
mission advocate decent safe affordable housing individuals families 
elderly disabled persons low income services programs improve social 
economic welfare quality of life mission advocate decent safe affordable 
housing individuals families elderly disabled persons children low income 
services programs improve social economic welfare quality of life mission 
advocate decent safe affordable housing individuals families elderly 
disabled persons low income services programs improve social economic 
welfare quality of life mission advocate decent safe affordable housing 
individuals families elderly disabled persons low income services programs 
improve social economic welfare quality of life mission advocate decent 
safe affordable housing individuals families elderly disabled persons low 
income services programs improve social economic welfare quality of 
life mission advocate decent safe affordable housing individuals families 
elderly disabled persons low income services programs improve social 
economic welfare quality of life mission advocate decent safe affordable 
housing individuals families elderly disabled persons low income services 
programs improve social economic welfare quality of life mission 
advocate decent safe affordable housing individuals families children

Moving To Work
FY 2013 

AnnuAl reporT



CONTENTS
SecTion i. inTroducTion ................................................................................................................................................................4

A. keene HouSing .......................................................................................................................................................................4
B. Moving To Work ....................................................................................................................................................................4
c. AgencY goAlS ......................................................................................................................................................................... 5

SecTion ii. generAl HouSing AuTHoriTY operATing inForMATion .............................................................................................. 7
A. HouSing STock inForMATion ................................................................................................................................................. 7
B. leASing inForMATion .............................................................................................................................................................. 9
c. WAiTliST inForMATion ............................................................................................................................................................16

SecTion iii. propoSed MTW AcTiviTieS ......................................................................................................................................... 18

SecTion iv. Approved MTW AcTiviTieS: Hud ApprovAl previouSlY grAnTed ..........................................................................19
A. iMpleMenTed AcTiviTieS ..........................................................................................................................................................19

eligiBiliTY AdMiniSTrATion And HoMeoWnerSHip ................................................................................................................20
HouSing QuAliTY STAndArd inSpecTionS .............................................................................................................................22
renT reASonABleneSS ...........................................................................................................................................................24
STepped SuBSidieS (ForMerlY HouSing ASSiSTAnce coupon) .............................................................................................26
reSidenT SelF-reliAnce progrAM .......................................................................................................................................28
SHelTer HouSing ASSiSTAnce coupon (SHAc) progrAM...................................................................................................31
AlTernATive recerTiFicATion ScHedule ................................................................................................................................34
projecT-BASed couponS ......................................................................................................................................................36
reSTricTionS oF SecTion 8 porTABiliTY ................................................................................................................................38

B. noT YeT iMpleMenTed AcTiviTieS ...........................................................................................................................................39
c. AcTiviTieS on Hold ...............................................................................................................................................................39
d. cloSed ouT AcTiviTieS ..........................................................................................................................................................39

STAndArd deducTionS ..........................................................................................................................................................39



SecTion v. SourceS And uSeS oF FundS ...................................................................................................................................... 41
A. SourceS And uSeS oF MTW FundS ...................................................................................................................................... 41
B. locAl ASSeT MAnAgeMenT plAn ........................................................................................................................................... 41
c. coMMiTMenT oF unSpenT FundS .......................................................................................................................................... 41

SecTion vi. AdMiniSTrATive ............................................................................................................................................................42
A. AgencY revieW ......................................................................................................................................................................42
B. pHA-direcTed evAluATionS oF MTW .................................................................................................................................42
c. cerTiFicATion oF coMpliAnce ...............................................................................................................................................42



4 — Introduction

SECTiON i. iNTRODUCTiON
A. keene HouSing

Keene Housing (KH) has provided “safe, sanitary dwelling accommodations for the elderly and persons of low-income” in the Monadnock Region 
since our inception in 1965. From shifting demographics to economic uncertainty, the region has seen many changes in the ensuing decades. KH 
works diligently to remain true to our core values while being responsive to the changes that affect the elderly, working, and disabled neighbors 
we serve. Through it all KH continues fulfilling our original mission while expanding our role in the community, doing more than simply providing 
affordable housing.

B. Moving To Work

One of the Agency’s greatest strengths is its participation in the Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Moving to Work (MTW) 
program. MTW provides KH, and 38 other Public Housing Authorities (PHAs), flexibility in determining how we administer our housing assistance 
programs. Congress authorized MTW in 1996 to create a group of PHAs that could design and test alternative approaches to providing and 
administering housing assistance and help move work-able households towards greater economic independence. Selected PHAs are required 
to meet three statutory goals:

• Reduce cost and achieve greater cost effectiveness in Federal expenditures;

• Give incentives to families with children where the  head of household is working, seeking work, or is preparing for work by participating 
in on the job training, educational programs, or programs that assist people to obtain employment and become economically self-
sufficient; and

• Increase housing choices for low-income families.

Participating PHAs document lessons learned through Annual Reports such as this and our results inform the Department’s policy recommendations 
to Congress. In 2013, HUD temporarily extended several innovations developed and tested by MTW agencies to non-MTW PHAs struggling 
from yeas of underfunding and sequestration. Several other MTW innovations were codified into law in the 2014 appropriations. These policy 
changes protected housing assistance for thousands of families and overtime will reduce the cost of operating the nation’s voucher program.

As part of the original MTW cohort, for the past 14 years, KH has used its MTW flexibilities to develop local programs that support our working 
families, the homeless, individuals transitioning out of incarceration, families ready to become homeowners, and has increased the number of 
affordable units in our region. KH’s Resident Self-Reliance (RSR) program provides services and case management to work-able households with 
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a focus on reducing household debt and increasing income. Our Shelter Housing Assistance Coupon program helps hard to house individuals 
and families acquire stable housing so they can focus on overcoming barriers to self-sufficiency. Providing shelter subsidies to local shelters and 
transitional housing through the Shelter Assistance Coupon Program is a critical component of the region’s homeless shelter system. Our Heading 
for Home (H4H) program allows low-income household the opportunity to purchase and live in homes of their own. Our MTW Project Based 
Voucher program is central to KH and our non-profit partners’ ability to finance the development of additional affordable units in the Monadnock 
Region. The flexibilities afforded KH through our inclusion in MTW also allowed KH to do more with less during significant federal disinvestment 
in affordable housing programs. 

The administrative and programmatic cost-saving measures KH developed in our 15 years as an MTW agency meant that we weathered recent 
funding challenges without cutting subsidy or impacting staffing. In fact, in 2013 KH was able to issue HCVs to wait listed households for the 
first time since 2007. In addition, although the region continued feeling the strain of the economic downturn, 15 households found their way to 
self-sufficiency in FY 2013 and no longer need KH’s assistance. We see these accomplishments as further proof of MTW’s success in meeting its 
Congressional objectives. MTW is a linchpin in our community’s successful efforts to provide more opportunities for our low-income neighbors to 
flourish, even in the face of unprecedented economic pressures.

c. AgencY goAlS

The last two years have brought significant changes for KH and its staff. In January 2012, KH’s Executive Director retired. In September of that 
year, KH’s Board of Commissioners chose a new Executive Director, Joshua Meehan. With new leadership in place, KH spent much of 2013 
evaluating our programs, policies, role in the community, our goals, and our philosophy. The 2014 MTW Annual Plan delivered the first wave 
of reforms stemming from this internal evaluation, including a new agency name, new guiding principles, and a substantial recommitment to 
resident services. 

In the short term, KH plans on continuing the assessment started in 2013. In 2014, this means focusing on a set of specific goals in order to 
position ourselves in the best way possible to meet our long-term goals. A full discussion of our immediate and long-term goals and objectives is 
available in our 2014 MTW Annual Plan but a brief synopsis includes:

• Freeing up resources by reducing administrative costs and streamlining verification processes to ensure the Agency’s long-term economic 
stability;

• Reinvesting in helping people realize their full potential through thoughtfully designed and continuously evaluated, high-quality resident 
services;
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• Investing in our children so they do not need our assistance as adults; and

• Improving property management and reinvesting in the portfolio so that our properties are comparable in quality and management to 
any market rate housing in the City.

This review of 2013, while primarily a look at our past performance, is also a blueprint for how we intend to move forward. The 2013 MTW 
Annual Report details our progress based upon performance metrics developed in the past. The Report also introduces new performance metrics 
established by HUD to help the department more precisely articulate our MTW successes.
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SECTiON ii. GENERAL HOUSiNG AUTHORiTY OPERATiNG 
iNFORMATiON
A. HouSing STock inForMATion

Keene Housing owns or manages 583 units of affordable housing including two homeless shelters, three HUD multi-family properties, six Low 
Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) properties, two homes for the chronically mentally ill, and ten properties that were converted from public 
housing to Project Based Vouchers in 2009. MTW plays an integral part in the management of our entire portfolio. For example, many of our 
LIHTC properties include MTW Project-Based Vouchers (PBV) and our shelters utilize shallow subsidies permitted through our Shelter Housing 
Assistance Coupon (SHAC) activity. With few exceptions, MTW touches and improves every aspect of KH’s operations. 

Project-Based Vouchers
Using our MTW flexibility, KH disposed of our entire Public Housing portfolio in 2009. As part of the public housing disposition, KH utilized our 
MTW flexibility to waive caps on the percentage of PBV units per property and increase the percentage of our total HCV funding KH iuses for 
PBVs (see Project Based Voucher activity on page XX). This allowed KH to project-base all of our former public housing units, accounting for 213 
PBVs. 

Low Income Housing Tax Credit properties make up the next largest portion of PBV units. At the end of 2013, KH had committed or executed 
MTW PBV contracts for 102 of these units. 

New Housing Choice Vouchers that were Project-Based in 2013
As indicated in the next table, KH anticipated adding 6 new PBVs during 2013. Three of the new PBVs were committed to Cottage Street, a 
home for households affected by mental illness, in 2012. KH anticipated converting all 3 units upon turnover during 2013 but did not execute 
the Housing Assistance Payment (HAP) contract as anticipated. The contract will be fully executed early in 2014 and KH is now anticipating these 
units being added to its PBV portfolio at that time.

KH also anticipated converting 3 units at Evergreen Knoll, a LIHTC property with Department of Agriculture Rural Development subsidy. After 
careful consideration, we decided not to pursue project-basing these units in 2013.
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Table 1. New HCVs Project-Based in FY 2013 

Property Name
Anticipated Number of New 
Vouchers to be Project-Based 

*

Actual Number of New 
Vouchers that were Project-

Based
Description of Project

 Cottage Street 3 0 2- and 3-bedroom accessible units for households receiving 
services through Monadnock Family Services (MFS)

Evergreen Knoll 3 0
LIHTC family housing; 32 2- and 3-bedroom townhouse style 
units including 2 accessible units; mix of Tax Credit, USDA 
RD, and HOME subsidies

   

Anticipated Total Number of 
New Vouchers to be Project-

Based *

Actual Total Number of New 
Vouchers that were Project-

Based

Anticipated Total Number 
of Project-Based Vouchers 

Committed at the End of the 
Fiscal Year *

Actual Total Number of 
Project-Based Vouchers 

Committed at the End of the 
Fiscal Year

6 0 339 312

Anticipated Total Number 
of Project-Based Vouchers 
Leased Up or Issued to a 

Potential Tenant at the End of 
the Fiscal Year *

Actual Total Number of 
Project-Based Vouchers 

Leased Up or Issued to a 
Potential Tenant at the End of 

the Fiscal Year

333 321

* From the approved FY 2013 Plan

Other Changes to the Housing Stock that Occurred During the Fiscal Year
KH celebrated the grand opening of Brookbend Family Housing in October of 2013. The property consists of 75 2- and 3-bedroom townhouse 
style units. KH committed 21 PBVs to the property. As seen in the table below, Brookbend West closed in August of 2013 and utilized 10 of the 
21 PBVs. Construction of Brookbend East is anticipated to conclude in March of 2014. At the end of 2013 the property was 75% leased up and 
had utilized 6 PBVs. The remaining 5 PBVs are expected to be utilized in 2014.



9 — Housing Stock Information

Table 2. Changes in Housing Stock FY 2013

Construction of Brookbend West concluded in August of 2013. The property utilizes 10 of the 21 PBVs committed to the Brookbend East & 
West properties. Brookbend West was 100% leased-up at the end of 2013.

Construction of Brookbend East is anticipated to conclude March 2014. The property was 75% leased-up at the end of 2013.

Capital Fund Expenditures
KH has no public housing and does not receive funds from the Public Housing Capital Fund Program.

Non-MTW Properties
Through a sale of the property to a local Tri-Cap Agency, we anticipated beginning the demolition and replacement of Wedgewood Duplexes in 
Winchester, NH. While not currently part of our MTW program, the replacement or disposition of this aging Multi-Family Section 8 property is 
integral to the agency-wide health of our housing stock and programs. Unfortunately, the development team was unable to secure Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credits for this project in 2013 and the transaction was put on hold. The team submitted a new round of Community Development 
Block Grants (CDBG) and LIHTC applications in February 2014 and we expect a decision in the spring.

Table 3. Overview of Other Housing Owned and/or Managed by the PHA at Fiscal Year End
Housing Program Total Units Overview of the Program

Non-MTW HUD Funded 177 Includes 162 Multi-family Section 8 and 15 Section 202 units.

Tax Credit 32  32 2- and 3-bedroom townhouse style units including 2 accessible 
units; mix of Tax Credit, USDA RD, and HOME subsidies

Total Other Housing Owned and/or Managed 209

B. leASing inForMATion

In 2013, KH provided 52 shallow subsidies through its Shelter Housing Assistance Coupon (SHAC) activity to local shelters and transitional 
housing programs administered by local service providers. In addition to 14 SHAC subsidies in the KH owned and managed Roxbury Street 
Men’s shelter, KH provided SHAC subsidies for:
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• 12 beds at Second Chance, a transitional housing program for individuals released from County jail who would otherwise be homeless;

• 20 beds at the KH owned and managed Water Street Family Shelter; and 

• 6 beds at Fairweather Lodge, a transitional housing program for the chronically mentally ill. 

Table 4. Actual Number of Households Served at the End of the Fiscal Year: Number of Households Served

Housing Program
Number of Households Served*
Planned Actual

Number of Units that were Occupied/Leased through Local Non-Traditional MTW Funded  Property-
Based Assistance Programs 52 29

Number of Units that were Occupied/Leased through Local Non-Traditional MTW Funded Tenant-Based 
Assistance Programs 0 0

Port-In Vouchers (not absorbed) 0 0
Total Projected and Actual Households Served 52 29

* Calculated by dividing the planned/actual number of unit months occupied/leased by 12.

Table 5.  Actual Number of Households Served at the End of the Fiscal Year: Unit Months Occupied

Housing Program
Unit Months 

Occupied/Leased****

Planned Actual

Number of Units that were Occupied/Leased through Local Non-Traditional MTW Funded  Property-Based 
Assistance Programs ***

624 348

Number of Units that were Occupied/Leased through Local Non-Traditional MTW Funded Tenant-Based 
Assistance Programs ***

0 0

Port-In Vouchers (not absorbed) 0 0

Total Projected and Annual Unit Months Occupied/Leased 624 348

**** Unit Months Occupied/Leased is the total number of months KH has  occupied/leased units, according to unit category during the year.
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Explanation for Differences Between Planned and Actual Households Served
KH’s Shelter Housing Assistance Coupon (SHAC) program provides shallow subsidy vouchers to local shelter and transitional housing providers. 
In 2012, KH committed 12 SHAC vouchers to Second Chance, a transitional housing program for individuals leaving incarceration. Second 
Chance opened second quarter 2013 and was not at full capacity until late 2013.

Table 6.  Average and Total Number of Households Served at the During the Fiscal Year

 
Average Number of 

Households Served Per 
Month

Total Number of 
Households Served 

During the Year

Households Served through Local, Non-Traditional Services Only 29 350

Household Income Level Compliance in Non-Traditional MTW Programs
KH administers one non-traditional MTW Program, SHAC. The program focuses on helping those who are hard to house due to substance or 
mental health reasons, recent incarceration, or other barriers to housing. See Leasing Information and Ongoing MTW Activities: Shelter Housing 
Assistance Coupon (pg. 31) for a complete overview of the activity. 

Table 7. Reporting Compliance with Statutory MTW Requirements: 75% of Families Assisted are Very Low-Income

NOTE: Per Attachment B of the Amended and Restated Moving to Work Agreement, HUD verifies KH compliance with the statutory objective of 
“assuring that at least 75% of the families assisted by the Agency are very low-income families” by examining data submitted to HUD through its 
Public and Indian Housing Information Center (PIC) system. This dataset is limited as it only includes those households participating in a traditional 
HUD program, such as the HCV program. It does not include information on households participating in a local, non-traditional MTW program 
such as KH’s SHAC program. The following table lists the number of participants served by SHAC. As KH collects data based on the number of 
beds filled monthly, and the transitory nature of SHAC participants, it is not possible to guarantee an unduplicated number of households served. 
Instead, KH calculates the number of participants based on monthly utilization rates.
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Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Total Number of Local, Non-Traditional MTW 
Households Assisted 39 181 350 0 0 0 0 0

Number of Local, Non-Traditional MTW 
Households with Incomes Below 50% of Area 
Median Income

39 181 350 0 0 0 0 0

Percentage of Local, Non-Traditional MTW 
Households with Incomes Below 50% of Area 
Median Income

100% 100% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Changes in Household Composition
Like much of the country, KH faces an aging population and shrinking family sizes. As the region’s population ages, the makeup of KH’s 
participants has also changed, with two adult no children households now more common than two adult households with multiple children. 
Another significant shift in KH’s demographics is the number of single head of household families being served. Nearly 49% of KH’s work-able 
households are single male or female headed. Data on households by family size prior to FY 2010 is unavailable. Baseline set to FY 2010 data.
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Reporting Compliance with Statutory MTW Requirements: Maintain Comparable Mix 
Table 8. Baseline for the Mix of Family Sizes Served (FY 2010)

Family Size
Occupied Number of 

Public Housing units by  
Household Size when 

PHA Entered MTW

Utilized Number of 
Section 8 Vouchers by 
Household Size when 

PHA Entered MTW

Non-MTW Adjustments 
to the Distribution of 

Household Sizes

Baseline Number of 
Household Sizes to be 

Maintained

Baseline Percentages 
of Family Sizes to be 

Maintained

1 Person 0 327 0 327 60%
2 Person 0 92 0 92 17%
3 Person 0 53 0 53 10%
4 Person 0 39 0 39 7%
5 Person 0 19 0 19 4%

6+ Person 0 12 0 12 2%
Totals 0 542 0 542 100%

Table 9. Mix of Family Sizes Served

  1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5 Person 6+ Person Totals

Baseline Percentages of Household Sizes to be Maintained 60% 17% 10% 7% 4% 2% 100%

Number of Households Served by Family Size this Fiscal 
Year* 328 117 70 31 17 15 578

Percentages of Households Served by Household Size this 
Fiscal Year* 57% 20% 12% 5% 3% 3% 100%

Percentage Change -6% 19% 24% -25% -16% -17% 0%

*Does not include the 350 households served through KH’s local non-traditional MTW program, SHAC
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Justification and Explanation for Family Size 
Variations of Over 5% from the Baseline Percentages

When KH converted its public housing portfolio to project-based vouchers, we shed a large 
portion of our four and larger bedroom scattered site units. At the time, there was a lack 
of demand for the larger units. Difficulties filling the units resulted in frequent overhousing 
and vacancies. We moved the few larger families that did live in our units to the HCV 
program which accounts for the large increase in 5+ person households in the voucher 
program. Decreases in the 1 and 4 person households are consistent with changes in local 
demographics which point toward smaller families amongst the work-able and less elderly 
choosing to live alone. This shift accounts for much of the increase in 2 and 3 person 
households.

Leasing Issues
2013 saw the added pressure of sequestration to continuing budgetary constraints imposed upon PHAs by the federal government’s prolonged 
underfunding of the Housing Choice Voucher program. Thanks to MTW, KH was able to keep its programs viable despite federal disinvestment. In 
fact, 2013 saw KH issue new MTW HCVs for the first time since 2007. This lease-up, in the face of unprecedented funding cuts was only possible 
because of the administrative and programmatic flexibility KH enjoys through MTW.

Historically low funding levels did, however, impact KH’s Non Elderly Disabled (NED) program. Despite a demonstrable shortfall in NED funding, 
HUD twice denied KH’s applications for set-aside funding. HUD’s denial was strange given the fact that KH received a significant NED set-aside 
in 2012, under similar circumstances as 2013. The only significant difference between 2012 and 2013 was the size of the set-aside request. The 
request in 2013 was less than a third of the set-aside KH received in 2012. 

KH strongly disagrees with the Department’s Shortfall Prevention Team’s decision to deny KH’s set-aside applications in FY2013. None-the-less 
KH made the difficult decision to fund the NED shortfall with MTW funds that were intended for other MTW activities. While improved funding in 
2014 and 2015 will hopefully render this issue moot, KH continues to assert that 1) there are no Net Restricted Assets in an MTW context, and 2) 
KH has no HCV reserves, therefore the Department’s position that KH must use MTW funds to support NED underfunding is incorrect, inconsistent 
with the intent and letter of the MTW Agreement and not supported by law or regulation. 

KH’s MTW HCV utilization rate and resident services were directly impacted by the NED shortfall and we hope that we will receive adequate 
funding in 2014 to avoid being forced to repurpose MTW funds to support an unrelated program that can, and should be adequately funded 
by the Department.
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Table 10. Description of any Issues Related to Leasing of Public Housing, Housing Choice Vouchers or Local, Non-Traditional Units and Solutions at Fiscal Year End

Housing Program Description of Leasing Issues and Solutions

Non-Elderly Disabled Vouchers
HUD funding for KH’s NED voucher program was significantly lower than necessary to operate the 
program. KH offset the funding shortfall with MTW HCV funds for 2013. However this is not a sustainable 
solution and KH will need to reevaluate its NED voucher program if funding shortfalls continue.

MTW HCV Program KH used MTW HCV funds to offset a funding shortfall in the NED Voucher Program (see above). This 
reduced the total number of new households KH could assist from the HCV waiting list.

Participant Self-Sufficiency
KH uses two definitions to determine if a household attains self-sufficiency. The first definition relates to economic self-sufficiency and is tied to 
our $0 HAP Threshold (See on-going activities: Stepped Subsidy). Households who meet this criteria have increased their income to the point to 
which their Housing Assistance Payment (HAP) is reduced to $0. After six months at $0 HAP, KH determines that the household no longer requires 
housing assistance and ends the household’s participation in the voucher program. This threshold is relatively new to KH and in 2013 only one 
household transitioned to self-sufficiency under this method.

The second definition KH uses is based on a household’s choice to voluntarily terminate participation. This is the largest portion of the households 
that transitioned to self-sufficiency in 2013, accounting for 14 households. Generally, these households leave the program because they have 
found a way to afford housing without KH’s assistance. In some cases, the household found housing that better suits their needs at a lower price 
or where housing costs are offset in some way, such as becoming a live-in aid. In other cases, a household reduced their debt to the point where 
they feel they can afford rents without assistance or found a job outside our jurisdiction. KH does not include households who choose to terminate 
their participation to avoid eviction or termination from the HCV program for non-compliance as having attained self-sufficiency. 

Table 11. Number of Households Transitioned To Self-Sufficiency by Fiscal Year End

Activity Name/# Number of Households 
Transitioned Agency Definition of Self Sufficiency

Resident Self-Reliance/1999.05.SS 1
Economic self-sufficiency: Household HAP is reduced to $0 due to an 
increase in gross income

Resident Self-Reliance/1999.05.SS 14
Personal self-sufficiency: Voluntary termination for reason other than to 
avoid eviction or HCV program termination
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Households Duplicated Across Activities/Definitions 0

Annual Total Number of Households Transitioned to 
Self- Sufficiency 15

c. WAiTliST inForMATion

KH manages separate waiting lists for its MTW Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program and Mainstream Voucher programs. It also manages 
site based waiting lists which include both MTW Project-Based Vouchers (PBV) and non-MTW units. The HCV waiting list covers all applicants 
interested in a tenant-based voucher to lease on the private market and a special “mobility” waiting list for PBV households interested in receiving 
a mobile voucher. KH administers the NED voucher program from the HCV waiting list for households who meet the program’s eligibility criteria. 
Applicants choosing one of our site-based waiting lists are not limited to a specific number of properties nor are they required to choose a PBV 
specific waiting list to be eligible for a PBV unit. 

It is KH’s policy to keep our waiting lists open regardless of length. Closing the waiting lists, or limiting the number of lists an applicant can choose 
from, may reduce the administrative burden of long waiting lists. However, it is our belief that keeping the waiting list open gives us a better 
understanding of the community’s housing needs and preferences. Instead, KH informs applicants of the approximate length of their wait and 
applicants are encouraged to check their status and regularly keep us informed of any household changes. 

To keep data current, KH purges our waiting lists annually. A “purge letter” informs households of the waiting lists they are currently on and 
notifies them of their rights and responsibilities as applicants with respect to updating their application or remaining on the waiting lists.

Table 12. Wait List Information at Fiscal Year End

Housing Program(s) Wait List Type Number of Households 
on Wait List

Wait List Open, 
Partially Open or 

Closed

Was the Wait List 
Opened During the 

Fiscal Year

Federal MTW HCV Units Community-Wide 408 Open Yes
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Housing Program(s) Wait List Type Number of Households 
on Wait List

Wait List Open, 
Partially Open or 

Closed

Was the Wait List 
Opened During the 

Fiscal Year

Federal MTW HCV Units
Program Specific 
(NED)

155 Open Yes

Federal Non-MTW HCV 
Units

Program Specific 
(Mainstream-5)

229 Open Yes

Federal MTW PBV Units
Site Based 
(Unduplicated)

624 Open Yes
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SECTiON iii. PROPOSED MTW ACTiViTiES
All proposed activities that are granted approval by HUD are reported on in Section IV as “Approved Activities” (page 19).
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SECTiON iV. APPROVED MTW ACTiViTiES: HUD APPROVAL 
PREViOUSLY GRANTED
HUD outlines the required components of an MTW Annual Report in Attachment B of each agencies’ Amended and Restated MTW Agreement. 
Criticism of MTW’s value focuses on HUD’s lack of oversight and consistency in evaluating MTW activities. The Government Accountability Office 
(GAO) and Office of Inspector General (OIG) echoed this criticism in recent reviews of the program. In response, HUD released a new Attachment 
B for all MTW agencies in May 2013. 

The new Attachment B includes changes to the formatting and reporting requirements for agency’s Annual Plans and Reports. One of the most 
significant changes is the inclusion of HUD mandated standard metrics for evaluating MTW activities. The transition to the new Attachment B for 
this report required us to look carefully at the KH initiated performance measures used in previous reports, why we chose those measures, and 
how our measures aligned with HUD’s proscribed metrics. Part of this process included making careful, and sometimes difficult, choices about 
what to measure and why. This report marks the transition from the old to the new reporting format. We would like to acknowledge the assistance 
we received from MTW staff during this difficult transition.

A. iMpleMenTed AcTiviTieS

Keene Housing has developed a numbering convention for MTW activities. The new convention first appeared in our FY 2014 Annual Plan and 
comes at the suggestion of HUD. KH designed our numbering convention to enhance readers’ ability to track activities throughout the years.

The first number is the approval year. The second number refers to the activity number for that year. The letters indicate the statutory objective 
the activity relates to – HC relates to Housing Choice, CE relates to Cost Effectiveness, and SS refers to Self-Sufficiency. For example, an activity 
with the number 1999.03.CE would be the third activity approved in 1999 and would be related to the statutory objective “reduce cost and 
achieve greater cost effectiveness in federal expenditures”. In cases where an activity may fall under more than one objective, KH’s primary goal 
in initiating the activity is used.
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1999.01.Hc
eligiBiliTY AdMiniSTrATion And HoMeoWnerSHip

This activity includes two distinct but related initiatives – the area median 
income (AMI) threshold for MTW Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) eligibility 
and a flat subsidy for participants who purchase a home through our Heading 
for Home (H4H) program with incomes above 80% AMI.

Raising the AMI eligibility threshold for the MTW HCV program from 50% 
to 80% AMI allowed KH to increase the number of applicants eligible for 
our voucher programs. While historic data is unavailable on the number of 
additional households served by this activity, in 2013, out of the 87 HCV 
vouchers issued, 9 households had incomes between 50% and 80% of AMI 
for Cheshire County. 

When KH converted its public housing units to conventional housing with 
project-based vouchers, the higher eligibility threshold protected housing assistance for existing public housing residents with incomes above 
50% AMI. Two hundred twenty-eight (228) residents chose to remain in the former public housing units, while 17 moved to the private market 
with a MTW HCV.

The MTW HCV eligibility threshold portion of this activity will be closed out in FY 2015 as recent changes in HUD’s interpretation of the original 
MTW statute appears to set the MTW HCV eligibility threshold at 80% AMI for all MTW agencies.

Since its implementation in 2008, the Homeownership aspect of the Eligibility activity helped thirteen (13) families purchase and retain a home. 
Establishing a flat rate subsidy and permitting interim recertifications reduces the chance of a Stepped Subsidy homeowner entering foreclosure 
because of an inability to afford their mortgage payment. These policies have helped at least two (2) families avoid foreclosure and three (3) 
families to become financially stable enough to no longer need housing assistance. Currently nine (9) households are actively receiving housing 
assistance the H4H program.

Instability in the housing market significantly reduced the number of families interested in home ownership over the past few years. No new 
families purchased a home through the activity in 2013. However, towards the end of 2013 we did notice an increase in interest and hope to see 
more families moving towards homeownership in the future.

Plan Year implemented: FY 2000 for increase in MTW HCV 
AMI threshold; FY 2008 for Homeownership flat rent changes.

Data Collection: Tracker Systems database tracks data on new 
admissions and homeownership. 

Statutory Objective: Increase housing choices for low-income 
families.

MTW Authorizations: Attachment C Section D.3. Eligibility of 
Participants and Section D.8. Homeownership Program
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Benchmarks and Outcomes
The FY 2013 Report is the first report which utilizes HUD’s new standard metrics for evaluating activity efficacy. In previous reports, KH evaluated 
the program based upon three (3) metrics: 

• Number of Households Achieving Homeownership; 

• Number of Households in KH Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program; and 

• Income Distribution of New Admissions.

Of these old metrics, the “Number of Households Achieving Homeownership” metric aligned with the HUD metric, “Increase in Homeownership 
Opportunities”. As this metric exists in previous reports, baseline is set to 2007, the year before implementation of the homeownership flat subsidy.

The remaining two metrics, which focus on the eligibility threshold aspect of the activity, look at the entire MTW population rather than just those 
targeted by the activity. By focusing on the entire population, the metrics do not adequately measure activity efficacy. As HUD does not provide 
an adequate measure to determine the number of households assisted by this activity, KH adopted the displacement prevention metric as a more 
applicable evaluation metric. 

Table 13. HC #4: Displacement Prevention

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2007 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of households at or below 80% AMI that would lose 
assistance or need to move (decrease). 228 0 0 Yes

Table 14. HC #5: Increase in Resident Mobility

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2007 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of households able to move to a better unit and/
or neighborhood of opportunity as a result of the activity 
(increase).

0 0 0 Yes

Table 15. HC #6: Increase in Homeownership Opportunities

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2007 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of households that purchased a home as a result of 
the activity (increase). 1 3 0 Yes
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1999.02.ce 
HouSing QuAliTY STAndArd inSpecTionS

The Housing Quality Standards (HQS) Inspection activity authorizes KH to 
move all KH owned and managed units, upon passing their first annual HQS 
inspection, to a biennial inspection schedule. It also waives the need to inspect 
units inspected by an independent agency with a higher standard – REAC 
and UPCS, for example – than HQS. The activity also permits participating 
property owners to self-certify HQS compliance, with KH performing quality 
control inspections on randomly selected owner certified units. Additionally, 
voucher holders can request a special inspection anytime they believe 
their unit violates HQS. Units that fail a biennial, quality control, or tenant 
requested inspection return to a KH administered annual inspection schedule 
until the unit receives a ‘Pass’ status. 

A large portion of this activity will be closed out in FY 2015 as biennial 
recertifications and waiver of HQS inspections for units subject to a higher 
protocol are now codified into law as part of the 2013 Federal Appropriations.

Benchmarks and Outcomes
No landlords have self-certified their units since 2007, therefore baselines for the KH metrics “HQS inspections by landlords” and “number of 
units failing HQS QC” were set to zero. KH reworked the number of inspections conducted annually by staff to follow HUD’s new standard metrics 
and are now reported under the “agency cost savings” and “staff time savings” metrics. 

Agency Cost Savings is calculated by multiplying the staff time needed to complete all inspections by the current year’s average wages for a full 
time equivalent employee in that position.

Staff time savings is calculated using the total number of HQS inspections performed during the year at 1 hour per inspection to determine the 
total time to complete the task.

Plan year implemented: FY 2000 for landlord self-certification; 
FY 2011 for biennial recertification; FY 2013 for waiver of 
HQS inspection for units held at a higher standard.

Data Collection: KH tracks data on inspection protocols and 
inspection schedule using Boston Post property management 
and Tracker Systems voucher management systems. 

Statutory Objective: Reduce cost and achieve greater cost 
effectiveness in federal expenditures

MTW Authorizations: Attachment C. Section D.5 Ability to 
Certify Housing Quality Standards
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Table 16. CE #1: Agency Cost Savings

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2010 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Total cost of task in dollars (decrease). $9,499 $7,251 $5,976 Yes

Table 17. CE #2: Staff Time Savings

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2010 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Total time to complete the task in staff hours (decrease). 545 416 288 Yes

Table 18. CE #3: Decrease in Error Rate of Task Execution

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2010 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Average error rate in completing a task as a percentage 
(decrease). <1% <1% <1% Yes

Keene Housing Local Metric(s)
In addition to the required metrics developed by HUD, KH also utilizes the following local metrics to monitor program efficacy.

Table 19. KH: Self-Certification Inspections

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2013 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of inspections by landlords (increase). 0 5 0 No

Table 20. KH: HQS Quality Control

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2013 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of self-certified units failing HQS Quality 
Control inspection (decrease). 0 0 0 Yes
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1999.03.ce 
renT reASonABleneSS

KH believes households are the best judge of what an affordable, 
reasonable rent is according to the household’s priorities and needs. The 
Rent Reasonableness activity empowers household to determine what is a 
reasonable rent and rent burden.

First, KH removed caps which limited a household’s ability to rent a unit in 
which the household’s rent share would exceed 40% of its adjusted monthly 
income. Instead, households are counseled during the voucher issuance 
briefing on acceptable rent burdens relative to rent reasonableness and the 
consequences of choosing a unit that creates a high rent burden. KH then 
permits a rent burden of up to 45% of gross monthly income without agency 
approval. In addition, KH may permit a rent burden exceeding 45% if a 
household can prove an ability to pay the higher rent burden.

Next, KH stopped testing units for rent reasonableness and negotiating rents or maintaining a HAP contract with property owners. Instead, KH 
expects the household to determine what a reasonable rent is for the unit they may be renting. KH also provides HAP payments directly to the 
household and the household pays the full amount of rent to their property owner.

Since KH no longer monitors or determines reasonable rents for its participants, KH also discontinued conducting rent reasonableness neighborhood 
analyses for its MTW HCV program. Traditionally, housing authorities are require to survey existing rental units in the jurisdiction and determine 
reasonable rents based on unit size, neighborhood, and amenities provided annually. KH found that the annual maintenance of this data tended 
to be administratively demanding with very little return as the region’s rental market is incredibly tight with little variance from neighborhood to 
neighborhood or town to town.

Since implementing this activity, KH has found that most households choose an affordable unit without additional KH oversight.

Benchmarks and Outcomes
KH has traditionally reported the following metrics for this activity:

• Number of vouchers utilized vs. vouchers issued;

Plan year implemented: FY 2000

Data Collection: The activity has eliminated the task(s) in 
questions, data collection is not necessary.

Statutory Objective: Reduce cost and achieve greater cost 
effectiveness in federal expenditures.

MTW Authorizations: Attachment C Section D.2. (c) Rent 
Policies and Term Limits.
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• Number of households with high rent burdens and contract rents over the Voucher Payment Standard (VPS);
• Range of rents and apartment types; and
• Reduction in staff time.

Of these metrics, only reduction in staff time fits into HUD’s new standard metrics. This metric was used to calculate staff time savings for a 2010 
baseline year, the first year data is available. Staff time savings was then used to calculate agency cost savings using the 2010 loaded full time 
employee (FTE) for baseline. As this activity essentially eliminated all tasks associated with rent reasonableness and affordability assessments for 
the agency, both outcomes and benchmarks are zero values. Evaluation of the remaining KH implemented metrics showed that these metrics were 
no longer necessary to measure activity efficacy, as they do not address any of the three statutory requirements of MTW.

Table 21. CE #1: Agency Cost Savings

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2010 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Total cost of task in dollars (decrease). $456 $0 $0 Yes

Table 22. CE #2: Staff Time Savings

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2010 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Total time to complete the task in staff hours (decrease). 19 0 0 Yes
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1999.04.ce 
STepped SuBSidieS (ForMerlY HouSing ASSiSTAnce coupon)
The Stepped Subsidy activity changed rent determination methodologies for 
non-elderly, non-disabled – “work-able” – households in both the tenant- 
and project-based voucher programs. Stepped Subsidy introduced a tiered 
subsidy structure with recertifications conducted at each step change. Instead 
of calculating the participant’s tenant share based upon 30% of their adjusted 
income, KH calculates the tenant’s share in the first year based upon 20% 
of the household’s gross income. KH then decreases the subsidy at Year 2 
and Year 4 based on the voucher payment standard for the unit size the 
household is eligible. The table below shows the stepped subsidy amounts 
for FY 2013.

The Stepped Subsidy methodology is mandatory for all work-able households; 
although elderly and disabled households may choose to have their subsidy 
calculated using the Stepped Subsidy methodology. By divorcing tenant portion from income, the activity removes the disincentive to work that 
is found in traditional housing assistance rent determination methodologies which penalize households for increased earnings by raising their 
tenant portion. Several elderly and disabled households with earned income have opted into the Stepped Subsidy methodology. 

# BR VPS Step 1 HAP 
(Year 1)

Step 2 HAP (Years 2 
& 3) 

65% of VPS

Step 3 HAP 
(Year 4+) 

45% of VPS

SRO $597 VPS-20% Gross Income = Subsidy $390 $270

0 $797 VPS-20% Gross Income = Subsidy $520 $360

1 $851 VPS-20% Gross Income = Subsidy $550 $380

2 $1067 VPS-20% Gross Income = Subsidy $690 $480

3 $1287 VPS-20% Gross Income = Subsidy $840 $580

4 $1566 VPS-20% Gross Income = Subsidy $1020 $700

PAD $388 VPS-20% Gross Income = Subsidy $250 $170

Plan year implemented: FY2000

Data Collection: Data is maintained in the Tracker Systems 
database. KH monitors participant rent burden and 
employment status on a quarterly basis. Safety Net cases are 
tracked in an Excel spreadsheet. 

Statutory Objective: Reduce cost and achieve greater cost 
effectiveness in federal expenditures.

MTW Authorizations: Attachment C Section D.2. (c) Rent 
Policies and Term Limits.
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Hardship
Stepped Subsidy participants who suffer a hardship due to an unexpected decrease in income may apply for Safety Net. In 2013, KH received 51 
Safety Net applications from 25 households. Of the applications received, KH denied 5, approved 44, and applicants withdrew 2 applications. 
Most recurring applicants suffered losses of income related to unforeseen medical issues. 

Most Safety Net applicants denied in 2013 were because either the Safety Net rent, calculated at 30% of the participant’s gross income, would 
result in a higher tenant payment or the applicant was a welfare recipient already paying the established TANF welfare rent. 

Benchmarks and Outcomes
KH has traditionally reported the following metrics for this activity:

• Number of households reporting earned income; 
• Households exiting the program due to eviction for non-payment of rent;
• Administrative expenses; 
• Number of households completing degree or trade program; 
• Number of households with decreased rent burden;
• Number of households at $0 HAP due to rent burden at or below 30% Gross Median Income (GMI); and
• Increase in number of households assisted.

While informative, evaluation of these metrics shows that most do not evaluate program efficacy in the context of MTW program’s statutory 
requirements. All except “administrative expenses” are discontinued as evaluative measures. KH used 1999 baseline data for the “Administrative 
Expense” metric to set baseline data for HUD’s “Agency Cost Savings” and “Staff Time Savings” metrics. KH then calculated 2013 outcomes 
based upon the 2013 loaded FTE for a tenant assistance specialist.

Table 23. CE #1: Agency Cost Savings

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
1999 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Total cost of task in dollars (decrease). $11,808 $3,708 $4,800 Yes

Table 24. CE #2: Staff Time Savings

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
1999 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Total time to complete the task in staff hours (decrease). 492 155 200 Yes
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1999.05.SS 
reSidenT SelF-reliAnce progrAM

All work-able households in the Stepped Subsidy program are also enrolled 
in KH’s Resident Self-Reliance program, a self-sufficiency activity that 
compliments the Stepped Subsidy activity by providing case management 
and supportive services to help households reduce debt and increase income. 

The RSR program defines competencies for self-sufficiency. These 
competencies outline the skills necessary to achieve financial stability. An 
initial assessment, conducted with a Resident Service Coordinator (RSC), 
helps identify each family’s specific needs. 

Since implementation, RSR participants have consistently shown increases 
in earned income, higher employment rates, and better tenancy outcomes. 

Benchmarks and Outcomes
KH has traditionally reported on the following metrics:

• Percentage of households employed; 
• Earned income of households; 
• Number of waiver households; and
• Percentage of households reporting earned income.

Upon review we have determined that the HUD instituted metrics capture the same data adequately on most points. Rather than essentially 
reporting the same data in different ways, we have done away with all but the “Percentage of households reporting earned income” metric. 

Accounting for the changes that occurred both economically and programmatically since this activity was first implemented in 2000, KH reset 
baselines for all metrics to 2013. 

Plan year implemented: FY 2000

Data Collection: Household data is collected during quarterly 
goal meetings and tracked in Tracker System. 

Statutory Objective: Give incentives to families...whose head 
s of household is working, seeking work, or is preparing for 
work by participating in on the job training, educational 
programs, or programs that assist people to obtain employment 
and become economically self-sufficient.

MTW Authorizations: Attachment C Section E. Authorizations 
Related to Family Self-Sufficiency.
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Table 25. SS #1: Increase in Household Income

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2013 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Average earned income of households affected by this 
policy in dollars (increase). $21,246 $26,002 - N/A

Table 26. SS #3: Increase in Positive Outcomes in Employment Status

NOTE: To determine baselines for 2013 employment status the median hourly wage per capita for Cheshire County was used. All head of 
households who reported an annual gross income which met or exceeded this value was deemed to be employed full time. Anyone reporting less 
and did not fall into the unemployed or other category was determined to be employed part time. In addition, KH has not traditionally collected 
data related to the specific type of educational program a participant is enrolled in. This data will be collected and reported on in 2014.

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2013 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

The number of head of households:
(1)  Employed Full- Time 43 42 - N/A
(2) Employed Part- Time 65 60 - N/A
(3) Enrolled in an Educational  Program 0 4 - N/A
(4) Enrolled in Job  Training  Program 0 3 - N/A
(5)  Unemployed 7 5 - N/A
(6)  Other 0 1 - N/A
The percentage of work-able households:
(1)  Employed Full- Time 37% 37% - N/A
(2) Employed Part- Time 57% 52% - N/A
(3) Enrolled in an Educational  Program 0% 3% - N/A
(4) Enrolled in Job  Training  Program 0% 3% - N/A
(5)  Unemployed 6% 4% - N/A
(6)  Other 0% 1% - N/A
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Table 27. SS #4: Households Removed from Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)

Unit of Measurement Baseline 
2013 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of households receiving TANF assistance 
(decrease). 5 6 - N/A

Table 28. SS #5: Households Assisted by Services that Increase Self-Sufficiency

Unit of Measurement Baseline 
2013 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of households receiving services aimed to 
increase self-sufficiency (increase). 110 110 - N/A

Table 29. SS#8: Households transitioned into Self-Sufficiency

NOTE: KH uses two definitions to determine self-sufficiency: 1) Households that leave the voucher program because their HAP is reduced to $0; 
and 2) Households who voluntarily leave their voucher program for reasons other than to avoid eviction or termination.

Unit of Measurement Baseline 
2013 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of households transitioned to self-sufficiency 
(increase). 15 10 - N/A

Keene Housing Local Metric(s)
In addition to the required metrics developed by HUD, KH also utilizes the following local metric to monitor program efficacy.

Table 30. KH: Households with earned income

Unit of Measurement Baseline 
2013 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Percentage of households reporting earned income 
(increase). 86% 80% - N/A
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1999.06.Hc 
SHelTer HouSing ASSiSTAnce coupon (SHAc) progrAM

KH allocated 52 subsidies in FY 2013 to assist hard-to-house households in 
four shelters and transitional housing programs run by local service providers 
(Southwestern Community Services and Monadnock Family Services). 
These service providers rent units in and around Keene and provide case 
management to participating households. 

While KH allocates a specific number of subsidies to each provider, subsidies 
are provided based upon the number of days a bed is filled in a given 
month. Given the transient nature of the population, this means providers are 
often serving more than one household per subsidy per month. The subsidies 
through this initiative are much “shallower” than a typical HCV, resulting 
in more hard-to-house households sheltered than would be possible in the 
traditional voucher program. In addition, the services provided in these 
partnership means that for every $1 KH expends in HAP, SHAC participants 
are receiving additional services targeted to the participant’s specific needs 
that may otherwise be out of reach.

The structure of the program permits KH to assist households who would 
otherwise go unassisted due to housing history or other eligibility issues. 
This program makes it possible for households in very difficult circumstances 
to secure safe housing while receiving the support they need to eventually 
transition to permanent housing.

Benchmarks and Outcomes
While the SHAC program was approved as part of KH’s original MTW agreement executed in 1999, we have not previously reported on the 
program nor set metrics by which to evaluate the activity. The activity is found in previous Annual Plans, including the FY 2013 Plan, as part of 
our ongoing programs but was not described as its own initiative until the FY 2014 Annual Plan.

Plan year implemented: FY 2000

Data Collection: Service providers are responsible for 
collecting data on households served and reporting the data 
to KH. KH enters collected data into VMS on a monthly basis.

Statutory Objective: Reduce cost and achieve greater cost 
effectiveness in federal expenditure; Give incentives to families 
with children where the head of household is working, seeking 
work, or is preparing for work by participating in on the 
job training, educational programs, or programs that assist 
people to obtain employment and become economically self-
sufficient; Increase housing choices for low-income families.

MTW Authorizations: Attachment C Section E. Authorizations 
Related to Family Self-Sufficiency; Section B.2 Partnerships 
with For-Profit and Non-Profit Entities; and Section B.4 
Transitional/Conditional Housing Program.
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The following HUD standard metrics will be used in all future reports to measure program efficacy. Unfortunately, Attachment B does not 
easily accommodate this activity. In most cases, the metrics used are not quite appropriate to the nature of the program, for example, the case 
management aspect of the program is not primarily focused on increasing self-sufficiency but instead on averting homelessness. The metrics 
chosen are being used in lieu of a metric that more accurately captures what this initiative does which is to prevent homelessness. 

Where possible, baselines are set to 1999. All other baselines are set to 2013. Benchmarks assume an increase in SHAC subsidies based upon 
subsidies committed to service partners in 2014. Outcomes are pulled from monthly VMS reporting and may reflect duplicate households. 

Table 31. SS #5: Households Assisted by Services that Increase Self-Sufficiency

Unit of Measurement Baseline 
1999 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of households receiving services aimed to 
increase self-sufficiency (increase). 0 425 350 No

Table 32. HC#1: Additional Units of Housing Made Available

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
1999 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of new housing units made available for 
households at or below 80% AMI as a result of the 
activity (increase).

Households Served: Homeless and hard-to-house.

0 64 52 No

Table 33. HC #7: Households Assisted by Services that Increase Housing Choice

Unit of Measurement Baseline 
1999 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of households receiving services aimed increase 
housing choice (increase). 0 425 350 No

Table 34. CE #1: Agency Cost Savings

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2013 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Total cost of task in dollar (decrease). $12,600 $17,784 - N/A
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Table 35. CE #2: Staff Time Savings

Unit of Measurement Baseline 
2013 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Total time to complete in staff hours (decrease). 525 741 - N/A

Table 36. CE #4: Increase in Resources Leveraged

Unit of Measurement Baseline 
1999 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Amount of funds leveraged in dollars (increase). $0 $250,000 $342,650 Yes

Table 37. HC #7: Households Assisted by Services that Increase Housing Choice

Unit of Measurement Baseline 
1999 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of households receiving services aimed to 
increase housing choice (increase). 0 425 350 No
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2005.01.ce 
AlTernATive recerTiFicATion ScHedule

The Alternative Recertification Schedule activity reduces the number of 
recertifications processed annually and provides a less intrusive recertification 
process for tenants. In response to HUD’s 2012 regulation for the use of EIV 
in recertifications, KH adopted an upfront Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) 
recertification process for elderly and disabled households whose sole 
income is through the Social Security Administration and have a total asset 
value of $5,000 or less. For Stepped Subsidy households, the activity permits 
KH to only perform recertifications at every step change and triennially after 
the household reaches the final step at the start of year 4. 

Benchmarks and Outcomes
In previous reports, KH used the following metrics in evaluating program efficacy:

• Number of certifications required under traditional HUD rules vs. MTW rules;
• Decrease in administrative costs; and
• Changes in monthly HAP.

Upon implementing HUD’s new standard metrics, we found that the new metrics closely align with our “Number of certifications required” and 
“Decrease in administrative costs” metrics. These metrics were translated to the HUD “Agency cost savings” and “Staff time savings” metrics using 
the same calculations as found in the Stepped Subsidy activity (page 26). HUD has provided no metric for capturing HAP savings, however, in 
evaluating this metric, we determined that it was not necessary to evaluate program efficacy under the “cost effectiveness” statutory requirements 
as the activity does not focus on saving HAP dollars, but instead on administrative savings.

Plan year implemented: FY 2005

Data Collection: Data on re-certifications is tracked in the 
Tracker Systems database. Data can be tracked separately for 
all HCV programs.

Statutory Objective: Increase cost effectiveness/efficiency.

MTW Authorizations: Attachment C. Section D.2 Rent Policies 
and Term Limits.
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Table 38. CE #1: Agency Cost Savings

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2005 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Total cost of task in dollars (decrease). $34,056 $18,000 $16,740 Yes

Table 39. CE #2: Staff Time Savings

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2005 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Total time to complete the task in staff hours (decrease). 1419 750 698 Yes

Table 40. CE #5: Increase in Agency Rental Revenue

Unit of Measurement Baseline  
2011 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Rental revenue in dollars (increase). $3,978,000 $3,978,000 $3,916,923 Yes
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2008.01.Hc 
projecT-BASed couponS

Under this activity, KH uses up to 60% of its MTW HCV allocation to project 
base units in KH owned and managed properties as well as properties in 
which KH has partnered with another organization. This initiative dramatically 
increased the number of units available to low, very low, and extremely low 
income households in the Monadnock Region.

The ability to select projects to support and the percentage of project-
based vouchers awarded is an invaluable tool for increasing the number of 
affordable housing units in MTW agency communities. KH has designated 
properties managed by partnerships of which KH is a part to receive a portion 
of our project-based vouchers. A majority of the project-based vouchers 
were committed to the Keene Affordable Housing Properties (KAHP). The 
remaining units are primarily project-based in LIHTC properties owned and 
managed by KH, or a KH affiliate. 

There is a narrow band of applicants both income eligible and able to afford the rent for LIHTC units. The ability to project-base provides long-
term affordability to a wider range of applicants who qualify for, and can afford the housing.

Benchmarks and Outcomes
In previous reports, KH used the following metrics in evaluating program efficacy:

• Number of housing units added to PBV inventory;
• Income distribution of Section 8 tenants;
• Number of vouchers issued vs. utilized;
• Average time spent on waitlists;
• 96% lease rate all PBV units, annually; and
• Average waitlist time not to exceed baseline by more than 1 year on an annual basis.

Plan year implemented: FY 2008

Data Collection: Data on re-certifications is tracked in the 
Tracker Systems database. Data can be tracked separately for 
all HCV programs.

Statutory Objective: Increase housing options.

MTW Authorizations: Attachment C. Section D.7 Establishment 
of an Agency MTW Housing Choice Voucher Project-Based 
Program.
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Upon implementing HUD’s new standard metrics, we found that the old metrics did not align with any HUD required metric. However, we found 
that most KH metrics were also not necessary to capture the requirement of meeting the activity’s intended statutory requirement per HUD’s 
definition. KH has retained the number of units in PBV inventory as a measure to show compliance with the waivers permitted through this activity. 

While large portions of our PBVs were project-based into KH’s former public housing developments, the program has grown and KH has executed 
additional PBV contracts since the activity’s implementation. To properly capture this aspect of the activity, KH will use HUD’s “additional housing 
units” metric to measure all PBVs added to the low-income housing stock because of this activity. The metric baselines are set to 2007, the year 
of the disposition, and outcomes are a cumulative summary of all units added since then. 

The benchmark was set to KH’s anticipated PBV inventory in 2014. It includes the completion of the Brookbend properties and the continuing 
lease up upon turnover at Cottage Street. This benchmark is speculative however, as KH has not yet received approval of its FY 2014 MTW 
Annual Plan.

Table 41. HC #4: Displacement Prevention

Unit of Measurement Baseline 
2007 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of households at or below 80% AMI that would 
lose assistance or need to move (decrease). If units reach 
a specific type of household, give that type in this box.

0 6 0 No

Keene Housing Local Metric(s)
In addition to the required metrics developed by HUD, KH also utilizes the following local metric to monitor program efficacy.

Table 42. KH: Increase in Project-Based Voucher Inventory (Total Inventory)

Unit of Measurement Baseline 
2007 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Number of units added to PBV inventory since activity 
implementation (increase). 0 319 213 No
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2008.02.ce 
reSTricTionS oF SecTion 8 porTABiliTY

To help maintain affordable housing within the Monadnock Region for those 
who intend to live here and keep to voucher funding in the community, KH 
allows portability as a  reasonable accommodation or relocation alternative 
to documented cases of domestic violence.

Benchmarks and Outcomes
In previous reports, KH evaluated program efficacy of this activity by 
measuring “number and dollar amounts of coupons utilized locally versus 
administered through ports”. This measure included both administrative and 
HAP cost savings. 

Upon implementing HUD’s new standard metrics, we found that we were unable to apply this data to any of the new metrics. Also, as we 
cannot anticipate how many ports we would have had without this policy, the old measure could not adequately capture the true savings of 
this activity. Unfortunately, HUD’s metrics fail to accommodate the value of this activity to the community or agencies involved. While we do not 
believe the following measures provide any meaningful information with respect to MTW values or program efficacy, we are able to quantify the 
administrative costs in 2013 of port outs and have set baselines to that amount based upon the number of port outs KH currently administers. 

Table 43. CE #1: Agency Cost Savings

Unit of Measurement Baseline
2013 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Total cost of task in dollars (decrease). $288 $408 - N/A

Table 44. CE #2: Staff Time Savings

Unit of Measurement Baseline
2013 Benchmark Outcome Benchmark 

Achieved?

Total time to complete the task in staff hours (decrease). 12 17 - N/A

Plan year implemented: FY 2008

Data Collection: Ports are tracked in the Tracker Systems 
database.

Statutory Objective: Reduce Cost and achieve greater cost 
effectiveness in federal expenditures.

MTW Authorizations: Attachment C Section D.1.(g) 
Operational Policies and Procedures.
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B. noT YeT iMpleMenTed AcTiviTieS

Keene Housing does not have any approved activities that were not implemented in 2013.

c. AcTiviTieS on Hold

Keene Housing does not have any approved activities that were on hold in 2013.

d. cloSed ouT AcTiviTieS

2006.01.CE 
STAndArd deducTionS

In its 2006 Annual Plan, Keene Housing implemented standard deductions 
automatically for elderly and disabled households. Beginning January 1, 
2010 all elderly and disabled households received a standard deduction of 
$1318 to account for any medical or childcare expenses; the deduction was 
inclusive of HUD’s standard elderly exemption.

As part of this activity, KH had not been verifying allowable expenses unless 
a household requested because they believed that their actual expenses 
exceeded the $1318 standard deduction; every disabled and/or elderly 
household received a $1318 deduction regardless of whether or not they 
actually had any qualifying medical or childcare expenses. 

KH discontinued the Standard Deduction Activity for households with zero 
($0.00) unreimbursed medical or childcare expenses in its FY 2013 Plan. 

Rationale
Originally, KH intended to reduce administrative costs as well as benefit participating households by reducing the amount of medical expense 
tracking/reporting required during the annual recertification process. Today, medical expense data is readily available and is easier for clients to 

Plan Year Implemented: FY 2006

Plan Year Discontinued: FY 2013

Data Collection: This information is collected at recertification, 
Keene will monitor, with its Tracker software, the impact of 
the deduction on subsidy funds expended and number of 
participants requesting Safety Net because their medical 
expenses are higher than the medical threshold. 

Statutory Objective: Reduce Cost and achieve greater cost 
effectiveness in federal expenditures.

Authorization(s): Attachment C. Section C.11. Rent Policies 
and Term Limits.
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obtain from providers than when this activity was proposed. Additionally, the use of tenant provided third party documentation and administrative 
efficiencies realized through KH’s various MTW initiatives saves significant staff-processing time.

Unfortunately, KH did not have the ability to effectively measure the efficacy or cost of the standard deduction until 2012. Modifications to KH’s 
HCV management information software, Tracker Systems, Inc., in Quarter 3 of 2012 allowed staff to enter any household expenses, even those 
expenses less than the standard deduction. KH began entering the data with re-certifications effective September 1, 2012. 

An analysis of the data revealed that in 2012, 352 households received the standard deduction, but that only 56 of those households actually 
had unreimbursed medical or childcare expenses. Absent a significant (and unlikely) change in qualified expenses, eliminating the standard 
deduction for households with no unreimbursed medical or childcare expenses will reduce HAP costs by $90,000 per year once the activity is 
completely phased out. 

Impact Analysis
Elimination of the standard deduction for households with no qualifying expenses was estimated to result in an increase in tenant payment of 
approximately $28 per month. Analysis of July to December of 2013 shows that the increase was accurate. However, as tenant rent will continue 
to be calculated at 30% of adjusted monthly income, there is no unreasonable rent burden put upon households losing the standard deduction. 
Households participating in the Stepped Subsidy activity were unaffected by this change as these households are not eligible for medical or 
childcare deductions.
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SECTiON V. SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS
A. SourceS And uSeS oF MTW FundS

Sources and uses submitted in FDS format through the Financial Assessment System – PHA. Keene Housing does not utilize single fund flexibility 
in administering our MTW activities.

B. locAl ASSeT MAnAgeMenT plAn

Is the PHA allocating costs within statute? YES

Is the PHA implementing a local asset management plan (LAMP)? NO

If the PHA is implementing a LAMP, it shall be described in an appendix every year beginning with the year it is proposed and approved.  The 
narrative shall explain the deviations from existing HUD requirements and should be updated if any changes are made to the LAMP.

Has the PHA provided a LAMP in the appendix? NO

Keene Housing does not own or manage any public housing units and is not required to implement or submit a Local Asset Management Plan.

c. coMMiTMenT oF unSpenT FundS

Per HUD direction, this section is left blank.
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SECTiON Vi. ADMiNiSTRATiVE
A. AgencY revieW

Keene Housing was not subject to any HUD reviews, audits, or physical inspection issues which required agency action.

B. pHA-direcTed evAluATionS oF MTW
Keene Housing did not engage in any PHA-directed evaluations of the demonstration in 2013.

c. cerTiFicATion oF coMpliAnce

See following page
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Lee Robator, Chairperson
Date

03/19/2014
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