990 5% sample (Ruggles et al., 2015).
NOTE: Figure shows the ratio of 40th percentile gross rent to 40th percentile income in 1990.
RAND RR1444–A.4

80604020 1000

Percentage

Metropolitan Statistical Area
Bryan−College Station, TX

New Haven−Meriden, CT
Bloomington, IN

Bridgeport, CT
New Bedford, MA

Rochester, NY
Detroit, MI

Los Angeles−Long Beach, CA
Toledo, OH/MI

Billings, MT
Redding, CA

Duluth−Superior, MN/WI
Columbia, MO

Kenosha, WI
Memphis, TN/AR/MS

Terre Haute, IN
Stockton, CA

Lansing−E. Lansing, MI
Utica−Rome, NY

Hartford−Bristol−Middleton−New Britain, CT
Norfolk−VA Beach−Newport News, VA

Dayton−Spring�eld, OH
Eau Claire, WI

Bellingham, WA
Lafayette, LA

Montgomery, AL
Jackson, MI

Fort Myers−Cape Coral, FL
Chicago, IL

Fayetteville, NC
Florence, AL

Williamsport, PA
Olympia, WA

New York−Northeastern NJ
Columbia, SC

Denver−Boulder, CO
Cedar Rapids, IA

Cincinnati−Hamilton, OH/KY/IN
Greeley, CO

Chattanooga, TN/GA
Killeen−Temple, TX

Colorado Springs, CO
Indianapolis, IN

Houma−Thibodaux, LA
Hickory−Morgantown, NC

Lancaster, PA
Houston−Brazoria, TX

Anchorage, AK
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Figure A.5
Rent-to-Income Ratio for the 40th Percentile in 2000

SOURCE: IPUMS Census 2000 5% sample (Ruggles et al., 2015).
NOTE: Figure shows the ratio of 40th percentile gross rent to 40th percentile income in 2000.
RAND RR1444–A.5

80604020 1000

Percentage

Metropolitan Statistical Area
Bryan−College Station, TX

Miami−Hialeah, FL
Flint, MI

Buffalo−Niagara Falls, NY
New Orleans, LA

Muncie, IN
Riverside−San Bernardino, CA

Brockton, MA
New Bedford, MA

Alexandria, LA
New York−Northeastern NJ

Baton Rouge, LA
San Diego, CA
Ann Arbor, MI
Columbia, MO
Las Vegas, NV

Decatur, IL
Sacramento, CA

Hartford−Bristol−Middleton−New Britain, CT
Atlanta, GA

Duluth−Superior, MN/WI
Albuquerque, NM

Reno, NV
Ventura−Oxnard−Simi Valley, CA

Nashville, TN
Billings, MT

Boise City, ID
Chicago, IL

Augusta−Aiken, GA−SC
Lincoln, NE

Williamsport, PA
San Antonio, TX

Reading, PA
Columbus, OH

Tacoma, WA
Milwaukee, WI

Greensboro−Winston Salem−High Point, NC
Anchorage, AK

Danbury, CT
Cincinnati−Hamilton, OH/KY/IN

Peoria, IL
Mans�eld, OH

Charlotte−Gastonia−Rock Hill, NC−SC
Des Moines, IA

Lancaster, PA
Elkhart−Goshen, IN

Green Bay, WI
Appleton−Oshkosh−Neenah, WI
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Figure A.6
Rent-to-Income Ratio for the 40th Percentile in 2011

SOURCE: IPUMS 2011 ACS three-year data (Ruggles et al., 2015).
NOTE: Figure shows the ratio of 40th percentile gross rent to 40th percentile income in 2011.
RAND RR1444–A.6

80604020 1000

Percentage

Metropolitan Statistical Area
Bloomington, IN

Champaign−Urbana−Rantoul, IL
Muncie, IN

Janesville−Beloit, WI
Kalamazoo−Portage, MI

McAllen−Edinburg−Pharr−Mission, TX
Hartford−Bristol−Middleton−New Britain, CT

Fort Pierce, FL
Riverside−San Bernardino, CA

Wilmington, NC
Saginaw−Bay City−Midland, MI

Waco, TX
New Bedford, MA

Biloxi−Gulfport, MS
Alexandria, LA

Anniston, AL
Toledo, OH/MI

Sarasota, FL
South Bend−Mishawaka, IN

Jackson, MS
Johnson City−Kingsport−Bristol, TN/VA

Montgomery, AL
Augusta−Aiken, GA−SC

Sacramento, CA
St. Louis, MO−IL

Hamilton−Middleton, OH
Jamestown−Dunkirk, NY

Cincinnati−Hamilton, OH/KY/IN
Santa Rosa−Petaluma, CA

Norfolk−VA Beach−Newport News, VA
Columbia, SC

Oklahoma City, OK
Raleigh−Durham, NC

Boise City, ID
Corpus Christi, TX

Lima, OH
Asheville, NC

Seattle−Everett, WA
Washington, DC/MD/VA

Appleton−Oshkosh−Neenah, WI
Clarksville−Hopkinsville, TN/KY

Dallas−Fort Worth, TX
Hickory−Morgantown, NC

Racine, WI
Fayetteville, NC

Richland−Kennewick−Pasco, WA
Decatur, AL

Anchorage, AK
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Figure A.7
Rent-to-Income Ratio for the 60th Percentile in 1990

SOURCE: IPUMS Census 1990 5% sample (Ruggles et al., 2015).
NOTE: Figure shows the ratio of 60th percentile gross rent to 60th percentile income in 1990.
RAND RR1444–A.7

80604020 1000

Percentage

Metropolitan Statistical Area
Bryan−College Station, TX

Miami−Hialeah, FL
Bridgeport, CT

Flint, MI
Daytona Beach, FL

Sacramento, CA
Atlantic City, NJ

Visalia−Tulare−Porterville, CA
Lubbock, TX
Pueblo, CO

West Palm Beach−Boca Raton−Delray Beach, FL
Norfolk−VA Beach−Newport News, VA

Shreveport, LA
Las Cruces, NM

Orlando, FL
Columbia, MO

Albuquerque, NM
Billings, MT

Pittsburgh, PA
Reno, NV

Spokane, WA
Little Rock−North Little Rock, AR

Sharon, PA
Terre Haute, IN

Austin, TX
Erie, PA

Colorado Springs, CO
Montgomery, AL

Lansing−E. Lansing, MI
Charleston−N. Charleston, SC

Fayetteville, NC
Knoxville, TN

Jacksonville, NC
Altoona, PA
Greeley, CO

Birmingham, AL
Clarksville−Hopkinsville, TN/KY

Augusta−Aiken, GA−SC
Grand Rapids, MI

Fort Wayne, IN
Salt Lake City−Ogden, UT

Provo−Orem, UT
Indianapolis, IN

Houma−Thibodaux, LA
Joplin, MO

Appleton−Oshkosh−Neenah, WI
Rochester, MN

Wausau, WI
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Figure A.8
Rent-to-Income Ratio for the 60th Percentile in 2000

SOURCE: IPUMS Census 2000 5% sample (Ruggles et al., 2015).
NOTE: Figure shows the ratio of 60th percentile gross rent to 60th percentile income in 2000.
RAND RR1444–A.8

80604020 1000

Percentage

Metropolitan Statistical Area
Bryan−College Station, TX

State College, PA
Redding, CA

Santa Cruz, CA
Champaign−Urbana−Rantoul, IL

New Haven−Meriden, CT
Buffalo−Niagara Falls, NY

Santa Fe, NM
Spokane, WA

Santa Rosa−Petaluma, CA
New Orleans, LA

Denver−Boulder, CO
Tucson, AZ

Brockton, MA
Ventura−Oxnard−Simi Valley, CA

Phoenix, AZ
Fort Myers−Cape Coral, FL

Bakers�eld, CA
Greeley, CO
San Jose, CA

New York−Northeastern NJ
Cleveland, OH

Binghamton, NY
Asheville, NC

Salem, OR
Worcester, MA

Manchester, NH
Augusta−Aiken, GA−SC

Lincoln, NE
Nashua, NH
Billings, MT
Trenton, NJ

Fayetteville, NC
Little Rock−North Little Rock, AR

Rochester, MN
Dallas−Fort Worth, TX

Harrisburg−Lebanon−Carlisle, PA
Lakeland−Winterhaven, FL

Houston−Brazoria, TX
Racine, WI

Eau Claire, WI
Lancaster, PA

Decatur, AL
Grand Rapids, MI
Wichita Falls, TX

Joplin, MO
Jacksonville, NC

Appleton−Oshkosh−Neenah, WI
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Figure A.9
Rent-to-Income Ratio for the 60th Percentile in 2011

SOURCE: IPUMS 2011 ACS three-year data (Ruggles et al., 2015).
NOTE: Figure shows the ratio of 60th percentile gross rent to 60th percentile income in 2011.
RAND RR1444–A.9

80604020 1000

Percentage

Metropolitan Statistical Area
Bryan−College Station, TX

Bridgeport, CT
Janesville−Beloit, WI

Redding, CA
Ocala, FL

Santa Barbara−Santa Maria−Lompoc, CA
San Diego, CA

Spring�eld−Holyoke−Chicopee, MA
Detroit, MI

Lansing−E. Lansing, MI
Memphis, TN/AR/MS

Waco, TX
Boston, MA−NH

Rochester, NY
Spokane, WA

Tyler, TX
Mobile, AL

Danbury, CT
Akron, OH

Knoxville, TN
South Bend−Mishawaka, IN

Charleston−N. Charleston, SC
Montgomery, AL

Galveston−Texas City, TX
Anniston, AL

Reno, NV
Richmond−Petersburg, VA

Greensboro−Winston Salem−High Point, NC
Youngstown−Warren, OH−PA

Oklahoma City, OK
Tacoma, WA

Cincinnati−Hamilton, OH/KY/IN
Hamilton−Middleton, OH

Albuquerque, NM
Yuba City, CA

Albany−Schenectady−Troy, NY
Raleigh−Durham, NC

Lancaster, PA
York, PA

San Antonio, TX
Hickory−Morgantown, NC

Lincoln, NE
Decatur, AL

Davenport, IA−Rock Island−Moline, IL
Harrisburg−Lebanon−Carlisle, PA
Richland−Kennewick−Pasco, WA

Sheboygan, WI
Cedar Rapids, IA
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Figure A.10
Rent-to-Income Ratio for the 80th Percentile in 1990

SOURCE: IPUMS Census 1990 5% sample (Ruggles et al., 2015).
NOTE: Figure shows the ratio of 80th percentile gross rent to 80th percentile income in 1990.
RAND RR1444–A.10

80604020 1000

Percentage

Metropolitan Statistical Area
Santa Barbara−Santa Maria−Lompoc, CA

Brockton, MA
Los Angeles−Long Beach, CA

Boston, MA−NH
Sacramento, CA

Bridgeport, CT
Duluth−Superior, MN/WI

Champaign−Urbana−Rantoul, IL
Redding, CA

Eugene−Spring�eld, OR
Orlando, FL

New Bedford, MA
Albuquerque, NM

Shreveport, LA
Colorado Springs, CO

Merced, CA
Olympia, WA

Utica−Rome, NY
Savannah, GA

Worcester, MA
Wichita, KS

Wichita Falls, TX
Trenton, NJ

Ocala, FL
Anchorage, AK

Greeley, CO
Hamilton−Middleton, OH

Waco, TX
Salem, OR

Portland, OR−WA
Amarillo, TX

Mobile, AL
Asheville, NC

Columbus, OH
Omaha, NE/IA
Rochester, MN

Louisville, KY/IN
Cincinnati−Hamilton, OH/KY/IN

Lima, OH
Grand Rapids, MI

Beaumont−Port Arthur−Orange, TX
Johnstown, PA

Cedar Rapids, IA
Williamsport, PA

Lafayette, LA
Montgomery, AL

Mans�eld, OH
Wausau, WI
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Figure A.11
Rent-to-Income Ratio for the 80th Percentile in 2000

SOURCE: IPUMS Census 2000 5% sample (Ruggles et al., 2015).
NOTE: Figure shows the ratio of 80th percentile gross rent to 80th percentile income in 2000.
RAND RR1444–A.11

80604020 1000

Percentage

Metropolitan Statistical Area
Gainesville, FL

Chico, CA
Eugene−Spring�eld, OR

Atlantic City, NJ
Albuquerque, NM
Daytona Beach, FL

Champaign−Urbana−Rantoul, IL
Sarasota, FL

Honolulu, HI
Portland, OR−WA

Colorado Springs, CO
Visalia−Tulare−Porterville, CA

Bakers�eld, CA
Lexington−Fayette, KY

Lincoln, NE
Jamestown−Dunkirk, NY

Stamford, CT
Austin, TX

Manchester, NH
Spring�eld, MO

Billings, MT
Brownsville−Harlingen−San Benito, TX

Knoxville, TN
Richmond−Petersburg, VA

Waco, TX
Memphis, TN/AR/MS

Waterloo−Cedar Falls, IA
Flint, MI

Washington, DC/MD/VA
Beaumont−Port Arthur−Orange, TX

Florence, AL
Reading, PA

Providence−Fall River−Pawtucket, MA/RI
Macon−Warner Robins, GA

Charlotte−Gastonia−Rock Hill, NC−SC
Trenton, NJ
Rockford, IL

Houston−Brazoria, TX
Roanoke, VA

Sharon, PA
Youngstown−Warren, OH−PA

Spring�eld, IL
Joplin, MO

Longview−Marshall, TX
Wausau, WI

Benton Harbor, MI
Appleton−Oshkosh−Neenah, WI

Johnstown, PA
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Figure A.12
Rent-to-Income Ratio for the 80th Percentile in 2011

SOURCE: IPUMS 2011 ACS three-year data (Ruggles et al., 2015).
NOTE: Figure shows the ratio of 80th percentile gross rent to 80th percentile income in 2011.
RAND RR1444–A.12
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Metropolitan Statistical Area

Flint, MI
Gainesville, FL

West Palm Beach−Boca Raton−Delray Beach, FL
Fort Pierce, FL

Santa Barbara−Santa Maria−Lompoc, CA
Santa Rosa−Petaluma, CA

Ventura−Oxnard−Simi Valley, CA
Los Angeles−Long Beach, CA

Waterloo−Cedar Falls, IA
Tampa−St. Petersburg−Clearwater, FL

Kalamazoo−Portage, MI
Provo−Orem, UT

Greeley, CO
Janesville−Beloit, WI

Reno, NV
Melbourne−Titusville−Cocoa−Palm Bay, FL

Spring�eld−Holyoke−Chicopee, MA
Kenosha, WI

Richmond−Petersburg, VA
Tucson, AZ

Tuscaloosa, AL
Phoenix, AZ

Wichita Falls, TX
St. Cloud, MN
Olympia, WA
Spokane, WA

Seattle−Everett, WA
Oklahoma City, OK

Trenton, NJ
Chattanooga, TN/GA

McAllen−Edinburg−Pharr−Mission, TX
Lincoln, NE
Canton, OH

Eau Claire, WI
York, PA

Reading, PA
Baton Rouge, LA

Terre Haute, IN
Syracuse, NY
Santa Fe, NM

Killeen−Temple, TX
Scranton−Wilkes-Barre, PA

Harrisburg−Lebanon−Carlisle, PA
Corpus Christi, TX
Williamsport, PA

Mans�eld, OH
Beaumont−Port Arthur−Orange, TX

Lafayette, LA
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Document Review and Interviews of MacArthur Staff and Consultants

Document Review

To gain a comprehensive understanding of the WOO initiative, we reviewed approximately 
200 internal documents shared by the MacArthur Foundation. These documents ranged from 
individual grant reports and strategy memoranda to meeting agendas, brochure text, press 
releases, and summary documents for the MacArthur Board. 

Using the information gained from this document review, we developed a timeline of key 
activities that took place preceding and during the WOO Initiative. This timeline included 
relevant major events in national policy, research, and practice that relate to affordable housing 
preservation; relevant major events in the housing industry and financial markets; and activi-
ties related to the development and evolution of the WOO Initiative. The timeline was used 
to inform our evaluation of WOO and to establish a context for our discussions with experts.

Interviews with Staff

From August to October 2014, we conducted ten interviews with current and former MacAr-
thur staff and board members. The interviews were conducted using a written protocol and 
focused on the following areas:

•	 interviewee’s role with respect to the MacArthur Foundation and to WOO
•	 impressions of the WOO initiative
•	 larger changes occurring in the field of affordable rental housing and how WOO fit into 

these changes
•	 key remaining challenges facing the field of affordable rental housing preservation.

All interviews were audio-recorded, and virtually all were subsequently transcribed. At 
the end of each interview, interviewees were asked to recommend any relevant documentation 
for the research team to review, such as grantee reports, briefings, internal memoranda, plan-
ning documents, and other relevant information that would help to understand the context 
and information they provided about WOO.

Interviews of Experts

In addition to the current or former MacArthur staff and board members whom we inter-
viewed, we also interviewed a total of 73 additional experts from September to November 
2014. The experts were selected in consultation with the MacArthur Foundation and worked 
in the following six areas: advocacy, policy, and field experts; researchers; developers; CDFIs 
and finance; public sector; and peer foundations and foundation consultants. 

Each interview was conducted by one or two researchers, and all interviews were con-
ducted by telephone. Most interviews were 60 minutes, and some lasted for up to 120 minutes. 
All interviews were audio-recorded, and most were subsequently transcribed. Individual pro-
tocols were developed for experts in each area. All interviews were asked about the following 
topic areas:
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•	 interviewee’s role with respect to the MacArthur Foundations affordable rental housing 
preservation work

•	 larger changes occurring in the field of affordable rental housing and how MacArthur’s 
affordable housing preservation work fits into these changes

•	 perceptions of different aspects of MacArthur’s affordable rental housing preservation 
initiative

•	 key remaining challenges facing the field of affordable rental housing preservation.

In addition, interviewees who were WOO borrowers or grant recipients were asked about 
the effect of MacArthur’s grants or loans on their organization. A list of interviewees by cat-
egory is provided in Appendix B.

Interview transcripts were then thematically coded using codes that represented the major 
categories of the interview protocol (e.g., future of preservation, sources of funds for preserva-
tion, PRIs and grants, ease of preservation, etc.). Two researchers reviewed each of the tran-
scripts to identify independently general themes. We then compared our individual reviews 
and reached agreement on the key themes that emerged. We used a cutting-and-sorting tech-
nique to identify specific themes and to identify individual quotes or expressions that summa-
rized the key discussion points. We deemed interviewee observations as evidence when three 
or more individuals agreed on a theme. We sought to represent degrees of agreement across the 
interviewee population. All interviews were confidential. In this report, interviewee comments 
and opinions are not attributed to specific individuals unless permission was explicitly sought 
(as was done for the case studies).

Selection of Case Studies

We worked with the MacArthur Foundation to choose case studies that are emblematic of 
core activities within WOO: (1) seeding special-purpose vehicles, (2) expanding the reach of 
nonprofit owners through peer networks, (3) place-based investments in the “key cities” of 
Chicago and New York, and (4) the State and Local Housing Preservation Leaders initiative. 
Another factor influencing the selection of the case studies is the selection of activities that are 
potentially sustainable after philanthropic funding ends. 

The case studies focus on the major mechanisms through which WOO operated. As 
shown in Table 3.1, the largest single investment the MacArthur Foundation made ($76 mil-
lion of the $187 million in total loans and grants) was to financial intermediaries and special-
purpose vehicles. This first case study is about one of these special-purpose vehicles, HEPT. 
Many interviewees also called out HEPT as a one-of-its kind mechanism to finance the acqui-
sition and recapitalization of naturally occurring affordable housing, which makes up the 
majority of affordable rental housing. 

Peer networks of nonprofit preservation owners are the subject of the second case study. 
As shown in the column headings of Figure 3.1, peer networks were one of five grant recipient 
types in the WOO initiative. In total, MacArthur issued 22 grants across three peer networks 
over the period of 2002–2014. The grants totaled $5.9 million, which made up 11 percent of 
total WOO grants and 3 percent of all forms of WOO loans and grants combined. SAHF was 
one of these networks. 
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Peer networks such as SAHF illustrate one of the primary ways WOO sought to effect 
policy change. Namely, MacArthur invested in networks comprised of nonprofit owners of 
affordable rental housing (and, in the case of Housing Partnership Network, investors) to pro-
mote knowledge sharing and the transfer of innovations in preservation transactions. The net-
works were also a means by which practitioners could identify cross-cutting policy challenges 
in order to advocate for funding and policy changes at the state and federal levels that could 
ease preservation. 

TPC is the subject of the third case study. This case study focuses on the coordination 
and collaboration of the public, private, and nonprofit sectors to address the complex set of 
issues facing the preservation of affordable rental housing in Cook County. TPC contains at 
least three activities that have high salience to the future of preservation: interagency func-
tions, energy efficiency, and engaging small owners of unsubsidized housing. TPC was started 
in 2007 and continues to be an important organization for addressing preservation issues in 
Cook County. In addition to grants supporting the establishment and coordination of TPC 
and participation in it, the MacArthur Foundation has funded between 2006 and 2013 five 
PRIs totaling $186,000,000 to establish a new fund dedicated to preserving and improving 
distressed rental properties serving low-income Chicago residents, to support and increase the 
lending capacity of the Energy Savers Loan Fund, and to help fund loans made by the Preser-
vation Compact Fund. In 2014, the MacArthur Foundation also made a $5,000,000 PRI to 
help capitalize the new 1–4 Unit Rental Redevelopment Loan Program.

The fourth case study examines the State and Local Housing Preservation Leaders ini-
tiative. Launched in 2009, it has been called the “fund the funders” strategy, since the Mac
Arthur Foundation awarded grants and PRIs to 12 states and localities, the primary sources 
of funding for preservation transactions. As described in Chapter Five, some experts familiar 
with Window of Opportunity felt this was the single most important initiative within WOO. 
Whereas the MacArthur Foundation had been investing in individual preservation owners, 
networks of owners, special-purpose vehicles, and advocacy organizations, the introduction in 
2009 of the State and Local Housing Preservation Leaders initiative addressed public-sector 
and nonprofit agencies working at the critical state level, where low-income housing tax credit 
and state funds are allocated. 

Case Study Interviews

We conducted interviews with representatives from SAHF, TPC, HPET investors and manag-
ers, and state and local grantees. The interviewees were selected based on their role and respon-
sibilities and what aspects (e.g., planning, early development, specific programs) of a particular 
initiative, interagency council, or program they represented. We also drew on the earlier inter-
views we had conducted with preservation experts (see Chapter Four and Appendix B) to help 
round out the information gathered from the case study interviews and to provide additional 
context. For each case study, we provide details about the interviews conducted. 

We used semistructured interview protocols with topics tailored to the specific focus of 
each case study to guide our discussions. For each case study, we summarize what topics were 
covered in each interview protocol. 

Project team research staff conducted the interviews in pairs where possible, using the 
semistructured interview protocols that we tailored to each case study topic to help guide 
these discussions. As part of the oral consent, all interviewees were informed that they would 
be identified in the case study (whereas confidentiality was promised for interviews described 
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in Chapter Five), and they were also asked for permission to audio-record the interviews. All 
of the interviewees consented to having their interview audio-recorded. The audio-recordings 
were transcribed for use only by the research team for analytic purposes, and the transcripts 
were augmented by manual notes. The audio-recordings also were used to confirm interview 
statements and quotes.

In addition to the interview data, we also reviewed published documents specific to the 
individual case studies. For example, for the Cook County Preservation Compact, we reviewed 
the annual reports, website information on the Energy Savers Program, 1–4 Loan Program, as 
well as publications by the Institute for Housing Studies, summaries provided by MacArthur 
Foundation staff on the PRIs awarded as part of TPC, and unpublished summary information 
and data from CIC. These documents helped to further fill out the information learned from 
the interviews. 

To analyze the interview data, we first reviewed the interview notes and transcripts to 
identify general and then specific themes and to identify where there was a consensus or differ-
ences in opinion. We also identified individual quotes or expressions that summarized the key 
themes that emerged from each set of discussions. 

Below, we summarize the methods used for each of the case studies.

HPET Interviews

For this case study, we interviewed Thomas Bledsoe, CEO of HPET; Nancy Rase, CEO of 
Homes for America; Cindy Holler, president of Mercy Housing; and Ommeed Sathe, of Pru-
dential Insurance Company. The final three were recommended by Bledsoe as representative 
investors and members. We also drew on previous interview transcripts in which other mem-
bers of HPET or preservation finance experts or developers/owners had talked about the REIT, 
special-purpose vehicles more generally, or unsubsidized affordable rental housing. Informa-
tion from the previous transcripts was used to provide additional background information for 
understanding the role of HPET and its activities. The specific interview protocol for this case 
study covered the following topics: (1) a timeline of HPET activities, (2) the six transactions 
HPET had closed on by the time of the interviews, (3) implications of the RIET for preserva-
tion owners, (4) the growth and replicability of HPET, and (5) lessons learned from HPET.

SAHF Interviews

For this case study, we conducted interviews with William (Bill) Kelly, Eileen Fitzgerald, and 
Thomas Slemmer. We selected the first two because they are current or former leaders of SAHF, 
and we interviewed Slemmer because we had not already spoken with him as a part of our 
broader set of preservation expert interviews. In that broader set, we had interviewed a majority 
of SAHF members. We also drew on previous interviews of our approximately 80 individuals 
in which we had asked questions about SAHF and peer networks of each interviewee. The spe-
cific interview protocol for this case study covered the following topics: (1) perceptions of the 
most significant accomplishments of SAHF, (2) whether SAHF enabled members to do things 
they otherwise could not have done, (3) the origin of SAHF, (4) the timeline and content of 
SAHF initiatives, (5) the influence (if any) of SAHF on federal policy, (6) the elements that 
made SAHF successful, (7) the future of SAHF, and (8) lessons learned from SAHF. 

TPC Interviews 

For this case study, we conducted interviews with representatives from key stakeholders that 
are part of TPC. We selected interviewees who lead TPC (Jack Markowski, president/CEO of 
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CIC and chair of TPC, and Stacie Young, director of TPC) or who play a key role in its orga-
nization and are a participant in TPC. These other interviewees included Lawrence Grisham, 
managing deputy commissioner, Chicago Department of Planning and Development; William 
Povalla, assistant commissioner, monitoring and compliance, City of Chicago Department of 
Planning and Development; Bryan Berg, City of Chicago Department of Planning and Devel-
opment; Daniel Burke, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and director, 
Illinois Multifamily HUB; and Anthony Smith, senior vice president and community develop-
ment market manager for PNC Community Development Banking, member of the executive 
committee of CIC, and member of TPC. In addition, we drew on the previous interviews we 
had conducted with five preservation leaders (e.g., Anne Evens of Elevate Energy; Patrick Nash 
of JP Morgan Capital Corporation; Hal Keller of Ohio Capital Corporation for Housing; 
Edward Hinsberger, former director of the Multifamily Housing in Chicago’s Regional HUD 
Office; and Julia Stasch of the MacArthur Foundation). Of the interviewees, six were members 
of TPC leadership committee (Evens, Burke, Markowski, Grisham, Nash, and Stasch).

The topics addressed in the protocol included (1) role and responsibilities of the inter-
viewee and their involvement with TPC; (2) their perspective about the impetus for TPC and 
how its goals and strategies evolved over time; (3) views regarding how the interagency and 
intergovernmental and private sector partnership(s) functions work and how participation in 
TPC facilitated those working relationships; (4) how participation in TPC has changed, if any, 
how they work on preservation; (5) how the working groups are structured and examples of 
the process for the different issues being addressed; (6) the role of the MacArthur Foundation 
in establishing and supporting the work of TPC in general and for specific topic areas; (7) les-
sons learned from TPC that may help inform other jurisdictions; and (8) next steps for TPC 
and remaining challenges.

State and Local Housing Preservation Leaders Initiative Interviews 

For this case study, we interviewed Robyn Bipes, director of programs and lending, Greater 
Minnesota Housing Fund; Anne Heitlinger, preservation manager, Minnesota Housing; 
Robert Prasch, preservation director, Network for Oregon Affordable Housing; Patrick Shea, 
multifamily emergency response coordinator, Oregon; Angela Skildum, multifamily policy 
and portfolio director, Family Housing Fund, Minnesota; Sean Thomas, chief of staff, Ohio 
Housing Finance Agency; Mary Tingerthal, commissioner, Minnesota Housing; William 
VanVliet, executive director, Network for Oregon Affordable Housing; and Jonathan Welty, 
vice president, Ohio Capital Corporation for Housing. We also drew on previous interview 
transcripts in which experts had talked about the initiative that helped provide additional 
context and background information about the initiative. The specific interview protocol for 
this case study covered the following topics: (1) database development and risk modeling; 
(2) inter-organizational groups; (3) commissioned research; (4) loan funds; (5) preservation 
guides for practitioners; (6) conferences, training, technical assistance, webpages about pres-
ervation; (7) outcomes of the grants in the areas of the QAP, units preservation, new funding 
sources, new guidance, and energy efficiency; and (8) lessons learned. 
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APPENDIX B

Experts Interviewed for Chapter Four Evaluation of Window of 
Opportunity

In addition to the interviews we conducted for the case studies (described in Appendix A), we 
interviewed a total of 83 people listed alphabetically (by last name) within each of the seven 
categories below. While many of the experts could reasonably fit into several categories, we list 
them in the one for which we primarily sought their perspective.

MacArthur Foundation

•	 Allison Clark, associate director of Impact Investments
•	 Jonathan Fanton, American Academy of Arts and Sciences (former president of the 

MacArthur Foundation)
•	 Jamie Gorelick, WilmerHale (former board member) 
•	 Ianna Kachoris, program officer
•	 Will Miller, Wallace Foundation (former board member) 
•	 Erika Poethig, Urban Institute (former MacArthur program officer) 
•	 Debra Schwartz, director of Impact Investments
•	 Julia Stasch, president
•	 Michael Stegman, counselor to Secretary of the Treasury for Housing Finance Policy 

(former MacArthur Foundation staff) 
•	 Mijo Vodopic, program officer

Advocates, Policy and Field Experts

•	 Joseph Belden, deputy executive director, Housing Assistance Council
•	 Thomas Bledsoe, CEO, Housing Partnership Network 
•	 Michael Bodaken, president, National Housing Trust and National Housing Trust 

Enterprise Development Corporation 
•	 Conrad Egan, board member, Community Preservation and Development Corporation 

(interviewed with Michael Pitchford)
•	 Anne Evens, CEO, Elevate Energy
•	 Francie Ferguson, director of the Multifamily Initiative, NeighborWorks 
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•	 James Grow, deputy director and senior staff attorney, National Housing Law Project
•	 William Kelly, former president, Stewards of Affordable Housing for the Future 
•	 Marilyn Melkonian, president, Telesis; chair of the National Housing Trust Board 
•	 Shekar Narasimhan, managing partner, Beekman Advisors
•	 Michael Pitchford, president and CEO, CPDC 
•	 David Smith, chairman, Recap Advisors

Researchers

•	 William Apgar, senior research fellow, Joint Center for Housing Studies at Harvard 
University

•	 Ingrid Gould Ellen, New York University, Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban 
Policy

•	 William O’Dell, director, Shimberg Center for Housing Studies at the University of 
Florida

•	 Anne Ray, manager of the Florida Housing Data Clearinghouse, Shimberg Center for 
Housing Studies at the University of Florida

•	 Nicolas Retsinas, director emeritus, Joint Center for Housing Studies at Harvard 
University

•	 Alexander Von Hoffman, senior research fellow, Joint Center for Housing Studies at 
Harvard University

•	 Susan Woodward, chief economist at HUD and the U.S. Securities and Exchange 
Commission; founder and chairman, Sand Hill Econometrics, Inc. 

Developers and Consultants to Developers

•	 Charles Allen, principal, Evergreen Partners, LLC, Wishcamper Group
•	 Amy Anthony, president and CEO, Preservation of Affordable Housing (POAH)
•	 Jeffrey Brodsky, president, Related Management
•	 Janaka Casper, president and CEO, Community Housing Partnership Corporation, 

Virginia 
•	 Chrystal Kornegay, president and CEO, Urban Edge 
•	 Linda Mandolini, president, Eden Housing
•	 Sister Lillian Murphy, retired president, Mercy Housing National 
•	 Michelle Norris, president, National Church Residences
•	 Nancy Rase, president and CEO, Homes for America
•	 Lawrence Swanson, executive director, ACTION-Housing, Inc., Pittsburgh, 

Pennsylvania
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CDFIs and Finance

•	 Nancy Andrews, president and CEO, Low Income Investment Fund 
•	 Robin Bipes, director of programs and lending, Greater Minnesota Housing Fund
•	 James Bowman, president, National Affordable Housing Trust 
•	 David Brickman, executive vice president, Multifamily Business, Freddie Mac 
•	 Michael Devlin, managing director, Compass Advisors LLC, Board of National Afford-

able Housing Trust
•	 Joseph Hagan, president and CEO, National Equity Fund 
•	 Warren Hanson, president and CEO, Greater Minnesota Housing Fund 
•	 Scott Hoekman, senior vice president and chief credit officer, Enterprise Community 

Investment, Inc.
•	 Marc Jahr, former president, New York City Housing Development Corporation; con-

sultant at Community Development Futures, LLC
•	 Charles Laven, president, Forsyth Street Advisors
•	 James Logue, chief operating officer, Great Lakes Capital 
•	 John Markowski, president, CIC (interviewed with Stacie Young)
•	 Patrick Nash, managing director, JP Morgan Capital Corporation
•	 Daniel Nissenbaum, managing director, Goldman Sachs Urban Investment Group
•	 Vincent O’Donnell, senior advisor, Preservation of Affordable Housing (POAH)
•	 Robert Prasch, preservation director, Network for Oregon Affordable Housing
•	 Matthew Sheedy, director, Social Investment Program, MetLife, Inc.
•	 Todd Trehubenko, senior vice president, Multifamily Finance, Walker & Dunlop 
•	 Stacie Young, director of TPC, CIC 

Public Sector (current or former)

•	 Rafael Cestero, president and CEO, The Community Preservation Corporation and 
CPC Resources, Inc. (CPCR); Former Commissioner, New York City Housing and 
Preservation Department 

•	 David Evans, former assistant executive director of multifamily housing, Pennsylvania 
Housing Finance Agency

•	 Matthew Franklin, president, Mid-Peninsula Housing 
•	 Carol Galante, commissioner and former deputy assistant secretary for multifamily 

housing, Federal Housing Administration
•	 Aaron Gornstein, undersecretary, Massachusetts Department of Housing and Commu-

nity Development
•	 Edward Hinsberger, retired director of Multifamily Housing in Chicago’s Regional 

Office of HUD
•	 Hal Keller, president, Ohio Capital Corporation for Housing 
•	 William Rumpf, president, Mercy Housing Northwest 
•	 Pat Sylvester, Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development
•	 Mary Tingerthal, commissioner, Minnesota Housing Finance Agency
•	 Jon Welty, vice president, Ohio Capital Corporation for Housing
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Peer Foundations and Foundation Consultants

•	 Cassandra Benjamin, CSB Consulting
•	 Xavier Briggs, vice president and director of Housing Program, Ford Foundation (inter-

viewed with Lisa Davis)
•	 Lisa Davis, program officer, Ford Foundation
•	 Eileen Fitzgerald, former senior director of Fannie Mae Foundation; new director of 

SAHF, starting August 1, 2016
•	 John Goldstein, managing director, Imprint Capital Advisors
•	 Elisa Harrigan, Affordable Housing Initiative program officer, Meyer Memorial Trust
•	 Frederick Karnas, senior fellow, The Kresge Foundation
•	 Ellen Lazar, former senior vice president, Fannie Mae Foundation
•	 Sharon Magill, president, Jessie Ball duPont Fund 
•	 Michael Parkhurst, Affordable Housing Initiative program officer, Meyer Memorial 

Trust (interviewed with Candy Solovjovs and Elisa Harrigan) 
•	 Candace Solovjovs, director of programs, Meyer Memorial Trust
•	 Laura Trudeau, managing director, Community Development, Detroit, The Kresge 

Foundation 
•	 Mary Vasys, Vasys Consulting Ltd. 
•	 Barry Zigas, director of housing policy, Consumer Federation of America; former senior 

vice president, Fannie Mae
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APPENDIX C 

The Preservation Compact’s List of Events (2009–2014)

Table C.1 
The Preservation Compact’s List of Events (2009–2014)

Event Title Purpose

Green Retrofit Program 
Workshop

May 2009
(50 attendees)

A workshop to market the Green Retrofit Program, a program created with federal 
government stimulus funds designed to have short application and approval 
timelines.

Weatherization Program 
Workshops

October 29, 2009
(100 attendees)

Interagency Council–organized workshop for multifamily owners to educate them 
about the Weatherization Program, which had received a substantial infusion of 
additional funds from the federal stimulus.

Owners Forum on 
Preservation Resources 

November 19, 2009
(200 attendees)

The one-day forum included panels about new public resources, energy programs, 
multifamily finance, and best management practices.

Workshops for Public 
Agency Staff

May, June, July, 2010
(75 attendees)

Staff from government agencies attended three workshops over the summer of 
2009 hosted by TPC and its Interagency Council to build capacity around energy 
retrofit funding resources, preservation-related funding resources, and challenges 
related to mixed-finance properties.

Energy Efficiency Showcase
February 8, 2012
(92 attendees)

Energy experts and housing stakeholders presented information to property 
owners and managers about the energy saving options available to them, including 
the Energy Savers program, Green Refinance Plus, ComEd’s Multi-Family Home 
Energy Savings Program, and resources for tenants from Citizens Utility Board.

Preservation Forum: 2- to 
4-Unit Properties

June 13, 2012
(106 attendees)

This forum included a panel discussion about the stock of 2- to 4-unit rental 
properties in Cook County, and the experiences of investors who own and manage 
small portfolios of these properties.

Preserving Assisted 
Properties Workshop

December 3–4, 2012
(126 attendees)

Owners and managers of assisted properties and staff of community housing 
development organizations (CHDOs) attended a workshop designed to help Cook 
County buildings with multiple funding sources tackle operating and monitoring 
challenges. Participants learned about improving building operations, navigating 
monitoring and compliance related to HOME, project-based vouchers, and other 
funding sources, and understanding strategies related to energy, property taxes, 
and bedbugs.

Conference: Rental Housing 
in the New Economy

July 18, 2013
(250 attendees)

More than 250 policymakers, experts, and housing stakeholders gathered for a day-
long discussion about why preservation is an important strategy in a world where 
some rental markets boom while others struggle, credit is tight, and the future of 
housing subsidy is uncertain.

RAD Workshops
September 5, 2013
(55 attendees)

TPC hosted two workshops about the Rental Assistance Demonstration program 
(RAD), featuring a presentation from Will Lavy from HUD’s national office. 
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Event Title Purpose

Preserving Chicagoland’s 
Small Multifamily Housing 
Stock

May 22, 2014
(75 attendees)

The forum examined the stock of 5–49-unit rental properties in the Chicago region. 
Panelists discussed lending and market trends, especially in low- and moderate-
income communities, regulatory issues, public sector strategies and resources, and 
the aging buildings that provide homes to nearly one-third of Chicago’s renters. 

1–4 Unit Rental 
Redevelopment Resources

November 6, 2014
(75 attendees)

TPC and several partners hosted a workshop to share resources available for 
investors who are redeveloping 1–4-unit rental properties. Presentations covered 
both acquisition-rehabilitation and takeout loan programs, the City’s Micro 
Market Recovery Program, and a new property tax incentive for rehabbed 1–6 unit 
properties.

Preservation Resources 
Workshop

November 18, 2014
(70 attendees)

This workshop was designed for owners and managers of Project-Based Section 8 
properties. Presentations covered financial resources that can help preserve HUD-
assisted properties.

SOURCE: Information provided by Stacie Young of CIC.

Table C.1—Continued
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Abbreviations

ACS American Community Survey

AHS American Housing Survey

CDC community development corporation

CDFI community development financial institution

CEO chief executive officer

CIC Community Investment Corporation

FHA Federal Housing Administration

HPET Housing Partnership Equity Trust

HUD U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

IHDA Illinois Housing Development Authority

IPUMS Integrated Public Use Microdata Series

LIHTC Low Income Housing Tax Credit

MSA metropolitan statistical area

PRI program-related investment

PUMS Public Use Microdata Sample

QAP qualified allocation plan

REIT real estate investment trust

RFQ request for qualifications

SAHF Stewards of Affordable Rental Housing for the Future

TPC The Preservation Compact

URE usual place of residence elsewhere

USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture

WOO Window of Opportunity Initiative
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