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Introduction
B Y R O B E R T J A C O B S O N

When we published our 2000 WisKids Count Data Book nearly two years ago, one of the

issues we chose to focus on was the crisis in affordable housing. After all, it’s no secret that very few

things undermine a child’s well-being more than an unstable or unsafe housing situation. Bad housing—

especially its most extreme variation, homelessness—is directly related to, among other things, physical

health problems, psychological problems and educational problems. Growing up in poor quality, unsafe,

and/or overcrowded housing magnifies all the other challenges and disadvan-

tages that go along with poverty. As more and more families in Wisconsin and

nationwide struggle to achieve sustainable housing, the connection between

housing and child well-being is becoming increasingly obvious. So is the urg e n t

need to start doing more about it.

Rather than publish a single large volume of WisKids, covering a broad range 

of issues and indicators as we have done in the past, this year we have chosen a

different approach. For 2002 we are producing a series of five smaller WisKids

Count data books, each focusing on a specific issue or set of issues. The first

book in the series, which you are now holding, revisits the worsening affordable

housing crunch. Later volumes will highlight standardized testing, children’s

mental health, children and gun violence, and race and poverty.

In addition to the usual array of quantitative data, Volume I of 2002 WisKids Count includes four 

articles—written by experts with decades of combined experience in Wisconsin housing matters—

on issues related to housing quality and affordability. As was the case with the 2000 WisKids Count

Data Book, we hope this publication will help spark the kind of dialogue essential to the eventual

development of viable solutions.

The first article, “Big Costs, Little Paychecks: Why It’s So Hard to Build Housing That’s Truly

Affordable,” is by Bill Perkins, executive director of the Wisconsin Partnership for Housing

Development. Perkins demonstrates that it is virtually impossible to build housing that a low-income

family can afford without somebody heavily subsidizing either the developer or the family who ends up

buying or renting the unit. In short, the sum of the costs of land, construction, financing and various

other fees involved in creating a unit of housing do not match up with what low-wage workers 
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command in today’s labor market. Perkins argues that the problem can and should be addressed 

from both the “demand” and “supply” sides; i.e., by enhancing the ability of low-income people to pay

for their housing, for example by expanding income support programs like the Earned Income Tax

C redit or housing subsidies like the federal Section 8 voucher program; and by targeting greater federal

resources toward the development of housing that is affordable to families at the lowest end of the

income distribution, which the proposed National Housing Trust Fund could help facilitate.

In the second article, “Country Mouse, City Mouse,” author Peter Kilde, executive director of West

Central CAP and president of WISCAP, outlines some of the unique housing problems facing low-

income residents in Wisconsin’s rural areas. In particular, Kilde describes the impact that the 

suburbanization of many traditionally urban areas is having on housing affordability in those communi-

ties. He also highlights concerns about the implications of sprawling, “big box” economic develop-

ment, and sounds alarms about the declining quality of much of the state’s older rural housing stock.

The third article, “What’s Wrong With Section 8?” by Brenda Konkel, executive director of the Tenant

R e s o u rce Center in Madison, provides an overview of the problems facing the

federal Section 8 housing voucher program. Konkel points to poor communica-

tion by housing authorities and misunderstanding on the part of landlords as

contributing factors in the failure of Section 8 to meet the needs of some

communities. Problems with the program, according to Konkel, range from

the inadequacy of existing Section 8 resources to landlord bias to continually

shifting rules and regulations.

And finally, WCCF’s own Martha Cranley writes on the threat to Wisconsin’s

children of lead exposure from the state’s aging housing stock. Cranley notes

that dust from lead-based paint is the primary cause of lead poisoning in

young children and describes the serious health implications associated with

it. The article also demonstrates the high correlation between poverty and

exposure to lead; what the Federal and State governments are doing to re d u c e

this hazard; and what they could be doing to reduce it more .

This batch of articles and collection of data touches only a tiny fraction of the

important and emerging housing-related issues with which policy makers are,

or should be, currently grappling. The development of a broad and coherent

agenda for change that addresses these and many other problems not covered in this publication is

long overdue in Wisconsin. We hope this publication serves to advance that process.
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Big Costs, Little Paychecks:
Why It’s So Hard To Build Housing
That’s Truly Affordable
B Y  B I L L P E R K I N S

Why isn’t there more housing that lower-income people can afford?  Because it costs more to

build and maintain housing than lower-income people can pay.

What does it cost to build “affordable” housing?  First, it does not cost any less than building most

other housing.  From time to time, housing policy-makers argue that housing for lower-income people

should be built using much more modest standards than housing for other people.  However, private

lenders who make the loans that finance most of the cost of building the

housing have a problem with that.  If the owners of the housing default on

their loans, the lenders have to sell the buildings to someone else in order

to recover their money.  And that means the housing has to be attractive to

the next buyer.

So what does it cost to build any housing?  For housing whose design meets

standards that make lenders comfortable, building costs in Wisconsin today

are about $70 per square foot of living  space.  A three-bedroom “housing

unit” — which means a home or apartment in trade jargon — is at least 
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1,100 square feet and possibly 1,200.  It costs $77,000 to $84,000 to build that unit. 

Buying the land on which to put the building is a widely variable cost.  As developers of affordable

housing, the Wisconsin Partnership has paid as little as $6,500 per housing unit for land and as much

as $35,000.  The cost of the land has a lot to do with the density of development – how many homes

or apartments are built on a piece of land – and where the land is located.  Not surprisingly, the better

the location — taking into account such factors as pro x i m i t y to jobs and schools— the more expensive

the land.

Using the lower land cost, which goes along with higher density, the building and the land together cost

at least $83,500-$90,500.  But building housing costs more than that.  You have to pay an architect

and an engineer to design the housing, and a lawyer to help negotiate with the seller of the land, the

l e n d e r s and other sources of financing.  You have to pay the lender interest on the money you use

while you build the housing.  Typically, you have to pay the local government

to review and approve your site and building plans.  And there are other costs

like paying an appraiser and accountants.  For a fairly simple development

project, those costs will add at least another $20-25,000 to the cost of the

land and the buildings.  That brings the total cost to somewhere between

$103,500 and $115,500. 

What if the housing units are smaller because they will be occupied by smaller

households?  A two-bedroom home or apartment will be about 1,000 square

feet, and a one-bedroom unit will be something like 850 square feet.  Using

the same $70 per square foot, the building itself will cost $59,500 to $70,000

per unit.  But the building cost per square foot does not stay the same as the

homes or apartments get smaller; it gets more expensive.  The kitchen and

bathroom, which are the most expensive parts of the home on a per-square

foot basis, do not get smaller just because there are fewer bedrooms. Since

the kitchen and bathroom account for a bigger share of the total space, the

average cost of a square foot increases.

The building costs we have discussed so far do not take into account things

like hallways and stairways, garages that local government may require, or “site improvements” like

sidewalks, landscaping and parking areas.  Adding in those costs can bring the total cost per housing

unit to perhaps $110,000 to $125,000 for a thre e - b e d room home or apartment.  Let’s say we’re building

housing for a mix of household sizes — some one-bedroom, some two-bedroom and some three-

bedroom units.  And let’s say the average unit is two bedrooms.  Adding up all the costs outlined above,

we will have spent around $100,000 for the typical unit. 
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Can someone who needs “affordable housing” afford to pay the monthly cost of a home or apartment

that costs $100,000 to build?  Let’s do the math.  A recent study by the Wisconsin Department of

Workforce Development indicated that the 58 percent of former welfare

recipients who had jobs were working an average of 35 hours per week at 

$7.95 an hour.  That’s $14,469 annually.  The official government standard

for what people can supposedly afford to pay for housing is 30 percent of 

gross income, before taxes.  Thirty percent of $14,469 is $4,341 annually or 

about $362 per month.  

If I borrow $100,000 to build the housing unit where that family lives, I will 

have to pay the lender about $734 per month, if I repay the loan over 30 

years at an 8% interest rate.  But the family who needs to live there only has 

$362 to spend on housing.  That means that if I want to build a housing unit 

they can afford, I have to somehow keep my costs down to about $50,000.  

Can I do that?  I don’t think so.

What can we do to make the numbers work out?  Most studies of the actual rent paid by lower-income

families say that many pay 40 percent or even 50 percent of their gross income.  Is that good?  No, but

they do it anyway because they have to live somewhere.  Many owners of

rental property won’t allow tenants into apartments that cost such a high

percentage of their income, because they fear that those tenants will not be

able to pay their rent consistently. Still, many lower-income renters find

landlords willing to let them pay a higher percentage of their income.

Suppose I’m one of them.  Fifty percent of $14,469 is $7,235 annually, or

about $603 per month.  That’s still not as much as I have to pay the bank

that lent me the money to build the housing unit, but it’s closer.  I can do

one of two things to make up the difference: I can try to figure out a way to

build the home or apartment for $82,000 instead of $100,000; or I can find

someone who will give me the other $18,000 of the cost of building the unit. 

But wait.  Getting local government approvals to build the housing is a lot

harder if I’m also asking not to pay taxes. So even though I’m a nonprofit 

corporation and eligible for exemption from local pro p e rty taxes as an owner

of housing for lower-income families, I pay property taxes anyway.  How

much I pay depends on where I am.  In Dane County, if the project is close

to jobs, I’ll probably pay something like $25 per $1,000 of property value.  If the community assesses

my project at full value, as it’s supposed to do under state law, I’ll pay $2,500 annually, or $208 per

month.  Actually, the lower-income family who lives in the unit has to pay the taxes, as a portion of the
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rent they pay.  But they don’t have another $208.  So since I can’t expect them to pay higher rent, I

have to find someone to give me yet more of the cost of building the housing itself.  That way, part of

the rent paid by the family can pay for the property taxes.

And there are still other costs that will have to be paid either by me as an owner of rental housing or

by the tenants themselves.  Heat and hot water are two of those costs.  “Maintaining” the housing unit

— fixing things when they break or wear out — is another.  And I have to pay the people who collect

the rent from the lower-income family and who arrange for the maintenance work, and all the other

parts of managing housing after it’s built.  All of those costs can easily add another $125 or $150 per

month or more to the rent I charge.

Between those costs and paying pro p e rty taxes, the entire $362 per month re n t

the lower-income family can pay – based on the government’s 30%-of-income

standard of affordability – is all used up.  That means I have to find someone

to give me all of the cost of building the housing itself.  If the family were to

pay half of their income for rent instead of 30%, I would have some of their

money to pay for the building.  But because the lower-income family can’t pay

the whole cost, some of the money I use to pay for the building will come

from the government.  But the money I get from the government comes with

the government’s “affordability standard” attached to it. So I’m not allowed to

charge the family half of their income for rent even if I wanted to.

That, in a nutshell, is why not very much housing is built for people whose

annual income is $14,469. Now let’s move on to what we can do about it.

T h e re are two basic ways to “close the gap” between what lower-income people

can afford to pay for housing and what housing costs.  One is to increase the

amount they can pay.  The other is to use grants or other subsidies to pay part

of the cost of producing the housing.  We can’t ignore the very real possibility that we can reduce what

it actually costs to build housing and live in it.  We have to keep working on innovations in constru c t i o n

materials and methods, higher standards of energy conservation, and changing attitudes toward what

kind of housing best uses the money we all spend for it.  But those things are not going to cut the cost

of building housing in half, or make it cost nothing.

How can we change the “demand side” of the housing cost equation, as economists phrase it?  That is,

how can we increase the amount lower-income people can pay for housing?  One obvious part of the

solution could be to make it possible for them to have jobs that pay higher wages. That could mean, 

for example, increasing their income by passing living wage legislation, or providing easier access to

the kinds of education and job training that lead to better-paying jobs. Another part of the solution
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could be to pay part of their housing costs with public money.  The federal government’s Section 8

rental assistance program does exactly that, although most of the families who are theoretically eligible

don’t receive assistance because there isn’t enough money appropriated.

Using more of the Section 8 money for people with annual incomes as low as

$15,000 would help them, but would also leave less money for people who

make a little more but still can’t find housing they can aff o rd.  A state-funded

rental assistance program for lower-income working people would make the

federal money go further.

Changing the “supply side” of the equation is the other half of the answer.

The federal government has p rograms that pay for part of the cost of building

housing, so that the rent paid by lower-income families doesn’t have to cover

the whole cost, which we already know it can’t do anyway.  The Community

Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME programs do that.  The Lower

Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program lets private investors pay lower

income taxes if they pay part of the cost of building housing for lower-income

people.  However, only a very small percentage of all those funds is used for

housing for people who make as little as $15,000 annually, because helping

those families uses up so much of the money.

The solution to that problem?  “Ta rgeting” more of the money to those families,

or creating a new housing program that will be used mostly or entirely for those families.  The National

Low Income Housing Coalition has proposed a new National Housing Trust Fund to do just that.  There

could also be a state-funded trust fund to help stimulate development of affordable housing, but the

Wisconsin Supreme Court says that using state money to build housing is unconstitutional.  Changing

the Court’s mind isn’t likely, so the only real way to solve that problem would be to change the state

Constitution.

We can and will debate the best way to make housing affordable to lower-income workers and their

families.  But there is no question that we have to do something if we don’t want to become a society in

which good housing is viewed as a privilege rather than a fundamental family necessity.

A B O U T T H E A U T H O R :

Mr. Perkins is the executive director of the Wisconsin Partnership for Housing Development.
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Low-income Housing in Wisconsin’s
Rural Communities
or

Country Mouse – City Mouse
B Y  P E T E R  K I L D E

Wisconsin’s rural communities all have something in common; they are all unique.  Each

community has a history, environment, economic base, culture and plans for the future that impact

low-income housing in ways that are unique to that town, village, or rural neighborhood.  At the same

time, enough similarities exist across rural Wisconsin and its low income

housing needs to generate a broad and comprehensible picture as we move

forward in the development of good public policies and practices to ensure

that all of Wisconsin’s residents have access to safe, sanitary, affordable 

housing.

It may be helpful to start with a general overview of the rural community 

e n v i ronment, drawn primarily from personal observation over several decades

of living in a variety rural Wisconsin settings. While mindful of each commu-

nity’s distinctions, there are a few qualities shared by Wisconsin’s rural 

neighborhoods and smaller towns that are not shared by our urban areas. 

In many of these rural communities, most people know each other.  Their

children go to the same schools, they worship at the same few churches, and

they do business with friends, extended families and neighbors on a regular

basis.  A generous tendency to help neighbors in need can be coupled with a

tendency toward judgementalism and, well, nosiness.  Historically stable, conser-

vative, homogenous and self-reliant, rural communities can be slow to e m b r a c e

newcomers, changes, outside experts, and people of distinctly diff e re n t cultures

and religions.

I also suggest four notable overlays that impact and modify these generalities.

The first overlay is the popular and predominantly urban media culture of

celebrities, music, franchises and professional sports that has come into 

virtually every home through televisions and computers.  While an arguably more inclusive and tolerant
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culture, it can also have the effect of isolating its following and weakening the traditional ties that hold

neighborhoods and communities together.

The second overlay is the influx into many areas of rural Wisconsin of affluent re t i rees, pro f e s s i o n a l s and

skilled workers who commute daily from these once small, traditional communities to jobs in urban

and, increasingly,  suburban areas.  Expanding rapidly outward from

Wisconsin’s urban areas and from Minneapolis/St. Paul into west-cen-

tral Wisconsin, this upscale development has dramatically increased

land values and property taxes, making it difficult for the existing hous-

ing stock to remain affordable and for new affordable housing to be

constructed.  The impact of this phenomenon is very evident in my

home county of St. Croix.  St. Croix County shares the state’s highest

estimated median family income, $75,400, with Pierce County, its

immediate neighbor to the south. St. Croix is also one of the fastest-

growing counties in Wisconsin, with a 33 percent population increase

between 1990 and 2000.  And contrary to the popular myth that such

affluent development lowers property taxes by “spreading the pain”

among more taxpayers, the Wisconsin Taxpayers Alliance reports that

for 2002, St. Croix County property taxes increased by 20.3 percent

over the 2001 levy, the fourth greatest increase in the state.  Yet St.

Croix County is essentially rural; its largest community, Hudson, has a

population of only 9,150.  

What all this means for affordable rental housing is captured in the

National Low Income Housing Coalition’s report on the nation’s growing

wage-rent disparity, Out of Reach 2001.  The report notes that in 

St. Croix County, an extremely low-income household — meaning a

household earning 30 percent of the area median income — can afford to pay $566 per month in

rent, using the conventional “30 percent of income” standard of affordability. But fair market rent for 

a two bedroom unit is $862. The full-time hourly wage required to afford that fair market rent, called

the “housing wage,” is $16.58, which is 22.7 percent higher than it  was just a year earlier.  This in a

county where a typical hourly wage for low-income people is in the neighborhood of $9.14, which is

the average among the county’s W-2 participants.

By way of contrast, in Sawyer County, just one county over from St. Croix County, an extremely low

income household earning 30 percent of the Area Median Income of $36,300 can afford monthly rent

of no more than $272, while the Fair Market Rent for a two bedroom unit is $432. The 2001 housing

wage in Sawyer County was $8.31, an increase of just 4.1 percent over the previous year.
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While a tough situation in both cases, a low-income or fixed-income family looking for rental housing

in St. Croix County has a much more daunting challenge in the midst of the prevailing affluence than

families in Sawyer County, where there is much less income disparity.

Another perspective comes from a September 2001 study, St. Croix Valley: Survey of Residents, con-

ducted by the Wilder Research Center under commission from the Hugh J. Andersen Foundation.  This

extensive study covered three Wisconsin and two Minnesota counties border-

ing the St. Croix River, and found that 54 percent of households earning less

than $25,000 per year spent more than 35 percent of their income on hous-

ing.  The same study also revealed that 22 percent of St. Croix County renters

and only 6 percent of Pierce County renters received rent subsidies.

There is also a political/social dimension to the affordable housing challenge

in affluent areas.  To put it bluntly, affluent people generally don’t want low-

income housing in their neighborhoods, and sometimes not even in their

communities.  While the traditional rural towns and villages have always 

recognized the need for low-income families to have a place to live in the

community, affluent newcomers without that rural community experience and

understanding are often less appreciative of economic diversity.  Even Habitat

for Humanity, with its great reputation for building quality, well-maintained

housing, has been unable to “break into” Hudson, River Falls or New Richmond,

the three most affluent communities in St. Croix and Pierce counties.  Yet they

have been quite successful in getting widespread community support, and

houses built, in the area’s less affluent communities.

The third overlay is rapid change.  The impact of big box franchise retail, factory farming, Internet

commerce, cheap gas, refugee resettlement and globalization have dramatically changed the economic

face of many rural communities.  They have changed the human face too.  The small west-central

Wisconsin town of Barron, population 3,200, looked pretty much like any other town of mostly northern

E u ropean descent just a couple of years ago.  Today the population is 12 percent Somali.  In other com-

m u n i t i e s, migrant Hispanic agricultural jobs are becoming year-round food processing factory and 

confinement dairy farm jobs, and the workers are bringing in their families and looking for permanent

housing.  A generation of Hmong has grown up not as refugees, but as American and Wisconsin citizens.

The fourth and final overlay is the link between transportation and the affordability and availability of

housing.  It works like this: as one gets closer to economic centers and good job markets, the housing

gets more expensive and less available.  The converse is also true—as one gets farther from economic

centers and good job markets, the housing becomes more aff o rdable and available to low-income families.

And even in the best job markets, many of the jobs pay well below the housing wage noted above.  So
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there is often a lot of territory between even low wage jobs and the low cost housing these jobs can

support, just as there is a lot of space between everything else in rural areas.  Transportation plays a

very big role in contemporary rural life.   In rural Wisconsin, the only practical form of transportation

is the personal car, a fact illustrated by the Wilder study and others showing that 97 to 98 percent of

working families in this part of the country rely on personal cars for almost all local transportation.

For low-income families, affordable cars mean older cars. The farther you have to drive them to get

from your low-paying job to your affordable house, the more gas they use and the more likely they are

to break down and become expensive older cars.  And the more likely they are to fail to get you to

your day care, the doctor, the laundromat, the grocery store (which is probably no longer located in

your small town), and to the job you just lost because your unreliable car made you an unreliable

worker, and to the case worker across the county you now have to see in order to get food stamps and

W-2 case management services.  This double bind is common to low-income families.  You need a reli-

able car to get a good job.  You need a good job to get a reliable car.  But if you don’t have a reliable

car in rural Wisconsin and employment is your primary income, you are in a deep, deep rut.

With this overview of rural Wisconsin communities for a backdrop, there are a number of issues re l a t e d

to the housing stock.  According to the Wisconsin 2000 Consolidated Plan for

the State’s Housing and Economic Development Needs, the majority of

Wisconsin’s housing stock is over forty years old.  For some rural counties,

nearly half of the housing stock was built before 1949. While a well-main-

tained older home can provide very good housing, it is the more dilapidated

structures that are the most likely to end up housing low-income families

who can least afford the even greater maintenance they require.  And the

d o w n w a rd spiral so familiar to these low-income families is repeated.  Many

older houses, especially those poorly maintained, are also more expensive

to heat, draining the family’s meager financial resources even further.

The quality of the older housing stock when originally constructed is also 

a concern in many of Wisconsin’s rural areas.  In regions where the agri-

cultural economy has always been weak due to poor soils, short growing

seasons, or small tillable acreages between wetlands or steep hillsides, the

original construction was often done on the cheap by variably-skilled

builder-occupants.  Substandard and unconventional building practices

make many of these houses harder to weatherize, preserve or rehabilitate.

In the countryside, the poor condition of water and septic systems in many

older homes raises serious sanitation and health concerns.  

Lead hazard is another significant health and safety issue facing low-income families with older homes
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in rural Wisconsin.  In the public mind, lead hazard is often thought of as an urban issue, conjuring up

images of peeling paint in inner city tenements.  Yet as the state consolidated plan again points out, “In

one third of rural Wisconsin counties, at least 70 percent of homes built prior

to 1978 have lead-based paint.”  Lead abatement measures are very technical

and expensive and well beyond the means of folks struggling to get by. While

Wisconsin does have lead abatement programs, the consolidated plan makes

this chilling observation that “the majority of dwelling units where lead-

poisoned children live are not re p a i red under the current system of serv i c e

d e l i v e ry and re g u l a t o ry enforcement.”  And the exposure is greater in homes

w h e re less attention is paid to maintenance, which is of course directly re l a t e d

to poverty.

Finally, the whole cluster of issues surrounding aging mobile homes is a

major challenge to the provision of safe, sanitary, affordable housing in our

rural communities.  Worthy of its own major study, this is a rural low-income

housing issue because mobile homes and trailer parks are generally re s t r i c t e d

or more thoroughly regulated in urban areas. Mobile homes that fail to meet

standards are often “dumped” in rural areas where mobile homes or mobile

home parks are not seriously regulated or inspected. While it is certainly true

that a well-built, well-maintained, newer mobile home can provide very suitable and reasonably aff o rd a b l e

housing, poorly-built, poorly-maintained, older mobile homes arguably re p re s e n t the very worst housing in

the state.  And we have a lot of it.  According to the Wisconsin 2000 – 2001 Wisconsin Home Energ y

Assistance Program (WHEAP) database, 13 percent of Wi s c o n s i n ’s non-Milwaukee County residents re c e i v i n g

e n e rg y assistance payments last year were living in mobile homes.  To underscore the distinctly rural

character of this issue, the same data base reports that of the 38,182 Milwaukee County households

receiving energy assistance, only 152 were living in mobile homes. In west-central and northwestern

Wisconsin, fully one-fourth of the low-income houses receiving state weatherization serv i c e s are mobile

homes.  Deteriorating mobile homes can pose fire, windstorm and sanitation hazards, and are high

e n e rgy users to boot.  Yet mobile homes continue to be the fastest growing form of low-income housing

in America.  In rural Wisconsin, older mobile homes are often the only housing option available to

low-income families.

While the picture can be pretty bleak, there are some hopeful signs and helpful new and existing pro-

grams and policies that address these housing challenges.  Wisconsin’s Smart Growth legislation calls

for the incorporation of affordable housing in all land use plans, prevailing affluence notwithstanding.

The Low-Income Public Benefits program aggressively tackles the weatherization of Wisconsin’s low-

income homes and ultimately saves everyone the expense of heating the great outdoors in a cold

Wisconsin winter.  State and Federal legislation supporting lead hazard reduction is beginning to make
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our older homes safer, especially for small children. Recent increases in the allocation of Low Income

Housing Tax Credits, steady increases in grant funding from the Federal Home Loan Bank of Chicago’s

Affordable Housing Program, the state-administered federal HOME program, WHEDA Home and

Multifamily Housing programs, USDA Rural Development and other state and federal programs are all

working to increase the stock of safe, sanitary, affordable housing in both rural and urban Wisconsin.

But effective public policies addressing the problems inherent in run down

mobile homes and poorly managed mobile home parks need to be developed.

A good start might be to require that used mobile homes have a safety inspec-

tion and necessary repairs made before they can be sold by dealerships, in

much the same manner as the state now requires for used cars.

And speaking of cars, there is a great need for a public transportation policy

that recognizes that America’s transportation policy for 50 years has been

based on the assumption that everyone has a car.  Yet virtually all state and

federal low-income transportation funding is targeted to mass transit, which

by and large cannot meet the needs of low-income working and single-parent

families any more than it meets the needs of our middle income working fam-

ilies.  In rural Wisconsin, affordable housing and car-based transportation a re

joined at the hip; yet funding for effective car-based transportation pro g r a m s is

woefully lacking.

Finally, as Wisconsin’s rural communities are changed by the many forces

noted above, all the programs providing funding for affordable housing need

to open up to greater flexibility, creativity, local control and decision-making,

and changes over the life of the funded activity.  HUD Fair Market Rents, for

example, are averaged over an entire county, and fail to capture the reality of

great differences within many of our rural counties.  And in poorer counties, these rent limits make it

v e ry difficult to develop and sustain new low and moderate-income housing in a reas where it is most

needed.  A Low Income Housing Tax Credit alternative or variation with much lower fixed costs is also need-

ed in order to make it feasible to develop small projects for small communities.

Wisconsin has a proud tradition of caring for its people, and access to housing is one of the most funda-

mental needs that must be fulfilled. It is crucial that we continue seeking ways to make Wisconsin work

even better for all of its residents, including the low-income families in our rural communities.

A B O U T T H E A U T H O R :

Mr. Kilde is the executive director of West Central CAP and President of WISCAP.
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What’s Wrong with Section 8 
and What Can be Done to Fix It
B Y  B R E N D A  K O N K E L

The Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Section 8 housing subsidy program was

initially intended to halt the concentration of low-income people in public housing.  Traditional public

housing creates specific segregated buildings where low-income people are forced to live if they want

rental assistance.  The Section 8 program’s goal was to allow low-income people to rent in the open

market and provide them with opportunities to be integrated into the community.  The program works

by providing the tenant with a voucher which they present to a private landlord.  The tenant pays up to

40% of their income towards rent and the local housing authority makes the remaining payment.  The

payment is calculated based on the local rental market and the tenant’s expenses.  The landlord in

re t u rn agrees to have an inspection to make sure the apartment meets minimal

re q u i rements, and signs a one-year lease initially. 

The problems with the Section 8 program can vary from community to com-

munity, but there are some universal issues that all Section 8 tenants, housing

authorities and landlords who participate in the program face.  Additionally,

in some communities the program has suffered from lack of political support

f rom local elected officials, poor administration of the program by local housing

authorities, and misinformation and misunderstanding on the part of landlord s

and the groups who represent their interests.

ISSUES WITH THE HUD PROGRAM

Tenant Issues
The obvious problem in most communities is that there is not enough housing

assistance to meet the needs in the community.  Waiting lists are common and

vary from weeks to years in length.  The major problem with waiting lists is

that tenants are often purged from the list when the housing authority loses

contact with them. This happens all too frequently, since tenants who need

housing assistance but are not yet receiving any tend to move often, which

naturally increases the likelihood that the housing authority will lose track of them.
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Another problem in many markets is a shortage of landlord part i c i p a t i o n . In some communities, as many

as 75 percent of the landlords do not accept Section 8 tenants.  Landlord s choose not to participate for

many different reasons, but the result is the same: severely limited options for the tenants who have to

find housing.  Tenants are required to find housing within 60 days. They

may get an extension after that, but after 120 days extensions can be

extremely difficult to obtain. This particular problem is compounded by

another issue: many landlords require tenants to sign one-year leases,

but tenants who get to the top of the waiting lists are often already

locked into their current leases. If their current landlord does not take

Section 8, they need to either give up their Section 8 certificate or break

their current lease, which can lead to bad landlord references and

greater difficulty finding another landlord willing to rent to them in 

the future.

The federal standards for calculating how much assistance a tenant can

receive limits options. Tenants are not allowed spend more than 40 per-

cent of their income towards rent, but that amount combined with the

Federally-calculated assistance often adds up to a sum that is inadequate

for all but a tiny fraction of available units in the private market. For a

tenant with a disability seeking an accessible apartment all of these problems are magnified. Tenants

with criminal backgrounds may have difficulty getting Section 8 in the first place.

Landlord Issues
Up until recently, the major landlord opposition to the Section 8 program was related to the “lease in

perpetuity” (or “endless lease”) and the “take one/take all” provisions in the lease.  An additional

issue for landlords is that the housing authorities no longer pay for security deposits and damages that

may occur.  The lease in perpetuity provision used to say that a landlord could only stop renting to a

tenant for “good cause.”  This provision is no longer in effect, but many landlords are not aware that 

it has changed, and they continue to use it as a reason not to rent to Section 8 tenants.  Currently, the

landlord is required to sign a one year lease for the first year of rental, and then the tenant and land-

lord can choose to go to a month-to-month lease if both parties agree.

Another extinct provision landlords objected to was the “take one/take all” provision.  This provision

was misunderstood from the beginning.  Many landlords believed that if they accepted one Section 8

tenant, that they had to take all Section 8 tenants who applied.  In fact, the provision merely said that if

a landlord CONSIDERED the application of one Section 8 tenant, then they had to CONSIDER all Section

8 tenants. Each tenant could still be screened by the landlord in all the normal ways other tenants were

screened.  This provision has also been removed, though many landlords continue to act on the belief

A F F O R D A B L E H O U S I N G

19

In 
some

communities,
as many as 
75 percent

of the
landlords

do 
not

accept
Section 8
tenants.



that it still exists.    

Finally, around the same time the above provisions were changed, HUD also changed its practice of

reimbursing landlords for damages that occur while Section 8 tenants are in their units.  The landlord

is now required to collect that money directly from the tenant.  Many landlords object because a large

p e rcentage of Section 8 tenants are significantly below the poverty line and are there f o re “uncollectible,”

meaning their wages and assets cannot be garnished.

Finally, many landlords continue to object to the program because they don’t want to sign the HUD

lease or be subject to rules that HUD may change during the lease period.  Some landlords are also

hesitant to let housing authority building inspectors in to inspect the unit, and many do not want to

make the repairs that are required in order to rent to a Section 8 tenant.  In some areas, housing

authorities have problems getting checks to the landlords promptly and 

completing the initial paperwork in  time for tenants to move in and make pay-

ments to the landlord in a timely manner.

In addition to the issues listed above, there is anecdotal evidence that many

landlords believe that tenants who receive Section 8 are “bad tenants”.

Testimony in Madison at public hearings has often indicated that landlords

assumed that these tenants were more likely to be criminals, damage the

property and skip without paying rent.  There is no evidence to suggest that

any of this is true.  Landlords are allowed to screen Section 8 tenants just like

any other tenant and may, in fact, screen out tenants with a history of these

qualities and practices.

Many of the low-income tenants may, in fact, have poor credit ratings or a 

history of missed rent payments, but landlords can develop criteria that take

into account that the tenant’s rent burden will be eased by Section 8.  Once

the program is in place, landlords can expect prompt payments of portions—

sometimes quite large portions—of the tenant’s rent from the housing

authority.  With this assistance, tenants are often able to catch up on bills they

are behind on and are more able to deal with crises that arise. 

Housing Authority Issues
Housing authorities also have issues with the program.  The lack of administrative dollars available and

constantly changing rules make Section 8 difficult to administer, and make it even harder for them to

engage in the necessary outreach to landlords.
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CASE STUDY:
MADISON AND DANE COUNTY

Madison and Dane County local elected officials have been discussing the problems with the

Section 8 program since February 1998.  The City of Madison had not applied for more Section 8

certificates for several years and had no intention of applying for them because of a perceived risk

of having too many low-income tenants concentrated in the City of Madison.  The housing authori-

ties had relatively poor reputations with landlords, and were not engaging in outreach to get new

landlords to participate in the program.  Many of the tenants receiving Section 8 were being forced

to rent from a handful of landlords in relatively poor neighborhoods that had significant problems.

According to the local apartment association, over 75 percent of landlords were unwilling to rent

to Section 8 tenants, which increased the concentration of Section 8 tenants in these neighborh o o d s ,

and in turn increased the perception that Section 8 tenants were the cause of the neighborhoods’

problems.  

In response to this concentration, ordinances were introduced at both the city and county local

governments that would require landlords to consider Section 8 tenants.  These ordinances were

met with tremendous opposition from area landlords.  Much of this opposition generated further

dissemination of the myths about Section 8 tenants and the Section 8 program that led to the 

problem in the first place. Compromise proved elusive. The ordinances failed at both the city and

county levels when tied votes were decided in favor of the landlords’ position by the mayor and

county board chair respectively.

WHAT CAN AND IS BEING DONE? 

None of the problems with Section 8 outlined here are insurmountable, but the barriers to improve-

ment are substantial. Ordinances prohibiting landlords from discriminating against tenants solely on

the basis of their possession of a Section 8 voucher continue to receive consideration, but they face

vigorous ongoing opposition from landlord groups. Housing authorities can learn to do a better job of

reaching out to landlords, and cities can work harder to ensure that the housing options available to

low-income renters are as geographically diverse as possible. 
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The fundamental problem is that there is simply not enough housing available at prices affordable to

the neediest individuals and families in most communities. It is a complex

problem with no single perfect solution. Nevertheless, the Section 8 program

remains one of the best tools we have to address the problem. We must 

continue working to make it the most effective tool it can be.

A B O U T T H E A U T H O R :

Ms. Konkel is the executive director of the Tenant Resource Center in

Madison.
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SOME FACTS:

• In Wisconsin, an extremely low income household can afford monthly rent of no more than

$444, while the Fair Market rent for a two bedroom unit is $586.

• A minimum wage earner (earning $5.15 per hour) can afford monthly rent of no more

than $268.

• In Wisconsin, 35% of renter households pay more than 30% of their income for rent.

Source: “Out of Reach 2001: America’s Growing Wage-Rent Disparity”, National Low Income Housing Coalition



Goodbye, Old Paint
B Y M A R T H A C R A N L E Y

According to the Center for Disease Control, childhood lead poisoning is one of the most

common pediatric health problems in the United States and it is entirely preventable.  Enough is known

about the sources of lead and effective eradication methods to eliminate the disease. The hazards of

lead-based paint have been known since the early 1900s, when lead was banned in the manufacturing

of paint in Australia.  The lead mining and paint pigment industries in the US were able, however, to

forestall a ban on lead paint until 1978.1

Sources of Lead

Lead exposure among young children has been dramatically reduced 

over the last two decades because lead has been gradually eliminated 

from gasoline, food and beverage cans, and new house paint.  In 

addition, contaminated drinking water, hazardous waste sites and 

industrial emissions have been reduced.  According to the Center for 

Disease Control, the average blood lead level in children has declined

more than 80 percent since the mid-1970s. In 1978 there were about

14.8 million poisoned children in the United States. By the early 1990’s ,

that number had declined to 890,000 childre n.2 E x p o s u re to lead-

contaminated dust from lead-based paint in older homes is now the 

primary cause of lead poisoning in young children.  

Most commonly, children are poisoned by paint dust in poorly 

maintained older homes. In fewer cases, children are poisoned 

by lead paint dust that is produced in repainting and remodeling 

projects that disrupt old painted surfaces without proper safeguards 

to control and clean-up lead dust. Housing age is an important 

predictor of risk. Lead content in paint has decreased over the past century from highs of 50 percent

lead content in the 1940s to  no lead as a result of the 1978 ban on lead in paint used for homes. 

However, the older the building, the more likely it is to contain lead-based paint.  Studies indicate that

homes built before 1950 are more likely to pose a health hazard to small children.  Nationally, about 74

percent of privately owned and occupied housing built before 1980 contain lead-based paint.  In 1990,
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the Department of Housing and Urban Development estimated that about 3.8

million homes with young c h i l d ren have either deteriorating lead-based paint

or high levels of lead dust. In Wisconsin, 37 perc e n t of current housing stock

was built prior to 1950 and 84 percent was built before 1980.  Children who

live in rehabilitated lead-free housing or who return to lead-reduced housing

after undergoing medical treatment have significantly lower blood lead levels

than children living in similar, non-rehabilitated housing.  Deleading or lead

paint abatement, when done properly, can be an effective method of reducing

children’s exposure to dangerous levels of lead in paint and house dust.3

Children as Lead Detectors

Lead has no known value to the human body.  Poisoning occurs when the

amount of lead in a person’s bloodstream is too high. Blood lead levels are

measured in micrograms per deciliter, or µg/dL. The Centers for Disease

C o n t rol and Prevention state that a blood lead level of 10µg/dL is a level of concern . Nationally, nearly 1

million children are lead poisoned.4

Lead is most harmful to children under age six because it is easily absorbed into their growing bodies

and interferes with the developing brain and other organs and systems.  Very young children are more
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at risk for lead exposure than older children and adults because their normal

developmental activities of crawling, walking, hand-to-mouth activities and

exploring their world expose them to lead dust on floors, toys and on window

sills.   Pregnant women are also at increased risk as lead ingested by the mother

can cross the placenta and affect the unborn fetus increasing the risk of mis-

carriages, low birth weight babies, stillbirths and underdeveloped babies.5

In children, at very high levels of exposure, lead poisoning can cause mental

retardation, coma, convulsions and even death.  However, more commonly, in

the US, children are poisoned through chronic low-level exposure.  This low

level exposure can cause reduced IQ and attention span, hyperactivity, impaired

growth, reading and learning disabilities, hearing loss, insomnia, and a range

of other health, intellectual and behavioral effects. The State Medical Journal

reports that lead poisoning is a disease that most often does not dissipate quickly, but persists as the

child grows older.6

Studies indicate that increased blood lead levels have been linked to social withdrawal, increased

aggression, higher involvement in crime and unwed pregnancy.  In addition, a

history of elevated lead levels has been found among juveniles and adults incar-

cerated in the nation’s prison system.  

For the most part, lead poisoning is silent; most poisoned children have no 

symptoms.  The vast majority of cases, there f o re, go undiagnosed and untre a t e d .

A blood test is the only way to know for certain if a child is poisoned. In 2001,

only 20 percent (79,291) of Wisconsin children under age six were tested for

possible lead poisoning.  Yet, the overall rate of children with lead blood levels

in excess of 10ug/dL in the state was 7.3 percent – almost twice the nationwide

rate of four percent.  While the federal and state Medicaid Programs require

all children to be screened for lead poisoning, in 2001 less than half of one

and two-year-olds were tested.  For children who are not recipients of MA, the

Department of Health and Family Services recommends blood tests at 12 and

24 months for children who live in or frequently visit homes built before 1950

and children who live in or frequently visit a home built before 1978 that is

undergoing renovation or remodeling.  In addition, the department recom-

mends that children, who meet these criteria and live in Milwaukee or Racine,

should be tested again at three, four and five years of age.7 Finally, Wisconsin

state statutes require all individual and group health insurance plans to cover

screening for possible lead poisoning.8
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While lead poisoning crosses all socioeconomic, geographic and racial

boundaries, the burden falls disproportionately on low-income families and

families of color.  In the United States, children from poor families are eight

times more likely to be poisoned than those from higher income families.  

A report by the Government Accounting Office (GAO) found that 77 percent of children with elevated

blood lead levels were enrolled in one or more low-income programs.9 In Wisconsin, children under

six years old enrolled in Medicaid and the Women, Infants and Children (WIC) Program, constitute

about one half of the children tested.  However, they comprise the majority of the children poisoned

(80 percent and 60 percent, respectively). Of one and two year- o l d - c h i l d ren (the highest risk age group)

who receive Medicaid benefits, 10.5 percent have blood lead levels higher than 10ug/dL, compared to

3.7 percent of children not receiving Medicaid.  In 2001, more than 52 percent of children under six

in the WIC program were screened for lead poisoning with 12.3 percent having lead levels of 10ug/dL

or higher.  In Milwaukee County, over 19 percent of the one and two-year-olds receiving Medicaid, who

were tested, had blood levels above 10ug/dL.  Nationally, African American children are five times

more likely to be poisoned than white children.  In Wisconsin, the numbers are just as grim. In 2001,

minority children made up over 70 percent of the children who tested positive for lead poisoning.10
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Effects of lead poisoning on adults:

Although children and pregnant women are at the greatest risk for lead 

poisoning, adults are also vulnerable. At the highest risk are adults who work

around lead in their jobs or hobbies.  In general, adults poisoned by lead may

suffer from high blood pressure or hypertension, memory and concentration

problems, sterility/impotence in males, wrist drop, nervous system disorders,

muscle and joint pain, headaches, irritability.11

Wisconsin Lead Poisoning Prevention 

Under current law, it is illegal to apply “lead bearing paint” (see side bar) to: 

(a) any exposed surface on the inside of a dwelling; 

(b) the exposed surface of a structure used for the care of children;

or

(c) any fixture or other object placed in or upon any exposed 

surface of a dwelling and ordinarily accessible to children.

A “dwelling” means any structure, all or part of which is designed for 

human habitation.

To support local efforts at lead poisoning prevention and lead hazard resolu-

tion, Wisconsin receives funding from the Department of Housing and Urban

Development, the Environmental Protection Agency and the Center for Disease

Control.  For 2001-2003, the Department of Health and Family Services 

budget for lead poisoning or lead exposure services is $1,004,100 per year.

Under 254.151 of the statutes, this money is to be used by the department 

to fund (1) educational programs, (2) lead poisoning or lead exposure

screening, care coordination and follow-up services, (3) administration 

and enforcement of delegation of enforcement to local health departments, 

(4) outreach development and implementation, and (5) community based

human service agencies that provide primary health care, health education

and social services to low-income people in Milwaukee.  

As a part of hazard resolution, local health departments inspect homes to identify violations.  Health

o fficers notify owners and occupants of violations, who are given 30 days to abate or remove the hazard .

The department or local inspectors may report violations of lead hazard laws to the district attorney.

Civil forfeitures of $100 to $1000 may be ordered and criminal penalties of $100 to $5,000 and two

years of probation may be ordered. In 1999, the Wisconsin Supreme Court ruled that, landlords may
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evidenced by teeth marks

and would result in adverse

human health effects.”



be liable for civil damages for any person who is injured by lead poisoning. However, because of the

enormity of the problem and the difficulty with enforcement, the legislature enacted a new law in May

2000, that was intended to help property owners rid their properties of lead paint hazards. 1999

Wisconsin Act 113 created immunity for property owners of residential properties who obtain certifi-

cates stating that their properties are either lead free or lead safe. 

The new law directed the Department of Health and Family Services to develop

administrative rules governing the issuance of lead free or lead safe cert i f i c a t e s

to properties.  The rules allow immunity for a limited period of time for 

landlords whose property is either completely free of lead paint or whose

property is safe enough that existing lead paint will not yield dust or chips

endangering children’s safety. The rules also address the certifications that

property owners must obtain whenever they engage in repairs or remodeling

that may disturb lead paint in their rental units.  Finally, Act 113 directs the

creation of a registry of dwellings that have been issued lead free and lead

safe certificates.12 The idea behind the legislation and the administrative rules

is that by granting property owners a process through which they may gain

immunity, more property owners will engage in activities to reduce lead paint

hazards in residential rental properties.  

What more can be done?

In February 2000, The President’s Task Force on Environmental Health Risks

and Safety Risks to Children issued a report calling for the end of childhood

lead poisoning by the year 2010 and laying out a plan to accomplish this goal.

Briefly, the plan contains four essential recommendations:13

Act before children are poisoned –
The goal is to focus on housing-based primary prevention strategies. True prevention can only take

place when children are able to move into a safe home.  In Milwaukee alone, there are an estimated

30,000 units that are high risk for children. These may be units whose owners have the largest lead

problem and therefore potentially the largest cost in eliminating the lead hazard.  It remains to be seen

if the immunity granted under Act 113 will entice these landlords to spend the money necessary to

remove the hazard in their properties.  For 2000-2002, HUD’s Office of Lead Hazard Control awarded

four million dollars to the state to reduce lead paint based hazards. With this funding the Department of

Administration provides three-year forgivable loans to rental pro p e rty owners, in low-income neighbor-

hoods, for abatement activities.  The state of Wisconsin does not provide any state money for landlord

lead abatement activities.

A F F O R D A B L E H O U S I N G

28

The
President’s

Task Force on
Environmental
Health Risks

and Safety Risks
to Children

issued a report
calling for
the end of
childhood

lead poisoning
by the year

2010
and laying
out a plan

to accomplish
this goal.



Identify and care for lead-poisoned children –
This goal speaks to the need to identify children through screening.  As pre v i o u s l y

discussed in this essay, even though Medicaid requires the screening of young

children for lead poisoning, less then half of Wisconsin children who receive MA

were screened in 2001.  Clearly, stricter enforcement by the Medicaid Program

is needed. Currently, HMOs in Wisconsin are not financially penalized for failure

to meet their contractual obligation of screening 85 percent of one and two year

olds. Under MA, providers are obligated to meet an 80 percent screening rate of

MA kids for Health Check.  If these goals are not met, the state MA program can

recoup the funding. However, no such financial incentives exist for lead screen-

ing alone.  Wisconsin has developed a model for matching children enrolled in

MA with lead poisoning testing data.  This matching of data has the potential to

pinpoint where children are receiving appropriate health services and where

they are not.  To assure, in the future, that all children are screened for the 

possibility of lead poisoning, the legislature should institute general screening

for all children entering daycare, preschool or kindergarten.14

Conduct Research – 
The report recommends improving prevention strategies and promoting 

innovative ways to drive down the cost of lead hazard control.

Measure progress and refine lead poisoning 
prevention strategies – 
Implement monitoring and surveillance programs. 

Many low income families already face the challenge of securing affordable housing in neighborhoods

where their children are safe outside their homes – they should not have to fear for their safety

indoors as well.  
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County Data

In this section, we have included county specific data to provide local context to the previous essays.

Data for 1990-1999 on child population, median family income, fair market rent and hourly wage

needed to afford fair market rent are available in our 2000 and 2001 Wiskids Count books.  Contact

us at: www.wccf.org.

As always, readers should exercise the usual caution when making inter-county comparisons or when

comparing particular counties with the state. Differences may be the result of a particular phenomenon

in an individual county. In addition, when looking at trends in data, caution must be used when draw-

ing conclusions from a relatively small number of incidents.
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Data Sources
State and County Child Population (2000):
Data are from the U.S. Bureau of the Census, Population Estimates Program. 

Web address: www.census.gov

Median Family Income (2001):
Data for 2001 are from the Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

Web address: www.huduser.org.

Fair Market Rent (2001):
Data for 2001 are from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development.  Web address:

www.huduser.org.  FMRs are gross rent estimates; they include shelter rent and the cost of utilities,

except telephone.  The level at which FMRs are set is expressed as a percentile point within the rent

distribution of standard quality rental housing units.  The current definition used is the 40th percentile

rent, the dollar amount below which 40 percent of standard quality rental housing unitís rent.  The

40th percentile rent is drawn from the distribution of rents of units, which are occupied by recent

movers (renter households who moved into their unit within the past 15 months).  Newly built units

less than two years old are excluded, and adjustments have been made to correct for the below market

rents of public housing units included in the data base.

Full Time Hourly Wage needed as 30% of Income (2001):
This indicator attempts to show the amount of hourly wage a full-time worker would need to make in a

specific county to keep their housing costs at 30 percent of their income, the generally accepted stan-

dard for affordability established by Congress and HUD.  This dollar amount calculation was based on

a 40-hour workweek for 52 weeks of the year. (Method: Divide income needed to afford the FMR for a

unit with the specified number of bedrooms (1BR: $15,000) by 52 (weeks per year) ($15,000 / 52 =

$288.46). Then divide by 40, for the number of hours per work week ($288.46 / 40 = $7.21).)  Data

from Out of Reach 2001: America’s Growing Wage-Rent Disparity, National Low Income Housing

Coalition.  We address: www.nlihc.org

Renters 1990 & 2000 & Percent change
Data from Out of Reach 2001: America's Growing Wage-Rent Disparity, National Low Income Housing

Coalition.  Web address: www.nlihc.org

Home Owners (2000)
Data from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Web address: www.census.gov. or  http://quickfacts.census.gov.
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Lead Levels (2001)
Data for children tested in Wisconsin are from the Wisconsin Department of Health and Family

Services, Division of Public Health, Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program unpublished

reports.
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The Wisconsin Council on Children and Families serves 

as Wisconsin’s leading voice of, and premiere advocate for,

children throughout the state.

Emphasizing the core values of fairness, caring, and com-

munity, the Council conducts a variety of advocacy activities,

including organizing expert research, educating the public,

supporting key issues and legislation, and coordinating

grassroots activity in communities all across Wisconsin.

In addition to publishing the WisKids Count Data Book –

which seeks to enrich local, state, and national discussions

concerning ways to secure better futures for all children –

the Council accomplishes its advocacy through several 

publications; educational conferences throughout the 

state; and key projects like the Better Badger Baby Bus

Tour, W-2 Watch, the Wisconsin Budget Project, and 

Advocacy Camp among others.

www.wccf.org

M I S S I O N  S T A T E M E N T

The Wisconsin Council on Children and Families is 
a statewide, multi-issue child advocacy organization. 
It works to improve the well being of children and 
families by advocating for effective health, education,
justice and human service programs that are accessible
and equitable for children.
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