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Abstract

This article offers a reflection from the field on a unique eviction-
diversion effort; the Renter’s Emergency Subsidy for Eligible Tenants
(RESET) project in Clayton County, Georgia. Formed by a coalition
of local organizations and county agencies, the work began prior to
COVID-19 to confront longstanding inequalities and growing housing
precarity in a historically suburban community of metro Atlanta.
RESET became an improvised intervention within a decentralized
court system that continued eviction filings despite the Center for
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) moratorium. We discuss the
possibilities and contradictions revealed through this work, among
them the coalition’s ability to keep thousands of residents housed, the
limits imposed by temporary federal funding, uneven nonprofit
infrastructures, and the pressures of maintaining court operations
during the pandemic. In examining the aftermath of RESET, we reflect
on what this moment reveals about organizing for housing justice in a
socioeconomically challenged, majority-Black community as emergency
assistance receded and structural inequalities persisted. We conclude by
considering the implications of these lessons for future housing justice
work.
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Introduction

The metro Atlanta region has one of the higher eviction rates in the United States
(Salviati 2017), a pattern shaped by profound, racialized inequality and virtually no organizing
for housing justice outside the city of Atlanta. In Georgia, magistrate courts are primarily
responsible for dispossessory (eviction) cases and are governed by a single state law (GA
44.7.51) with almost no protections for tenants (Sudeall and Pasciuti, 2021). With more than
900 trial-level courts in the state, this broad discretion makes the role of courts at the local
level both ubiquitous and highly localized. This is the terrain where a group of non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) and county institutions in Clayton County came
together to form a healthy housing coalition and experiment with both ‘upstream’ and
‘downstream’ interventions in the dispossessory process at the local magistrate court level.
The Housing Intervention Program, as the group was known, knew the county already had
a housing crisis before the COVID-19 pandemic emerged.

In 2020, as the COVID-19 pandemic sent shockwaves throughout daily life, the
coalition found themselves improvising under even more serious crisis conditions. The
authors originally began working with the Clayton Magistrate Court and other organizations
in 2018 as part of larger project on evictions in the Atlanta metro. What began as a calculated
and contemplative approach to understanding the county’s eviction patterns quickly shifted
into an all-out attempt to prevent widespread homelessness and evictions during a public
health emergency. Our involvement, as members of the coalition research team, helped
design the intake survey, analyze court and program or survey data, and attended regular
meetings with nonprofit partners and county officials. We organized a multi-tiered strategy
that combined direct rental assistance, wrap-around services for food, utilities, education, or
health, and an unprecedented level of intervention by the magistrate court to slow and
redirect evictions. These efforts, which were messy, urgent, and often held together by fragile
relationships, positioned Clayton County as one of the few counties in the state of Georgia
to effectively use and distribute emergency federal and state funds quickly. By December
2021, the state of Georgia had distributed less than 14% of federal Emergency Rental Funds
(ERA), while Clayton County was one of only a few jurisdictions to successfully distribute
the majority of its local funds (U.S. Department of the Treasury supplemented with data
from local organizations).

The sections that follow move from context to practice to reflection. We first briefly
outline the historical and political conditions that shaped housing insecurity in Clayton
County. We then trace the emergence of our involvement with the Healthy Housing
Coalition and the development of two key interventions. Next, we examine what the
COVID-19 intervention accomplished in terms of eviction prevention and housing stability.
Finally, we reflect on the limits of emergency rental assistance and coalition-based eviction
prevention, and the future of housing justice organizing.
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Background

Clayton County is the fifth largest county in Georgia by population but is one of the
smallest counties in its geographic size and includes the majority of the world’s busiest
airport, Hartsfield-Jackson Atlanta International Airport (Stafford 2020; Baratti 2022;
Lupiani 2025). Located immediately south of the city of Atlanta, Clayton County was long
considered a ‘bedroom community’, where residents could easily live in the county but work
or play in Atlanta. Historically, Clayton’s reality as a place and county was defined by the city
of Atlanta, tethered to the city’s shifting priorities and what it did not offer or what it refused
to hold within its borders. During the decades leading up to the 1990s when the African
American population of Atlanta’s city center grew rapidly, Clayton acted as a ‘white refuge’
for middle-class Atlantans seeking neighborhoods and schools with a majority white make
up (Kruse 2005). More recently, the county became a more affordable place for Black citizens
to go when gentrification became entrenched within the city of Atlanta (Hunter & Robinson,
2018, p.180, Hartshorn & Ihlanfeldt, 1993, pp. 51-55). In recent decades the county has
undergone dramatic changes, from a primarily white suburban county in the 1980s, to a
predominantly poorer Black community with significant increases in multi-family and rental
housing (U.S. Census).

When Atlanta won the bid for the 1996 Olympics in 1990, it spurred the city to begin
eradicating all large public housing facilities (Bullard et al., 2000, p. 118; Roark 2014), in an
effort to disperse the concentrated poverty popularized by William Julius Wilson (2012).
Additionally, the reversal of the ‘Great Migration’, where African Americans returned from
the northern cities to the ‘chocolate cities’ they left in the south (Hunter & Robinson, 2018,
p. 217), generated new emigration into Atlanta. While this process has concentrated wealth
in the City of Atlanta, Clayton County’s transformation unfolded differently. Rising costs
pushed poorer households out of Fulton County, while exclusionary gentrification
mechanisms in Atlanta contributed to the suburbanization of poverty (Hochstenbach &
Musterd 2018).

This migration reflects the long history of racial capitalism, where race and capitalism
developed simultaneously, and neither could exist without the other, thus ‘capitalism s racial
capitalism’ (Robinson, 2020, pp. 26—27; Melamed, 2015, p. 77). In other words, white space
and economy develops through the extraction of value from people of color (POC) and
from racialized spaces (Robinson 1987). Racial capitalism operated in Clayton County long
before the county was officially established and continues to shape the present, functioning
through dispossession and forced relocations of POC, siphoning value from communities
that have been systematically marginalized or left behind. Before the COVID-19 pandemic,
almost one fifth of county residents lived below the poverty line (U.S. Census; Stafford 2020).

Housing insecurity

One way to understand the transformation of Clayton County from a bedroom
community to an epicenter of housing precarity is to examine the local magistrate court
records on eviction. Comparatively speaking, prior to COVID-19, Clayton County’s eviction
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and eviction filing rates were typically twice that of Fulton County which has a population
nearly five times larger than Clayton County and includes most of the City of Atlanta.
Relative to its population size, the Clayton County Magistrate Court recorded the highest
eviction and eviction filing rate of any of the five core counties in the Atlanta metropolitan
area (Hepburn, Louis, & Desmond 2020). Bizouati-Kennedy (2024) listed Clayton County
as the top place to be ‘concerned about evictions’ in the country.

Additionally, Clayton County has a high level of institutional ownership of single-family
homes (Seymour et al. 2023) and relatively few locally owned multi-family rental properties
within Clayton County. Much of the aid distributed to tenants during the pandemic likely
enriched institutional landlords and property owners located outside the county, contributing
to a functional racial capitalist system.

Squeezed by rising housing costs, the corporatization of landlords across Atlanta
(Raymond, et al. 2018), increasing transportation costs and a lack of social services (Sudeall
and Pasciuti, 2021), Clayton County became a vanguard of the suburbanization of poverty.
These pressures produced the rising tide of housing insecurity still visible in many parts of
the country (Medina, et al. 2020; Seymour & Akers 2021).

Among the forms of formal economic extraction through absentee landlordism, this
inversion of the urban-suburban dichotomy where poorer residents are pushed out to
suburban areas has created a mismatch between the distribution and accessibility of services.
Often non-governmental or quasi-governmental organizations remain in dense urban cores,
or in corporate office parks in affluent, majority-white areas, geographically and socially
distant from the residents they aim to support. Of the organizations working within the
coalition in Clayton County, only one non-profit maintained and still operates its
headquarters within the County (refer to Figure 1). Other coalition non-profits remain
headquartered in the city of Atlanta or elsewhere in the metro region.

Figure 1

Map
demonstrating the
locations of Clayton
County, the City of
Atlanta, and the
NGO headquarters
relative to the Clayton
County Magistrate
Court.

Clayton County's RESET Program Organizations

[ Clayton County
[ City of Atlanta
[ Counties around Clayton
RESET Organizations
@ Clayton County Magistrate Court
@ Hearts to Nourish Hope

@ ACF Temporary Operations
@ Non-Profits Outside Clayton
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Elements of this disconnect between place and economics further exacerbate the
economic disparities, with otherwise good intentioned organizations sometimes functioning
as a mechanism of racial capitalism. This spatial mismatch, magnified during COVID-19 by
only one NGO being headquartered in Clayton, meant both a disconnect in services and an
economic disparity, as the organizations that benefited from assisting residents were not
located within the county. Thus, funds designated for the county also allowed NGOs outside
the county to flourish and grow. In some cases, the Clayton County residents seeking aid
had to travel a long distance to access food pantries provided by NGOs located elsewhere.
In other words, Clayton County carried the consequences of Atlanta’s growth, while
receiving very few of the resources or organizational infrastructures needed to support the
increasing precariousness experienced by its residents, instability that long predates COVID-

19 and cannot be resolved by short-term interventions.

Cumulatively, these processes have created a persistent level of housing precarity for
much of the renting population in Clayton County and a severe deficit in housing justice
initiatives. There is a mismatch between the need for organizing and organizations in the
metropolitan area. It was in this context that a Homeless Intervention Program (HIP)

originally emerged in 2019.

The Homeless Intervention Program

HIP in Clayton County was comprised of local non-profits from both within and
outside the county (see Figure 1), such as Georgia Appleseed Center for Law and Justice,
Hearts to Nourish Hope (HNH), Housing Plus, Inc, Africa’s Children’s Fund (ACF), and
Georgia Advancing Communities Together (GA ACT). While Hearts to Nourish Hope
(HNH), was the only locally based organization within Clayton County, other organizations,
such as the Africa’s Children’s Fund, set up temporary offices inside the Clayton Magistrate
Courthouse and at the county Office of Performance Management, both government
facilities. While it was unclear how long ACF would remain physically located within the
county, there is ample evidence that organizations temporarily relocate or expand their
supportive services to these areas during times of intense need and when government
funding makes temporary expansion possible. We also included county officials from the
Magistrate Court, the Clayton County school board, the Sheriff’s department, Clayton State
University administrators, and researchers at Georgia State University. Originally organized
around experimenting with ‘upstream’ and ‘downstream’ interventions into the
dispossessory process and issues of court reform to prevent or disrupt housing insecurity,
we shifted our focus to preventing COVID-related evictions in the spring of 2020.

Relying on a pre-existing network of organizations and established cooperation, we
worked quickly to address the developing situation and designed an intervention program.
The pilot program was the Homeless Intervention Program (HIP) and the program funding
was provided by the county commission in the amount of $150,000 to address the initial
wave of housing insecurity that many residents in the county faced. Program participants
received financial or non-financial supportive services or both from the county’s only locally
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based non-profit, Hearts to Nourish Hope. Our team created a survey that acted as the intake
form for the program which ran from August 2020 to March 2021.

Project RESET (Renter’'s Emergency Subsidy for Eligible Tenants)

As the HIP funding ran out, it became clear that a longer-term program needed to be
implemented to distribute the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act (CARES
Act) funding that the county would receive. Together, we created the Renter’s Emergency
Subsidy for Eligible Tenants (RESET) program. Again, our team created a survey that acted
as the intake form for those who expressed interest in assistance. We collected data for
project RESET from May 2021 to August 2023. The CARES Act funding allotted to Clayton
County from ERA1 was approximately $8.8 million. As the pandemic deepened, the federal
government created a second round of relief, ERA2, and would later add another $10.2
million (U.S. Department of the Treasury).

Our engagement with the project grew out of a long-standing role within the coalition
that developed both HIP and RESET, focused on eviction and court processes in Georgia
and was sustained through existing relationships with organizations in Clayton County. We
write from this embedded position, reflecting on the project as both collaborators and
researchers. The primary objectives of the surveys were to understand the full scope of need
in Clayton County across spatial and demographic conditions. Dispossession filings collect
only name and address information and a very basic outline of the experiences of individuals
navigating these policies and the associated legal procedures. These surveys were part of the
initial intake form for all individuals requesting assistance to receive access to resources from
HNH, ACF, and GA ACT. The survey of renters allowed researchers and members of the
coalition to assess changes in applicants and associated needs throughout the program by
combining the survey results with administrative data from both NGOs and the court.

A division of labor was established between the various organizations, primarily
between HNH and ACF. HNH assisted residents who requested assistance and had not
entered the magistrate court system, or those without an eviction filing. ACF assisted
residents within the magistrate court system, either seeking help or who already had a
dispossession filed against them. Both organizations offered tenants financial assistance for
their utilities and rent, and food assistance through access to food pantries or food box
distributions.

During this time, there was a change in the Chief Magistrate Judge of Clayton County
following the 2020 primary elections. The former chief judge, who had been an instrumental
figure in the establishment of the coalition lost the primary election. This resulted in a
sustained period of disjointed interactions within the coalition as the outgoing judge pulled
back on her strategic plans to disrupt housing precarity in Clayton County. When the new
judge took office in 2021, there was a period of transition as the new judge integrated and
modified the court’s relationship with the group. This led to the Clayton County Magistrate
Court solidifying ACEF’s presence within the court and changing the coalition dynamics
where some coalition partners now interacted and worked separately from the
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coalition. ACF was located not only within the courthouse building but also behind locked
doors with guarded access just as the rest of the courthouse staff were located. Therefore,
they were thought of as ‘part of the team,” with the judge communicating with them daily
and directly. Many tenants seeking assistance could not differentiate between courthouse
staff and NGO staff.

The new process of ACF helping citizens with active filings essentially cut tenants out
of the process. This was partially due to COVID, where physical access to the court was
reduced for safety reasons, but also because the NGO was acting as a go-between for all
involved (the court, the landlord, and the tenant). Historically, the tenant would be able to
present their side or situation to the court at their court date. Now they were required to
relay that information to the NGO representative, who would attempt to negotiate lesser
payback amounts and secure a 12-month lease agreement because many did not have valid
lease agreements. Prior to the pandemic, there was at least a semblance of justice since
tenants had their ‘say’ in court; however during the pandemic, tenants were left out of the
process entirely. Similarly, during COVID, landlords and tenants were never in the
courthouse at the same time. As landlords came to pick up the checks for the negotiated
amounts in the afternoon, and the tenants, if they physically came to court at all, came in the
morning.

Since ACF was involved in daily court operations and was physically in the same office
space as courthouse staff, they rarely attended coalition meetings. ACF also struggled to
collaborate with the other NGOs and with the broader coalition, including our research
team. Although, we repeatedly requested access to data from their intake forms from
questions we had deliberately chosen not to duplicate in the coalition’s survey so as to not
burden tenants, the information was never shared. This left a significant gap in understanding
residents’ earnings and overall financial circumstances. Additionally, their reluctance to
collaborate strained the relationship between HNH and the coalition, and it would take
HNH several years to repair their standing.

When HIP began, ACF did not yet have a formal website, only a Facebook page. By
2025, the organization developed a full professional site and expanded its operations across
multiple counties. This growth parallels the flow of ERA funds through the organization,
illustrating how emergency programs often build nonprofit capacity even as they fail to build
long-term security for tenants. While this is a common trajectory for under-resourced
nonprofits, it reflects the contradictory position of Black-led service organizations operating
under racial capitalism: such organizations were expected to address immense housing crises
while lacking the basic institutional support afforded to larger, better-funded organizations.

There were other NGOs that attended sporadically as well, but this was for reasons
commonly associated with NGOs’ lack of funding despite all the work they were doing. At
one point, the ACF was replaced by the Georgia Micro Enterprise Network (GMEN). No
formal explanation of this change was provided to coalition members, but Georgia
Appleseed continued to work tirelessly to bring all members back into the coalition meetings.
However, this illustrates that the building and re-building relationships, especially as
leadership structures change, is a complex and iterative task in social justice organizing.
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Measuring success

Our data showed that while the majority of persons seeking aid needed direct rental
assistance (87.1%), most applicants (70.26%) were also seeking additional forms of support.
These included but were not limited to support for utilities, food, transportation, health care,
or educational expenses. Data from the intake survey validated the decisions of the
organizations to provide an array of services. While direct rental assistance was paramount
in Clayton County, rental assistance alone was not sufficient for long-term community or
family stabilization, as persons and families in crisis often require multiple, simultaneous
forms of support. Here, the capacity of organizations within the coalition to offer additional
supportive services, the requirement of the Magistrate Court for a new 12-month leasing
contract, and the strong support and coordination with the Clayton County Schools were
key elements in the attempt to fully circumvent housing precarity during the pandemic.

During RESET’s timeframe, ACF and GMEN’s negotiations were instrumental in the
dismissal of 873 cases from the Clayton Magistrate Court and helped just over 2,000 residents
and/or their families, while HNH assisted roughly 3,700 residents or their families. ACF
saved over $4 million in negotiated payments to landlords, and HNH put 384 families into
short-term housing and 60 families into long-term housing. A participant who successfully
completed the HNH program praised the county for their assistance during the pandemic
saying, ‘Clayton County really helps families to get back on track ...[with] programs that are
being offered to not just individuals, but to families and all the things including [the] food
bank, clothing that they, you know, give out to family members.’

However, the primary measure used by federal and state representatives during COVID-
19 was the proportion of ERA funds spent by state and local municipalities. The Treasury
set specific spending benchmarks that states and municipalities were required to reach by
September of 2021 or risk having their funds reallocated elsewhere (Consolidated
Appropriations Act, 2021). These spending benchmarks remained the central measure by
which the Treasury and other agencies evaluated ‘success’ with the use of ERA I and ERA
IT funds. We consider this to be a fundamentally flawed measure of success; one that
primarily represented a transfer of public funds to landlords, rather than the preservation of
long-term housing stability.

In Georgia, the lack of existing housing support and eviction prevention infrastructure
and the decentralized nature of the political and legal system, made understanding and
responding to housing insecurity during the pandemic a difficult proposition (Sudeall &
Pasciuti 2021; Pasciuti, Ingle, et al 2021). Our previous work demonstrated that the majority
of Georgia never stopped allowing dispossessory filings, regardless of the Center for Disease
Control and Prevention’s (CDC’s) moratorium, issued in September of 2020, and resulting
in smaller to no backlogs in most of the state (Pasciuti, Ingle, et al. 2021). Therefore, in
Georgia, and potentially in similar states with decentralized systems, there was not a ‘wave’
or ‘cliff’ of evictions. Atlanta was the main exception, its size alone produced backlogs that
smaller counties never faced. But across most of the state, a pattern of a slow-moving but
relentless increase of evictions emerged as courts cleared their backlogs and as assistance

RADICALHOUSINGJOURNAL




Ingle & Pasciuti 145

money dried up, leaving many residents facing the uncertainty of making a home in post-
pandemic times.

At the end of 2021, the state of Georgia had distributed less than 14% of its ERA funds
to residents, making it one of the consistent low spenders, especially among states with larger
populations (Foley et al. 2021; Kanell 2021). In contrast, the existence of HIP allowed
Clayton County to quickly enact housing assistance, positioning it as one of the few local
municipalities to successfully distribute a majority of its funds by December 2021 (U.S.
Department of the Treasury supplemented with data from local organizations).

Impacting housing security

The HIP, RESET, and the CDC moratoria undeniably assisted numerous Clayton
County residents during the pandemic. Many people who participated in the program had to
be assisted multiple times, either when they themselves or their family dealt with COVID-
19 more than once, or when they received help prior to entering the court system with HNH
(through an eviction filing), and again when they received a filing with ACF. Our analysis is
based on the 808 RESET participants who completed the intake survey. The 808 persons
are a subsample of the total need, based primarily on the intake process with HNH, but
participants were not mandated to take the survey by either HNH or ACF. For the purposes
of this analysis, we define housing ‘secure’ participants as those who did not receive an
eviction filing during the observation period, and housing ‘insecure’ participants as those
who received at least one filing. Those who experienced ‘historic housing insecurity’ were
residents who received at least one eviction filing prior to their involvement in RESET.

w/out Covid Filing

Secure 245
w/out Historic HI
444 w/ Covid Filing
Total RESET

Participants

199
808 Insecure

w/out Covid Filing

149

w/Historic HI

364
w/Covid Filing

215

Figure 2
Demonstration of project RESET participants and the different groups

according to their levels of housing insecurity and whether they received an eviction
filing during the six months following the end of project RESET.
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We investigated participants’ court interactions to see if they had received any eviction
filings through the magistrate court. Of the 808 participants, a slight majority (51.2%)
received at least one eviction filing during or within six months of the program, and many
received multiple filings. While a filing does not guarantee eviction, it demonstrates
landlords’ willingness to intimidate tenants through the ‘serial #hreat of eviction” deployed as
a routine management practice (Garboden & Rosen 2019, p.638; Torbati & O’Connell 2022).
Only 4.6% were designated as ‘extremely housing insecure’, meaning they had received more
than ten eviction filings, including at least one eviction filing during the project or within six
months of the project’s completion. Overall, 48% of RESET participants were able to avoid
having an eviction filing during or within six months of the project.

As emergency funding continued to dry up over much of the United States, the future
of funding for the HIP program within Clayton County became unclear. Just as evictions
increased with the moratoria ending in August of 2021, tenants in Clayton County who
applied for assistance indicated their rent had increased as well. A resident who tried to get
funding from HNH but was unsuccessful, indicated that rent had increased twice since the
beginning of 2020, ‘...the first time it went up...I almost wanted to move, but would have
to move into another deposit, such a headache. Then it went up [again] and management
changed.” This happened all over the country with a ‘dramatic increase in rents,” and
landlords often not interested in working with assistance organizations since they can garner
higher rents by replacing existing tenants (Covert 2023). Therefore, we revisited the RESET
participants to determine if they were able to avoid having an eviction filing within one year
of the program. Out of 808 participants, 66% received at least one eviction filing during or
within one year of the program, and many people received multiple filings.

w/out Covid Filing

Secure 159

w/out Historic HI
389 w/ Covid Filing

Total RESET 230
Participants

308 Insecure w/out Covid Filing

w/Historic HI 113

419
w/Covid Filing

306

Figure 3
Demonstration of RESET participants and the different groupings according to

their levels of housing insecurity and whether they received an eviction filing during
the year following the end of project RESET.
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Overall, we find that 48% of participants were able to avoid an eviction filing within six
months, and 34% within one year of receiving support. We also found a clear differentiation
in eviction filings between those whose housing was secure and those who were already
housing insecure, prior to COVID-19. Persons who were housing secure were able to avoid
a filing at 1.35 times the rate of those who had been previously insecure within six months
of the project’s completion. This disparity increased at 12 months from support, with those
who had previous housing security avoiding any filing at 1.52 times the rate of those who
had been previously insecure. This indicates that ‘success,” understood as avoiding any
eviction filing after support, was 78% more likely at six months and 87% more likely at 12
months for people who entered the program with housing stability rather than those who
did not.

While not surprising, this result does potentially indicate that the ability to support
distressed households both during the pandemic and longer term, was greatest for
households experiencing temporary, COVID-related distress. While more precarious
households, those with longer-term housing distress or with compounding issues of health,
financial strain, or other systemic barriers, were far less likely to achieve meaningful stability.
Yet, the ability of the coalition to respond quickly and organize the disbursement of funds
saved thousands of people from eviction, homelessness, and relocation during the pandemic,
particularly when contrasted with the state-led ERA program, which had one of the lowest
disbursement rates in the country.

The future of assistance

The coalition was successful and clearly benefited from the strong head start it received
from pre-existing networks of communication and relationships created in the Homeless
Intervention Program. However, this success and its ability to continue to organize and
address housing injustice was also finite for several reasons. First, the informality of the
coalition meant that bonds and agreements were not permanent, creating opportunities and
challenges for change and redirection. Second, organizations were often connected to the
coalition by specific individuals, and thus changes in leadership at any level, especially key
local government officials, radically altered the level of cooperation and support within the
group. Third, the inability to meet in-person during the pandemic caused members to
experience Zoom fatigue’ and the hyper focus on the immediate urgency of preserving
tenancy caused broader participation around other issues of social and economic justice to
drop-off. Finally, the RESET program was always dependent on federal ERA funds, and
thus its financial capacity to scale operations was always limited.

These limits reveal a deeper contradiction, while the specific organizing that emerged
during the COVID-19 pandemic passed and is unable to be maintained at the same level of
response, the landscape of organizing in Clayton County has been permanently altered. A
simple ‘return to normal’ is neither possible nor desirable, the pre-pandemic ‘status quo’ was
already a landscape of profound housing injustice. Instead, the work of the coalition created
new relationships, capacities, and political expectations that future organizers can now build
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from, even as the structural conditions that produced the ongoing housing crisis remain
intact.

While the success of the HIP and project RESET can be measured with various
methods, many agree that the program kept people housed during the pandemic. Even after
the program ended, the Clayton County Magistrate Court and the HIP coalition continue
meeting to address housing insecurity in the county. However, the ability to maintain and
create strong relationships for ongoing collaboration has been a continuous challenge,
including the ability of the GSU research team to collect data. Regardless, it is clear that
Clayton County will continue attempting to support residents as the effects from the
pandemic linger and as eviction filings and rent increases continue with their attempts at
applying for federal funding to assist with preventing housing precarity. But sustaining this
work will require more than temporary grants; it requires structural commitments and
political cooperation that extend beyond emergency management during a pandemic and
toward a long-term vision of housing justice.
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