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Abstract

The Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program is the largest U.S. rental assis-
tance program, costing more than $30 billion annually. I document systematic
pricing differences between voucher and market-rate tenants using administra-
tive unit-level panel data on rents, tenants, and landlords for both market-rate
and voucher units. Landlords charge voucher tenants 6% higher rents and 7%
higher security deposits for the same unit. At tenant turnover, rents increase by
roughly $96 more when the incoming tenant is a voucher holder, nearly doubling
the typical rent increase. Leveraging variation in voucher generosity arising
from program design, I show that these price differentials reflect a combination
of tenant-side price insensitivity and strategic pricing by landlords. Voucher
premia are largest where subsidy standards are more generous relative to mar-
ket rents such that tenants’ out-of-pocket payments are less sensitive to contract
rent, and they increase with landlords’ experience participating in the HCV pro-
gram. These patterns are difficult to reconcile with cost-based explanations and
instead point to systematic price discrimination against voucher tenants.
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1. Introduction

The Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program, also known as Section 8, provides rental
assistance to more than two million low-income renters and is the largest form of federal
rental subsidy in the United States. Established in 1974, the program was designed to ex-
pand housing access and geographic mobility by enabling households to rent in the private
market outside of public housing (Chyn 2018). Voucher recipients typically contribute 30%
of their income toward rent, while the local housing authority pays the remaining portion
directly to the landlord, up to a location-specific payment standard.

Despite its scale and policy motivation, the promise of the HCV program remains un-
realized for many eligible renters. Many voucher recipients struggle to lease a unit at all:
nearly 40% fail to use their voucher before expiration, often after spending years on the
waitlist (Chyn et al. 2021; Ellen et al. 2024). Even when voucher households are successful
in finding a unit, they remain concentrated in lower-opportunity neighborhoods (Bergman
etal.2024; Collinson and Ganong 2018; Lens et al. 2011). To explain and remedy these pat-
terns, researchers and policymakers have recently focused on the role of private landlords
whose willingness to lease to voucher tenants ultimately determines whether and where
vouchers translate to housing access. Notably, a large body of research has documented
widespread landlord discrimination against voucher recipients, motivating source of in-
come (SOI) protections that prohibit landlords from explicitly refusing to rent to voucher
recipients.

Yet, relatively little is known about how landlords treat voucher tenants differently from
market-rate tenants conditional on acceptance. Similarly, there is limited empirical evi-
dence on the mechanisms that drive landlords’ differential behaviors towards voucher ten-
ants. This paper addresses this gap by studying landlords’ pricing behavior for voucher and
market-rate tenants. I ask whether landlords charge different rents or deposits to voucher
tenants and comparable market-rate tenants for the same unit, and what mechanisms drive
any such differences.

At the center of my empirical analyses is an administrative rent registry data from a
large urban housing market. The dataset is a unit-level panel data that track rents, deposits,
tenancy status, and landlords over time. The rent registry covers both voucher and market-
rate tenancies for the same unit across time, allowing me to condition on unit fixed effects
and compare rents for the identical unit across tenant types. Datasets that have been com-
monly used in previous studies, such as administrative records from the U.S. Department
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receive housing subsidies and lack comparable information on market-rate tenants, making
it challenging to control for unobservable unit characteristics. To the best of my knowledge,
this study is the first to implement a within-unit research design to estimate rent differentials
across tenant types.

I proceed in two steps. First, I document systematic pricing disparities between voucher
and market-rate tenants. Using a repeat-rent specification that compares the same unit over
time, I find that voucher tenants pay about 6% higher rents and 7% higher security deposits
for the same unit. These results are stable across specifications that control for local mar-
ket conditions using building-by-year, building-by-quarter, and building-by-month fixed
effects. The repeat-rent design controls for time-invariant, unobserved unit characteristics
that may influence the estimation of the voucher rent premia.

However, the repeat-rent estimates may still reflect time-varying changes in unit quality
that coincide with voucher tenancies. For example, units may be in a better condition when
occupied by voucher tenants because landlords are subject to annual inspections. I there-
fore complement this approach with a movers design that focuses on rent-setting at tenant
turnover, comparing how much landlords raise rents when the incoming tenant is a voucher
holder rather than a market-rate tenant. In this design, landlords raise rents by roughly $85
to $105 more when the incoming tenant is a voucher holder, nearly doubling the typical rent
increase.

Second, I investigate the mechanisms behind these pricing differences and find evidence
consistent with landlords’ price discrimination against voucher tenants. I test three poten-
tial channels: differences in tenants’ effective price sensitivity, differences in the cost of
supplying voucher and market rate units, and strategic pricing to extract the full, maximum
allowable subsidy.

To study tenant price sensitivity, I exploit multiple sources of variation in the generos-
ity of voucher subsidies relative to market rents. First, I compare units whose prior rents
were above the voucher payment standard —where voucher tenants are likely to face out-
of-pocket payments that increase with contract rents —to units where the payment standard
is unlikely to bind and the tenants are less sensitive to contract rent. Second, I compare
neighborhoods within the same city where the same nominal payment standards are more
or less generous relative to prevailing rents due to locational differences. Third, I use within-
year variation generated by the program rule: nominal payment standards that determine
the maximum subsidy update discretely while market rents evolve continuously, making

voucher subsidies less generous in real terms over the course of the effective window for a



fixed payment standard.

Across these tests, voucher premia are largest where tenants are likely to be less price
sensitive. Premia are attenuated for units whose rents are already close to the payment
standard and tenants are more likely to face binding constraints, higher in lower-rent market
segments where the voucher covers a larger share of rent, and decline as the contract date
moves further from the reset of the payment-standard and the real generosity of the subsidy
declines. These patterns are consistent with a mechanism in which landlords can charge
higher prices when voucher tenants’ out-of-pocket payments are less responsive to contract
rent.

Next, I investigate whether the observed premia reflect higher marginal costs of supply-
ing voucher units rather than markup. If annual inspections and the administrative burden
of working with the local public housing authorities make voucher units costlier to supply,
these cost differences may be reflected in the prices that landlords charge to voucher ten-
ants. To test this mechanism, I leverage the idea that the potential administrative burdens
are likely to be most salient when landlords first work with the voucher program and decline
with their experience and expertise in the program.

Instead, I find the opposite pattern. Voucher rent premia increase with landlords’ ex-
perience serving voucher tenants and with the share of voucher tenants in the landlords’
portfolio. Furthermore, the premia is smaller when the unit, the building, and the landlord
first hosts a HCV tenant and the landlord would incur upfront costs engaging with the HCV
program. This evidence is difficult to reconcile with a cost-pass-through explanation and
instead points to strategic pricing that strengthens as landlords learn how to navigate the
HCYV program.

Finally, I examine whether the voucher rent premia can be explained by mechanical
pricing at voucher payment standards. While there is some bunching of voucher rents just
below the maximum voucher subsidy level determined by the program’s payment standard,
the overall distribution of rents for voucher tenants is shifted upward relative to market-rate
tenants, and premia appear throughout the distribution rather than only at the cap. This
suggests that bunching plays a limited role and that broader pricing differences —arising
from tenant price insensitivity and landlord strategic pricing— are central to explaining the
observed rent differentials.

Together, these results provide evidence that landlords systematically price discriminate
against voucher tenants. Landlords charge voucher tenants more than market-rate tenants

for the same unit. This finding has implications for both policy and program administration.



First, charging different rents based on voucher status violates program rules. HCV program
rules require that landlords charge voucher tenants rents that are comparable to what they
would charge market rate tenants. However, concerns that landlords “overcharge” voucher
tenants have recently prompted scrutiny from regulators and housing authorities (Thomp-
son 2024). I find evidence consistent with these allegations. Second, if voucher tenants
systematically pay higher rents, part of the HCV program subsidy is captured by landlords
rather than improving affordability or expanding access to higher-opportunity neighbor-
hoods. Third, these pricing patterns create externalities. Because voucher recipients’ out-
of-pocket payments are tied to income rather than contract rent for the vast majority of
tenants whose rent does not exceed the payment standard, higher rents are largely borne by

local public housing authorities and ultimately, taxpayers.

Related Literature. This paper contributes to several strands of literature in public and
urban economics.

First, this paper provides the first large-scale evidence of price discrimination in rental
housing markets, contributing to the literature on pricing disparities in housing markets.
A large literature documents racial differences in home purchase prices (Bayer et al. 2017,
Box-Couillard and Christensen 2024; Ihlanfeldt and Mayock 2009; Kain and Quigley 1975;
Myers 2004), housing returns (Diamond and Diamond 2024; Kermani and Wong 2026), and
mortgage costs (Bartlett et al. 2022; Bhutta and Hizmo 2021). However, relatively little is
known about rent disparities.! I isolate rent and deposit differentials within the same unit
using a unique administrative unit-level panel data. I leverage policy variation to show that
these pricing gaps reflect differential markups rather than quality or cost differences.?

Second, a separate literature studies discrimination in rental housing markets, including
differential treatment of minority tenants (Christensen and Timmins 2022; Christensen and
Timmins 2023) and outright rejection of voucher applicants (Aliprantis et al. 2022; Blanco
and Song 2024; Cunningham et al. 2018; Moore 2017; Phillips 2017). These studies focus
primarily on the search stage —whether landlords respond to inquiries from voucher tenants

or accept voucher applications—and link such behavior to search frictions. In contrast,

! A handful of historical studies document racial gaps in rental prices and suggest higher costs of providing
rental housing (King and Mieszkowski 1973) and long-run costs in the form of a sharper depreciation (Akbar
et al. 2025) as potential mechanisms.

2The most closely related study, Desmond and Perkins (2016), shows that voucher tenants pay higher rents
than market-rate tenants for hedonically similar units using cross-sectional survey data from Milwaukee, Wis-
consin. Olsen (2019) reviews mixed evidence from related studies led by HUD and highlights that it is difficult
to draw firm conclusions on pricing differentials due to limited data on unit quality.
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much less is known about how landlords treat tenants differentially beyond the initial tenant
screening. This paper studies landlords’ pricing behavior for voucher tenants conditional
on acceptance and the mechanisms that generate these disparities.>

Third, a growing literature evaluates the effectiveness of the HCV program and the role
of private landlords in shaping voucher outcomes. Prior work evaluates interventions such
as personalized search assistance (Bergman et al. 2024), the Small Area Fair Market Rents
(SAFMR) policy that varies subsidy standards across smaller geographic areas (Collinson
and Ganong 2018; Ellen et al. 2025; Eriksen et al. 2025; Reina et al. 2019), and source of
income protections that prohibit explicit discrimination against voucher recipients (Blanco
and Song 2024; Ellen et al. 2023; Galvez and Knudsen 2024). While these papers docu-
ment improvements in voucher take-up and access to high-opportunity neighborhoods, they
also highlight substantial fiscal costs and the importance of understanding the underlying
market structure to quantify subsidy incidence. This paper complements this literature by
documenting a channel through which voucher program design can generate substantial
fiscal costs and externalities: landlords’ pricing responses to voucher rules. I show that
voucher rent premia increase with subsidy generosity and landlord experience in the pro-
gram, implying that part of the HCV subsidy is captured by landlords through higher rents.

The remainder of the paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 provides institutional back-
ground on the HCV program and local policy context. Section 3 describes the data and
variable construction. Section 4 presents the empirical strategy and main results on voucher
rent premia. Section 5 investigates mechanisms driving the pricing differentials. Section 6

discusses policy implications. Section 7 concludes.
2. Background
This section describes institutional details about the HCV program.
2.1. Background on the HCV Program

The HCV program, formerly known as Section 8, is the largest tenant-based rental as-
sistance program in the United States. The program serves approximately 2.3 million low-

income households and is administered by over 2,000 public housing authorities (PHAs)

3 A necessary condition for the type of third-degree price discrimination documented here is that landlords
face downward-sloping residual demand (Watson and Ziv forthcoming). I provide reduced-form evidence
consistent with this using variation in voucher tenants’ price sensitivities generated by program design. This
relates to recent works on the pass-through of idiosyncratic costs to rents, which implicitly assume landlord
pricing power (Baker 2024; Hughes 2022; Lee 2024).



using federal funding from the HUD. Eligible households receive a subsidy that covers the
difference between a locally determined payment standard and 30% of the household’s ad-
justed income. Voucher recipients are responsible for finding a rental unit in the private
market, and landlords are required to comply with program rules including passing annual
housing quality inspections.

The main goal of the HCV program is to provide recipients with the ability to move into
neighborhoods with better employment prospects, lower crime rates, and higher-performing
schools. Yet, a persistent challenge has been the limited success of voucher holders in
leasing in high-opportunity areas, with many concentrated in segregated and high-poverty
neighborhoods (Collinson and Ganong 2018). Recent literature has highlighted the role of
systematic barriers in explaining this pattern such as search costs, landlord participation,
and discriminatory tenant screening practices (Aliprantis et al. 2022; Bergman et al. 2024;
Blanco and Song 2024; Cunningham et al. 2018; Garboden et al. 2018; Garboden et al.
2024; Moore 2017; Phillips 2017).

2.2. How Rents and Subsidies are Set for HCV Units

The maximum voucher subsidy is determined by the local public housing authority’s
payment standard, which is typically set between 90 and 110% of the Fair Market Rent
(FMR) for the area. FMR is determined by HUD and is intended to approximate the 40th
percentile of rents. Up to the payment standard, voucher tenants generally contribute about
30% of their adjusted income toward rent, and the housing authority pays the difference
between the contract rent and the tenant contribution directly to the landlord. If the contract
rent exceeds the payment standard, tenants cover the difference out of pocket.

The traditional FMR framework applies a single rent benchmark for each unit size across
the local public housing authority’s entire jurisdiction. This uniform standard has raised
concerns that it fails to capture within-metro variation in housing costs, making it difficult
for voucher holders to lease units in high-opportunity neighborhoods where rents are typi-
cally higher. In response, HUD introduced Small Area Fair Market Rents (SAFMR), which
set rent benchmarks at the more granular, ZIP Code-level. SAFMRs allow for higher pay-
ment standards in more expensive neighborhoods and lower ones in less expensive areas,
aligning subsidy levels more closely with local rent distributions (Collinson and Ganong
2018).

The city studied in this paper was not designated for mandatory SAFMR implementation
during the sample period (2018-2023).



Another requirement under the HCV program is that contract rent set by private land-
lords must pass a “rent reasonableness” test. This rule requires that the rent be comparable
to similar unassisted units in the local market. This rule explicitly prohibits landlords from
charging voucher tenants different prices from what they would charge market-rate ten-
ants for the same unit. The rent reasonableness requirement applies under both FMR and
SAFMR regimes.

2.3. Anti-Discrimination Laws

Federal fair housing law does not explicitly prohibit discrimination based on prospec-
tive tenants’ source of income. That is, landlords can refuse to rent to prospective tenant
upon learning that they will pay rent using a voucher. Due to concerns that landlord dis-
crimination limits the efficacy of the HCV program, state and local governments have en-
acted anti-discrimination laws—commonly known as source of income protections —that
bar landlords from explicitly rejecting applicants who intend to pay with a voucher or from
using exclusionary languages in rental advertisements (e.g., “No Section 8”). As of 2022,
these protections are estimated cover approximately 57% of voucher households nationwide
(Knudsen 2024).

Enforcement mechanisms vary. Some laws allow voucher recipients and local public
housing authorities to sue for damages. Others rely on complaint-based systems with lim-
ited oversight (Greene et al. 2020). In jurisdictions without source of income protections,
landlords can legally refuse to accept vouchers, contributing to high denial rates and poten-
tially reinforcing patterns of segregation. Even in areas with source of income laws, certain
landlord tactics such as setting unattainable income or credit score requirements make en-
forcement challenging. And so, recent high-profile audits and lawsuits alleging violation of
local source of income laws have highlighted ongoing discrimination despite formal legal
protections (Khouri 2024).

3. Data

This section describes the rent registry data, variable construction, and summary statis-

tics.
3.1. Administrative Rent Registry Panel

I draw on administrative unit-level panel data obtained from a rent registry program in

one of the twenty largest cities in the United States. Each year, the city’s housing department



collect unit-level information directly from the landlords. The city uses the data to monitor
and support rental market regulation, including compliance with rent control ordinances.
The rent registry data is not publicly accessible. While tenants may access information
about their own unit to check its accuracy, there is no public database of unit-level informa-
tion. The data were obtained through direct collaboration with the city under the agreement
that it will be used for research purposes only and kept confidential.

The dataset covers the period from 2018 to part of 2023 and includes all units in mul-
tifamily apartments that are subject to city’s rent stabilization ordinance. Each observation
corresponds to a unique housing unit in a given year and includes rich administrative details.
Key variables include the unit’s monthly rent, security deposit, number of bedrooms, unit
number, and full building address. The data also report the names of the property owner
and the property manager, the unit’s tenancy status (e.g., vacant, owner-occupied, renter-
occupied), whether the current tenant is an HCV recipient, and the exact date of tenancy
changes. Where applicable, the data also record the stated reason for turnover from a list
of 15 categories, such as voluntary move-out, owner move-in, and eviction for criminal
activity. Rent changes are documented with precise effective dates.

The rent registry data offers several advantages over traditional survey or audit data
commonly used in the voucher literature. Most notably, it provides a large and compre-
hensive panel at the unit level for both voucher and market-rate tenants. In contrast, data
commonly used in the literature relies on administrative HUD data that tracks only voucher
tenants. This feature of the rent registry data allows me to identify rent differentials between
voucher and market-rate tenants within buildings, over time, and around tenancy turnovers,
while holding fixed unit characteristics.

Furthermore, the rent registry data is unique in that it contains information about con-
tract rent unlike other data sources commonly used in the rental housing literature that pri-
marily record listing rents. Similar administrative data have been used in recent housing
studies, such as Baker (2024) and Baker and Wroblewski (2025), who analyze rent registry
data from Berkeley, California. However, the Berkeley rent registry program exempted

landlords of subsidized units from the reporting requirements until November 2024.
3.2. Variables
Key variables used in the analysis are as follows.

e Contract Rent. The monthly rent reported by the landlord for each occupied unit.

This value reflects the contract rent charged to the tenant and is updated whenever
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there is a rent increase or new tenancy.
* Rent Effective Date. The date contract rent took effect.
* Rent Increase. Value amount of a rent increase.
» Rent Increase Date. The specific date on which a rent increase took effect.
 Security Deposit. The amount required as a security deposit for each tenancy.

* Tenancy Change Date. The date on which a change in occupancy occurred, such as

when a new tenant moves in or an existing tenant vacates.

* Reason for Tenancy Change. A categorical variable describing the landlord-reported
reason for turnover. There are 15 categories, including voluntary move-out, eviction,

owner move-in, and breach of lease due to criminal activity.

* Voucher Status. A binary indicator for whether the unit is occupied by a tenant using
an HCV.

3.3. Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics. The dataset contains 140,355 unit-level reg-
istrations covering 37,198 unique units between 2018 and 2023. Of these, 8,018 unit-year
observations involve occupancy by voucher tenants. This corresponds to a voucher share
of 5.7%, consistent with national estimates: approximately 2.3 million households partic-
ipate in the HCV program nationwide, representing roughly 5% of all renter households.
Voucher units are concentrated among a subset of landlords and properties. Out of 2,755
unique property owners in the dataset, 958 (35%) have ever housed a voucher tenant dur-
ing the sample period. Similarly, 3,121 out of 37,198 unique units (8%) have ever had a

voucher tenant.
4. Empirical Research Design and Results

This section presents the empirical strategies that I use to estimate the rent and deposit
differentials between voucher and non-voucher tenants and reports the results. I leverage
the panel structure of the rent registry data which allows for within-unit and within-building
comparisons over time. I implement two complementary approaches. First, I compare the

same unit over time, under voucher and non-voucher tenancies. Second, I leverage rent



changes at the point when a new tenant moves in, comparing outcomes for voucher and
market-rate tenants entering the same unit. Together, these designs provide evidence on
whether landlords charge higher rents or deposits to voucher tenants compared to market-

rate tenants for the same unit.
4.1. Repeat Rent Design

Empirical Approach. This subsection estimates the rent premium paid by voucher tenants
using a repeat-rent design. The key advantage of this approach is that I can compare the
same housing unit over time as it hosts voucher and non-voucher tenants. By controlling
for unit fixed effects, the analysis holds constant all time-invariant characteristics of the unit
such as size, location, and unobserved qualities that may affect rents.

The estimating equation takes the following form.
In(y;) = BVouchery + o + Oy xry + Xipy + €, (D

In(y;;) is the log of the monthly contract rent or the security deposit for unit ¢ in period ¢,
depending on the specification. Voucher;; is an indicator for whether the unit is occupied
by a voucher tenant, o; denotes unit fixed effects, and dy(;) - () are building-by-time fixed
effects. The vector X;; includes time-varying covariates such as indicator variables for
tenancy type—new or incumbent—and the number of bedrooms to control for rare cases
where the same unit is renovated to add or remove bedrooms. Standard errors are clustered
at the building level.

The identification assumption underlying this design is that, after accounting for unit
fixed effects, building-by-time fixed effects, and observed characteristics, whether a unit is
rented to a voucher tenant is not systematically related to other unobserved factors that affect
rent. In other words, for the same unit in the same building and time period, differences
in rent between voucher and non-voucher tenants are assumed to reflect tenant type rather

than unobserved differences in quality or trends.

Results. Table 2 reports the repeat-rent estimates for contract rents and security deposits.
Panel A presents results for rents, and Panel B presents the corresponding estimates for
security deposits.

Column (1) of Panel A is the preferred specification, which compares the same unit over
time while controlling for building-by-year fixed effects. The estimate implies that voucher

tenants pay about 5.8% higher rents than non-voucher tenants. Columns (2) and (3), which
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replace building-by-year fixed effects with building-by-quarter and building-by-month fixed
effects, yield similar estimates of 5.8% and 6.1%, respectively, indicating that the result is
not sensitive to the choice of time controls.

Columns (4) and (5) illustrate the importance of controlling for unit fixed effects. Col-
umn (4), which includes unit fixed effects but omits building-time controls, produces a
somewhat larger, but similar estimate of 6.8% to the baseline specification. In contrast,
Column (5), which omits unit fixed effects and instead controls only for building-by-year
variation, yields a much larger estimate of 12.5%. This comparison indicates that voucher
tenants are more likely to occupy higher-rent units on average, and that failing to com-
pare the same unit over time substantially overstates the rent premium. Conditioning on
unit fixed effects therefore plays a central role in isolating rent differences associated with
tenant type rather than selection into more expensive units.*

The fact that voucher tenants occupy higher-rent units within the same building may
appear surprising at first. However, several mechanisms can explain this pattern. First,
the rent registry data used in this study covers only rent-controlled properties, which are
typically older and lower-rent than non-rent-controlled properties due to local laws. In this
context, voucher tenants may disproportionately occupy newer or better-maintained units
relative to other rent-controlled units, even within the same building. This is potentially due
to the requirement that landlords pass annual quality inspections for voucher units, which
may lead landlords to allocate better-maintained or upgraded units to voucher tenants. Sec-
ond, existing research has documented that voucher usage is geographically concentrated
in lower-income neighborhoods. Within such contexts, voucher-eligible units may be of
relatively higher quality than the surrounding rental stock.

Panel B applies the repeat-rent design to security deposits. Column (1), the baseline
specification which includes unit and building-by-year fixed effects, shows that voucher ten-
ants pay about 7.1% higher deposits than non-voucher tenants in the same unit. Columns (2)
and (3), which instead use building-by-quarter and building-by-month fixed effects, yield
similar estimates of 6.8% and 6.9%, respectively.

Together, Table 2 shows that voucher tenants pay higher contract rents and security

deposits relative to market-rate tenants for the same unit.

4The rent registry data makes this research design possible by tracking both voucher and market-rate tenancies
over time. In contrast, commonly used administrative sources such as HUD data primarily observe voucher
tenancies and lack information on market-rate tenants in the same units, making it difficult to implement
within-unit comparisons.
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Remaining Threats to Identification. While the repeat-rent design provides strong con-
trols for unit-level heterogeneity, several threats to identification remain. First, there may
be time-varying unit characteristics that may be correlated with voucher tenancy that also
affects rents and deposits. For example, units may be in a better shape during voucher
tenancy due to maintenance or upgrades required to comply with annual inspections. Sec-
ond, if voucher tenants experience higher turnover and landlords repeatedly lease particular
units to voucher households, landlords may update rents more frequently for those units.
This is particularly salient in this paper’s setting where the rent control ordinance restricts
rent increases absent tenant turnovers. Both mechanisms could bias the estimated voucher
premium upward.

To address these concerns, the next subsection implements a complementary movers
design that compares newly signed leases and their contract rents and deposits to terms
from the previous tenancy. By focusing on rent and deposit changes at the point of tenant
turnover within the same property and time period, this approach mitigates concerns about
time-varying unit qualities or differential rent updating and provides a robustness check on

the repeat-rent estimates.
4.2. Movers Design

Empirical Approach. This subsection presents an alternative research design that com-
pares rent and deposit increases at the point of tenant turnover. I refer to this as the movers
design. The key idea is to measure how much more landlords raise rents when the in-
coming tenant is a voucher recipient rather than a market-rate tenant entering the same unit.
This approach focuses directly on rent-setting behavior at lease initiation and helps mitigate
concerns about within-tenure quality changes or administrative frictions that may affect rent
updates mid-lease.

The estimating equation is as follows.
Yir = BVouchery + o + Op(iyxr() + Xy + it ()

where y;; denotes the change in rent or deposit for unit ¢ at time ¢, measured as the difference
between the new lease and the previous lease in the same unit. Voucher; is an indicator
for whether the incoming tenant is a voucher holder. «; denotes unit fixed effects, and
Op(s)x+(r) are building-by-time fixed effects that flexibly control for local market conditions

and landlord-level pricing trends. The vector X;; includes time-varying controls such as the
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number of bedrooms. Standard errors are clustered at the building level.

This specification restricts the sample to units that experience a tenancy change and
for which both the previous and current rents or deposits are observed. The identification
assumption is that, conditional on unit fixed effects, building-by-time fixed effects, and
observed characteristics, the identity of the incoming tenant is not systematically related
to unobserved changes in unit quality or desirability that would independently affect rent
setting.

To address the possibility that larger rent increases reflect renovations or unit preparation
prior to leasing, I also incorporate measures of vacancy duration. Days vacant proxy for the
time available for repairs, upgrades, or other adjustments between tenants. If higher premia
for voucher tenants were driven primarily by renovation activity, controlling for vacancy

duration would attenuate the estimates.

Results. Table 3 reports estimates from the movers design. Panel A presents results for
rent increases at turnover, and Panel B presents the corresponding estimates for deposit
increases.

Column (1) of Panel A is the preferred specification, which compares rent changes
within the same unit while controlling for building-by-year fixed effects. The estimate im-
plies that landlords raise rents by about $96 more when the incoming tenant is a voucher
holder than when the incoming renter is a market-rate tenant entering the same unit. In-
stead of building-by-year fixed effects, columns (2) and (3) include building-by-quarter
and building-by-month fixed effects, and yield similar estimates of approximately $104 and
$103, respectively. Column (4) incorporates controls for vacancy duration by interacting
voucher status with number of days vacant and includes building-by-month fixed effects.
The estimated premium remains sizable at $84, and the interaction with days vacant is small
and imprecisely estimated. This suggests that the higher rent increases for voucher tenants
are not primarily driven by longer vacancy spells or renovation efforts prior to lease-up.

Panel B reports analogous estimates for deposit increases. Across specifications, the
point estimates are positive but imprecisely estimated and cannot be distinguished from
zero. This partly reflects more limited and noisier information on deposits in the turnover
sample, which reduces statistical power. While the estimates suggest that deposit increases
may be larger when the incoming tenant is a voucher holder, the substantial variation in
deposit changes prevents firm conclusions in this setting.

Taken together, the movers results show that landlords raise rents more at the point of

lease initiation when the incoming tenant is a voucher recipient, even within the same unit
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and controlling for local market conditions.

This design complements the repeat-rent analysis by focusing directly on pricing be-
havior at turnover. Whereas the repeat-rent design compares rents for the same unit across
voucher and non-voucher tenancies over time, the movers design isolates how rents are
reset when a new tenant enters. The consistency of the rent premia across both designs
strengthens the interpretation that landlords systematically charge higher prices to voucher

tenants compared to market-rate tenants.
5. Mechanisms

This section discusses mechanisms that can rationalize the rent and deposit premia
charged to voucher tenants relative to market-rate tenants for the same unit.

Price differentials between voucher and market-rate tenants can arise through two broad
channels: markups and marginal costs. First, landlords may charge higher markups to
voucher tenants if they face less elastic residual demand. This may occur because pro-
gram rules make voucher tenants less sensitive to rents than market-rate tenants, or because
discrimination against voucher holders constrains their housing choices and weakens out-
side options. Second, prices may differ if the marginal cost of supplying voucher units
exceeds that of market-rate units, for example due to additional administrative burdens as-
sociated with annual inspections required for voucher units or tenant-related risks such as
high turnovers.

In this section, I evaluate the empirical relevance of these two channels. While both are
plausible ex ante, the empirical patterns I document are more consistent with markup-based

pricing than with marginal cost differences.
5.1. The Role of Tenants: Price Insensitivity of Voucher Tenants

Background. Two features of the voucher program may make voucher recipients rela-
tively price insensitive compared to market-rate tenants. First, up to the maximum voucher
subsidy —or rent ceiling—tenants’ out-of-pocket rent burden only depends on their income,
and not the contract rent. As a result, voucher tenants may be less responsive to price dif-
ferences below this threshold. Second, landlords’ discrimination against voucher holders
constrains their choice sets, weakening outside options. This can reduce voucher tenants’
search intensity or bargaining over rents due to the higher likelihood of failed search or re-
jection. Together, these features imply that landlords may face a less elastic residual demand

curve when setting prices for voucher tenants.
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Empirical Approach and Results. I test this mechanism using three sources of variation
in voucher tenants’ effective price sensitivity.

First, I examine whether overcharging is smaller in rental market segments where rents
are already close to the voucher payment standard determined by FMRs. In these settings,
rents are likelier to exceed the rent ceiling, in which case voucher tenants will incur addi-
tional out-of-pocket rent burdens that increase with prices. In this setting, voucher tenants
will be more sensitive to price differences.

Column (1) of Table 4 interacts voucher tenancy with an indicator for units that have
previously been priced at or above the payment standard. The estimates show that voucher
premia are sharply attenuated in these segments: the coefficient of —0.103 implies that
a baseline premium of about 6% falls by roughly 10 percentage points for units near the
cap, effectively eliminating the premium where tenants are most likely to face binding con-
straints and become more price sensitive.

Second, I study how voucher premia vary across low-, middle-, and high-rent markets
within the same city. Because FMR is set at the city level, but rents vary substantially across
neighborhoods, voucher subsidies are more generous relative to prevailing rents in lower-
cost areas and less generous in higher-rent neighborhoods. In lower-rent markets, tenants’
out-of-pocket payments are less likely to vary with the contract rent—because rents often
remain below the payment standard —and tenants may therefore be less responsive to price.
In higher-rent markets where the voucher covers a smaller share of rent, tenants are more
likely to be price sensitive.

Columns (2)—(4) show a gradient consistent with this mechanism. Voucher premia are
largest in low-rent ZIP codes (6.8%), remain sizable in middle-rent markets (6.0%), and
are substantially smaller in high-rent areas (2.5%). Moving from low- to high-rent mar-
kets therefore corresponds to a decline of more than 4 percentage points in the estimated
premium.

Third, I exploit within-year changes in the real generosity of vouchers that arise from
program design. I leverage the fact that nominal payment standards update at discrete points
in time—typically once per year as HUD resets FMR —while market rents adjust contin-
uously. As a result, the effective generosity of the voucher declines over the course of
an FMR year: as rents rise but the payment standard remains fixed, the voucher covers a
smaller share of the contract rent and tenants’ out-of-pocket exposure increases. Figure 2 il-
lustrates this variation. Panel A shows the timing of FMR updates and the discrete windows

over which payment standards remain fixed. Panel B shows a steady decline in the residu-
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alized ratio of the payment standard to contract rent (i.e., real voucher subsidy generosity)
over the effective FMR window.

When tenants search earlier in the FMR window —when the payment standard is rel-
atively generous and out-of-pocket costs are less sensitive to rent—landlords may be able
to charge higher prices. As the year progresses and the effective subsidy declines in real
terms, tenants become more price sensitive, limiting landlords’ ability to charge a premium.
Importantly, voucher recipients have limited control over the timing at which they receive
a voucher and begin searching for housing due to long waitlists and administrative process-
ing. Combined with the fact that FMR updates occur at predetermined dates, this generates
plausibly exogenous variation in the real generosity of the subsidy at the time voucher re-
cipients search for housing.

Column (5) interacts voucher tenancy with time since the FMR reset, normalized to
be between 0 (inclusive) and 1 (exclusive).” The negative coefficient implies that voucher
premia decline as the rental contracts are signed further away from the start of the effec-
tive FMR window and the subsidy becomes less generous in real terms. This time-series

evidence mirrors the cross-sectional patterns documented above.

Discussion. Taken together, these results provide evidence that voucher tenants’ price sen-
sitivity plays a key role in explaining observed rent differentials. Overcharging is attenu-
ated in segments where payment standards are likely to bind, smaller in higher-rent markets
where vouchers are less generous relative to prevailing rents, and declines over the FMR
cycle as the real value of the subsidy erodes. Importantly, this condition allows landlord-
side mechanisms to translate into higher observed prices: when tenants’ effective demand

is inelastic landlords can charge markup in the form of rent premia.
5.2. The Role of Landlords: Costs and Experience

Background. An alternative explanation for voucher rent premia is that they reflect higher
landlord-side costs rather than differences in markup. Participating in the voucher pro-
gram involves administrative requirements, annual inspections, and coordination with local
public housing authorities, all of which may raise the marginal cost of renting to voucher
tenants. If these costs are important, premia should be largest when landlords first begin

hosting voucher tenants and incur upfront costs, and should decline as landlords gain expe-

3T define time since reset as the number of days since the start of the FMR effective window divided by the
total number of days in the effective window (i.e., size of the window). And so, time since reset equal to O
implies the date the FMR is reset.
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rience and learn to navigate the program more efficiently.

Empirical Approach and Results. Table 5 evaluates this mechanism using two comple-
mentary approaches. Panel A examines whether the voucher rent premia are higher when
a unit, building, or landlord hosts a voucher tenant for the first time. Panel B studies how
the premia vary with accumulated experience hosting voucher tenants and with the share of
voucher tenants in a landlord’s portfolio.

Column (1) of Panel A shows that when a unit hosts a voucher tenant for the first time,
the estimated premium is about 2.5 percentage points smaller relative to the baseline. A sim-
ilar attenuation appears for buildings hosting their first voucher tenant (about 1.0 percentage
point; Column 2), while the estimate for landlords’ first exposure is small and statistically
indistinguishable from zero (Column 3). If upfront costs of hosting voucher tenants were
the primary driver of premia, one would expect the opposite pattern—larger premia at first
exposure that decline with experience. Instead, premia appear slightly smaller when a unit,
landlord, or building hosts voucher tenants for the first time.

Panel B shows that premia tend to increase, rather than decrease, with experience. Ac-
cumulated building-level and landlord-level experience hosting voucher tenants is associ-
ated with larger voucher premia (Columns 5 and 6), and landlords with a higher portfolio
share of voucher tenants charge substantially higher rents to voucher tenants overall (Col-
umn 7). The coefficient on landlord voucher share implies that moving from no voucher
exposure to a fully voucher-oriented portfolio is associated with roughly an 8 percentage
point larger premium. Unit-level experience shows little systematic relationship with pre-
mia (Column 4), suggesting that the experience effects operate primarily at the building or

landlord level.

Discussion. Taken together, these results are difficult to reconcile with a cost-based expla-
nation for the voucher rent premia. The premium is not largest when landlords first enter the
voucher market and hence face upfront costs, and in fact smaller. Similarly, the premium
does not decline with expertise in the HCV program and instead, increases with building-
and landlord-level experience and with the landlord’s specialization int the voucher mar-
ket. This finding is consistent with landlords learning how to price voucher units more

effectively over time or developing pricing strategies for the voucher segment.
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5.3. The Role of Program Design: Strategic Bunching at Voucher Payment Caps

Background. A natural explanation for the voucher rent premia consistent with both ten-
ants’ price insensitivity and landlords’ strategic pricing is mechanical pricing at the max-
imum voucher subsidy. As described in Section 5.1, rents charged to voucher tenants are
subject to a maximum allowable level, which is largely determined by FMRs. Upon learn-
ing that a prospective tenant uses a voucher, landlords may therefore have an incentive to

raise rents up to the allowable ceiling.

Empirical Approach and Results. If such pricing behavior is prevalent, voucher rents
should bunch just below the payment standard. I therefore examine whether the distribution
of voucher rents displays a sharp concentration near the cap.

Panel A of Figure 3 presents the distribution of rents relative to the payment standard
for voucher and market-rate tenants within a narrow window around FMR. Voucher rents
display some excess mass just below the cap, consistent with a degree of strategic pricing
at the payment standard. However, the distribution does not exhibit a pronounced spike at
the threshold. Instead, rents remain dispersed within the window rather than clustered at
the ceiling.

Panel B shows the full distribution of contract rents. The entire distribution for voucher
tenants is shifted to the right relative to that of market-rate tenants, indicating higher rents
across the support rather than only at the cap.

Taken together, these patterns suggest that while some landlords price at or near the pay-
ment standard, bunching alone fails to explain voucher rent premia. Instead, the premium
appears throughout the distribution, consistent with broader pricing differences rather than
a purely mechanical response to the cap.

The evidence in this section points to the voucher rent premia arising from voucher
tenants’ relatively inelastic demand and landlord pricing behavior rather than from higher
marginal costs and mechanical pricing at caps. Premia are largest where vouchers are most
generous and tenants are least price sensitive, and they attenuate where payment standards
bind more tightly. At the same time, landlords with greater experience in the voucher mar-
ket and larger voucher exposure appear better able to extract these premia. Overall, the
results are most consistent with a mechanism in which landlord price discriminate on ten-

ants’ voucher status.
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6. Discussion and Policy Implications
This section discusses policy implications of the voucher rent premia.
6.1. Is Price Discrimination Against Voucher Tenants Legal?

Charging different rents based on voucher status violates program rules. The HCV pro-
gram requires that rents for voucher tenants be comparable to those charged to market-rate
tenants for similar units, and recent concerns about overcharging have prompted investiga-
tion by regulators and local public housing authorities (Thompson 2024). The evidence in
this paper suggests that such practices may be more widespread than previously documented
and may occur predominantly among landlords most familiar with the HCV program.

More broadly, it is not obvious whether price discrimination against voucher tenants is
illegal. From an antitrust perspective, price discrimination requires some form of pricing
power on the producer’s side. However, while the Clayton Act of 1914 and the Robinson-
Patman Act of 1936 prohibit certain types of price discrimination, their main focus is not
on price discrimination against consumers (Gillis 2025). It is also unclear whether charging
different rents on the basis of voucher status violates the Fair Housing Act because voucher
tenants are not a protected class. Legal analyses of landlord price discrimination against

voucher tenants is forthcoming.
6.2. Who Benefits from the Housing Choice Voucher Program?

Voucher premia weaken the affordability benefits of the voucher program. If voucher
tenants systematically pay higher rents for the same unit, part of the subsidy is captured by
private landlords. In effect, the purchasing power of the voucher is reduced: the same pool
of subsidy supports fewer units and tenants. Importantly, these fiscal effects arise without
improving housing affordability or neighborhood access for voucher recipients.

Yet, the welfare effects of price discrimination is unclear ex ante. The ability to price
discriminate increases consumer welfare if it allows producers to serve market segments
that a monopolist would otherwise not serve, thereby increasing total output (Varian 1985).
For example, cinemas may charge college students lower ticket prices than regular movie-
goers, benefitting students who are more price sensitive. Generally, price sensitive con-
sumers are lower-income and belong to disadvantaged groups. However, in the context
of this study, landlord price discrimination against voucher tenants may imply that price-

insensitive voucher tenants cross-subsidize higher-income market-rate tenants, not the other
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way around. Formal welfare analyses are forthcoming.
6.3. Fiscal Externalities and Implications for Program Design

The voucher rent premia implies that a part of the subsidy is captured by private land-
lords through higher rents instead of benefitting voucher tenants. Furthermore, the rent
premia generate fiscal externalities. Because voucher tenants’ out-of-pocket rent contribu-
tions are typically tied to their income rather than contract rent, increases in rent largely
translate into higher subsidy payments from housing authorities. As a result, overcharging
increases the cost of serving each household and ultimately, taxpayer burden.

A simple back-of-the-envelope calculation illustrates the magnitude. The repeat-rent
estimates imply that voucher tenants pay roughly 6% higher rents for the same unit. In the
present subsidy, 77% of contract rent is paid for through the voucher subsidy on average.
This implies that around 8% of the total voucher subsidy is captured by private landlords in
the form of higher rents alone.

In dollar terms, at a representative monthly rent of about $1,900, the rent premia corre-
sponds to an additional $114 per month, or roughly $1,370 per voucher household per year.
Scaling this calculation to the national level suggests sizable aggregate fiscal effects. The
HCYV program serves more than two million households in the United States. Applying the
per-household estimate above implies that rent premia of the magnitude documented in this
paper could increase annual program expenditures by several billion dollars, on the order
of $2 to $3 billion per year.

These estimates are intended as approximations and depend on assumptions about av-
erage rents and the share of the rent increase borne by housing authorities. However, it
highlights that pricing distortions may have meaningful budgetary consequences. Enforce-
ment of rent comparability rules and program design features that reduce opportunities for

strategic pricing may improve the efficiency of the HCV program.
7. Conclusion

This paper studies an understudied margin of discrimination that HCV recipients face
in the rental market: price discrimination by landlords. Landlords charge 6% higher rents
and 7% higher deposits to voucher tenants compared to other market-rate tenants. This
reflect landlords’ strategic pricing behavior and voucher tenants’ relative price insensitivity
generated by the HCV program design.

These findings imply that a significant portion of the HCV subsidy is captured by private
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landlords and not the voucher recipients. The additional costs generated by the voucher
rent premia are mostly borne not by the voucher tenants, but by the local public housing
authorities and taxpayers, generating substantial fiscal externalities.

These findings broaden our understanding of how and why landlords treat voucher recip-

ients differently, and what policy reforms may improve the efficiency of the HCV program.
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Figures

Figure 1. Composition-Adjusted Rent Index Over Time
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Notes. This figure plots a composition-adjusted monthly rent index constructed from administrative unit-level
rent registry data. The outcome is the log of contract rent. The series is residualized using unit fixed effects
and controls for tenant status and number of bedrooms, then averaged by month based on the effective date
of the new rent. The index is normalized to 100 in the first month of the sample period.

Return to Section 3.
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Figure 2. Fair Market Rent (FMR) Effective Windows

A. FMR Effective Windows Over Time
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B. Real FMR Generosity Decline Within the FMR Window
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Notes. Panel A illustrates the effective windows during which the Fair Market Rent (FMR) remains fixed
before the next update. Panel B plots the evolution of relative voucher generosity within the FMR cycle using
the ratio of FMR to contract rent, residualized with unit and calendar-month fixed effects. The horizontal axis
measures months since the start of the FMR window, and each point is the mean residualized FMR-to-rent
ratio within a month. A downward drift reflects declining real voucher generosity over the cycle as contract
rents adjust while the FMR remains fixed.

Return to Section 5.



Figure 3. Distributions of Rents and Gaps to FMR: Voucher vs. Market Tenants

A. Rent Minus FMR (Within £$200)
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Notes. This figure compares the distribution of contract rents and gaps to the Fair Market Rent (FMR) between
voucher and non-voucher tenants. Panel A shows the distribution of rent minus the FMR within a £$200
window around the threshold. Panel B plots the distribution of contract rents. Each panel overlays a histogram
and kernel density estimate for voucher tenants and market-rate tenants.

Return to Section 5.

27



Tables

Table 1. Estimates of Premia Charged to Voucher Tenants

N Mean pS0 S.D. Min Max

Num. Observations 140,335

w/ Voucher Occupancy 8,018
Num. Unique Buildings 4,092

w/ Voucher Occupancy 1,236
Num. Unique Units 37,198

w/ Voucher Occupancy 3,121
Num. Unique Landlords 2,755

w/ Voucher Occupancy 958
Rent ($) 140,335 1,941 1,902 467 501 7,000
Deposit ($) 132,504 1,034 900 798 0 10,000
Number of Bedrooms 140,335 145 1.00 0.71 0 6
New Tenant Share 140,335 0.18 0.00 0.38 0.00 1.00
Rent Increase at Turnover ($) 24,781 59 35 276 -1,950 2,000

Notes. This table reports descriptive statistics for the administrative unit-level rent registry records. The data
cover rental registrations from 2018 through part of 2023 and include information on contract rents, security
deposits, unit characteristics, landlord identifiers, and voucher status. Voucher Occupancy indicates whether
the tenant uses a housing voucher. Rent and Deposit are measured in U.S. dollars at the time of registration.
New Tenant Share indicates observations associated with tenancy turnover. Rent Increase at Turnover is
defined as the change in contract rent when a new tenant moves into the unit.

Return to Section 3.
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Table 2. Estimates of Premia Charged to Voucher Tenants

A. Rent Premia

Dependent Variable: Log Rent

@) (@) 3 “4) ®)

Voucher Tenant 0.0578**  0.0581**  0.0607**  0.0681***  0.125"**

(0.00948) (0.00950) (0.0117)  (0.00812)  (0.0292)
Unit FE. X X X X
Building-Year F.E. X X
Building-Quarter F.E. X
Building-Month F.E. X
N 138,259 136,882 135431 138,762 139,883
R-squared 0.965 0.967 0.967 0.945 0.806

B. Deposit Premia
Dependent Variable: Log Deposit
&) 2) 3) “4) ®)

Voucher Tenant 0.0705** 0.0678** 0.0694**  0.0879*** 0.0523*

(0.0287) (0.0294) (0.0314) (0.0286) (0.0278)
Unit FE. X X X X
Building-Year F.E. X X
Building-Quarter F.E. X
Building-Month F.E. X
N 112,977 111,649 110,375 114,162 115,745
R-squared 0.872 0.873 0.875 0.851 0.494

Notes. This table reports estimates of rent and deposit premia charged to voucher tenants from unit-level
repeat-rent specifications. The dependent variable is the log of contract rent in Panel A and the log of the

security deposit in Panel B. Estimates are obtained from the following specification.

In(yst) = BVouchery + a; + Opgiyxr(t) + Xy + e

y;+ denotes the outcome (rent or deposit) for unit ¢ at time ¢, Voucher;; is an indicator for a voucher tenant, «;
are unit fixed effects, and 0y ;) +(;) are building-by-time fixed effects. Additional controls X;; include tenant
status and number of bedrooms. Standard errors are clustered at the building level and reported in parentheses.
*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

Return to Section 4.
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Table 3. Estimates of Additional Rent and Deposit Increases for New Voucher Tenants

A. New Rent Relative to Previous Rent

Dependent Variable: Rent Increase

&) 2) 3) “4)
Voucher Tenant 96.07*** 104.3** 103.0*** 84.46**
(35.56) (34.31) (34.36) (38.55)
x Days Vacant 0.221
(0.171)
Unit FE. X X X X
Building-Year F.E. X X
Building-Quarter F.E. X
Building-Month F.E. X
N 6,687 6,338 6,224 6,687
R-squared 0.666 0.679 0.681 0.666

B. New Deposit Relative to Previous Deposit

Dependent Variable: Deposit Increase

&) 2) 3) “4)
Voucher Tenant 206.5 110.9 105.0 187.9
(207.3) (197.8) (219.6) (226.4)
x Days Vacant -1.869
(2.026)
Unit FE. X X X X
Building-Year F.E. X X
Building-Quarter F.E. X
Building-Month F.E. X
N 2,869 2,645 2,589 2,589
R-squared 0.526 0.570 0.580 0.581

Notes. This table reports estimates of rent and deposit premia charged to voucher tenants at tenancy turnover.
The dependent variable is the rent increase in Panel A and the deposit increase in Panel B. Estimates are
obtained from the following specification.

yie = BVouchery + o; + Syiyxrry + Xipy + €t

y;+ denotes the outcome (rent increase or deposit increase) for unit ¢ at time ¢, Voucher;; is an indicator for a
voucher tenant, o; are unit fixed effects, and dy(; x (;) are building-by-time fixed effects. Additional controls
Xt include tenant status and number of bedrooms. Standard errors are clustered at the building level and
reported in parentheses. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

Return to Section 4.
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Table 4. Mechanism: Tenant Price Sensitivity

Dependent Variable: Log Rent

€)) 2) 3) “) &)
Voucher Tenant 0.0612**  0.0682**  0.0597*  0.0253**  0.0633***
(0.00947)  (0.0208) (0.0119) (0.0104) (0.0117)
x Unit Above FMR  -0.103***
(0.0214)
x Time Since Reset -0.0593***
(0.0200)
Subsampling Low-Rent Mid-Rent High-Rent New
VALY VALY VALY Tenant
Unit FE. X X X X X
Building-Year F.E. X X X X
Building-FMR F.E. X
N 138,259 20,568 101,650 16,041 10,814
R-squared 0.965 0.970 0.961 0.956 0.957

Notes. This table reports evidence on tenant price sensitivity in the determination of voucher rent premia. The
dependent variable is the log of contract rent. Column (1) estimates specifications with interaction terms.

In(Rent;;) = [ Voucher;y + XN Z; + G(Voucherit X Zl-t) + i + Opiyxr) T XLy + i

Voucher;; is an indicator for a voucher tenant, Z;; denotes the mechanism-specific variable, a; are unit fixed
effects, and Jy(j)x - (1) are building-by-time fixed effects. Columns (2)—(4) estimate the baseline specification
without interactions,

In(Rent;) = [ Vouchery, + i + Oyiyxry + Xigy + €t

Additional controls X;; include tenant status and number of bedrooms. In Column (1), Z;; is an indicator
for whether the unit is likely to have previously been priced at or above the FMR, testing whether premia
are attenuated in segments where voucher tenants are more price sensitive. Columns (2)—(4) report baseline
voucher effects estimated separately in low-, middle-, and high-rent ZIP codes to assess heterogeneity in
voucher premia across local market conditions. Column (5) estimates specifications with interaction terms,
but with building-by-FMR regime fixed effects dy(;)x . (1) instead of the standard building-by-registration year
fixed effects dy(;)x r(¢)» and estimation sample restricted to new tenants.

In(Rent;y) = S Vouchery + \NZy + G(Voucherit X Zit) + i + Opyxwt) T Xy + ei

Z;+ 1s the normalized number of days since FMR reset, defined as the number of days since reset divided by
the total number of days in the effective FMR window (i.e., window size). This variable captures within-year
variation in the real generosity of the voucher and tests whether premia respond to changes in the effective
subsidy over the FMR cycle as illustrated in Panel A of Figure 3. All specifications include the main effect of
Z;; in addition to the interaction term; coefficients on the main effects are omitted from the table for brevity.
Standard errors are clustered at the building level and reported in parentheses. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05,
**p < 0.01.

Return to Section 5.
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Table 5. Mechanism: Landlord Costs and Experience

A. Unit, Building, or Landlord’s First Time Hosting HCV

Dependent Variable: Log Rent

&) 2) 3)
Voucher Tenant 0.0659*** 0.0602*** 0.0591**
(0.0143) (0.0103) (0.0101)
x First Unit HCV -0.0254**
(0.0125)
x First Building HCV -0.0100*
(0.00530)
x First Landlord HCV -0.00795
(0.00540)
Unit FE. X X X
Building-Year F.E. X X X
N 138,259 138,259 138,259
R-squared 0.965 0.965 0.965

B. Unit, Building, or Landlord’s Experience Hosting HCV

Dependent Variable: Log Rent

&) (@) 3) “4)
Voucher Tenant 0.0554"* 0.0489*** 0.0477** 0.0303***
(0.00858) (0.00705) (0.00690) (0.00864)
x Unit HCV Experience -0.00345
(0.00646)
x Building HCV Experience 0.000534***
(0.0000316)
x Landlord HCV Experience 0.000354**
(0.0000386)
x Landlord HCV Share 0.0811**
(0.0185)
Unit FE. X X X X
Building-Year F.E. X X X X
N 138,259 138,259 138,259 138,259
R-squared 0.965 0.965 0.965 0.965

(continued on next page)
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Mechanism: Landlord Costs and Experience (cont’d)

Notes. This table reports evidence on the role of landlord costs and experience in the determination of voucher
rent premia. The dependent variable is the log of contract rent. Panel A estimates specifications with indicators
for first-time participation in the voucher program, and Panel B estimates specifications interacting voucher
status with measures of accumulated voucher experience. The estimated specification is as follows.

In(Rent;s) = [ Voucher;y + A Zix + H(Voucherit X Zit) + i + Gpiyxr) + XLy + e

Voucher;; is an indicator for a voucher tenant, Z;; denotes the landlord mechanism variable, «; are unit fixed
effects, and dy(;)x +(;) are building-by-time fixed effects. Additional controls X;; include tenant status and
number of bedrooms. In Panel A, Z;; captures first-time participation at the unit, building, or landlord level,
testing whether premia differ when landlords initially enter the voucher market and face higher administrative
or informational costs. In Panel B, Z;; measures accumulated voucher experience at the unit, building, and
landlord levels, as well as the landlord’s portfolio share of voucher tenants, testing whether premia evolve
with operational experience and scale. Standard errors are clustered at the building level and reported in
parentheses. All specifications include the main effect of Z;; in addition to the interaction term; coefficients
on the main effects are omitted from the table for brevity. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01.

Return to Section 5.
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