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AFFORDABLE HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES: RE-
FORMING THE HOUSING VOUCHER PRO-
GRAM

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 16, 2008

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING, TRANSPORTATION,
AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT,
COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met at 2 p.m., in room SD-538, Dirksen Sen-
ate Office Building, Hon. Charles E. Schumer (Chairman of the
Subcommittee) presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN CHARLES E. SCHUMER

Chairman SCHUMER. The hearing will come to order. And be-
cause we have a vote coming up shortly, we are going to try to
move as quickly as we can.

First, I want to thank our witnesses. I want to thank Senator
Crapo for being here. And we are here to talk about reforming the
Section 8 voucher program.

The Section 8 Voucher Reform Act, which Senator Dodd and I in-
troduced with several of our colleagues last month, has been en-
dorsed by all of the major groups involved in the Section 8 voucher
program. Owners, tenants, and voucher administrators all stand to
benefit from the improvement that this bill makes to the program.

The Section 8 program is one of this nation’s most important af-
fordable housing programs, serving around 2 million households
each year. Studies have shown that Section 8 program reduces
homelessness, overcrowding, and frequent apartment moves. The
stable affordable housing afforded by the Section 8 program helps
families move to neighborhoods where there is less concentration of
poverty, which often means better schools, lower crime rates, and
more opportunities for economic advancement.

So, despite these obvious successes during the last several year,
HUD action and changes in the formula for funding Section 8 have
undermined the program, making it more difficult to administer.
As costs escalated earlier this decade, Congress made changes to
the Section 8 funding formula that attempted to control costs in the
program. The changes enacted created an inefficient system, where
some agencies were given funds they could not legally use, while
others were left with too little funding to serve even those families
already on the voucher.
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The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities estimates that
150,000 vouchers were lost, as public housing authorities scram-
bled to adapt funding formulas that changed every fiscal year.
With a reasonable and efficient formula, 150,000 additional fami-
lies could be assisted. In Fiscal Years 2007 and 2008, Congress re-
versed the formula changes and again began funding public hous-
ing authorities based on the actual costs of running their programs.
Although the restoration of the earlier funding formula does allow
PHASs to offer additional vouchers, it doesn’t address the costs and
administrative issues still affecting the Section 8 program.

The bill before the subcommittee today addresses the challenges
faced by Section 8 in a number of ways. The bill, first, stabilizes
funding. The bill establishes a stable funding formula that ensures
PHAs will receive funding to cover all of the vouchers in use. To
help control rising costs, agencies are encouraged to lower the cost
per voucher in the new funding formula, helping create efficiencies
in the program. It encourages employment. The bill provides a
standardized earning disregard each year, and provides other in-
centives for families to increase earning in savings. Additional
earnings by tenants will reduce voucher costs for the government.

It ensures the housing is safe, decent, and adequate. It requires
effective voucher administration, biannual assessments of local
voucher programs to ensure they're operating efficiently, and also
requires fair market rents to be set based on smaller geographic
areas so that in large metropolitan areas tenants have the oppor-
tunity to live in all of the areas’ communities. It encourages hous-
ing development and preserves affordable housing. It streamlines
the requirements and does many other good things.

Before I conclude, I would also like to take a moment to address
the Moving-to-Work program. I know this has been a source of
some controversy in the past. While administrators feel that the
flexibility that the program provides will help them control costs,
tenants are concerned that the many protections provided in abro-
gated rules and restrictions will be lost. In New York, we have or-
ganized a series of roundtable meetings involving tenants, owners
and administrators to develop an agreement on the provisions for
this bill that all sides could support. The continuation of the Mov-
ing-to-Work program is an important part of the agreement, so I
look forward to working with Chairman Dodd, Ranking Member
Shelby, Ranking Member Crapo, and the rest of my colleagues on
the committee to find a compromise that continues the program but
creates a new degree of evaluation and accountability.

I'm now going to turn things over to Senator Crapo, but first I
would first like to ask unanimous consent that a list of supporters
and letters of support from a number of interested groups be en-
tered into the record.

Without objection.

Chairman SCHUMER. I would also like to thank our witnesses
again for appearing, and turn it over to Senator Crapo.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR MIKE CRAPO

Senator CRAPO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appre-
ciate the opportunity to work with you and to help find ways to im-
prove Section 8 housing voucher programs.
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I would like to see the Section 8 voucher rental assistance pro-
gram be in better position to provide the long-term assistance to
those who are without other options. I hear a lot of frustration
from the public housing authorities in Idaho about the fact that
they don’t have the flexibility to move families toward self-suffi-
ciency and provide help where it is most desperately needed. These
public housing authorities do an amazing job with scarce resources,
an I believe is important to understand that one size does not fit
all, and that a local community should be able to adjust the dollars
in programs to deal with local situations.

I also appreciate your attention, Mr. Chairman, to the Moving-
to-Work program. This is a very popular program in Idaho, and I
intend to push—to expand the number of public housing authori-
ties who are able to participate in the Moving-to-Work program.
Moving-to-Work provides the flexibility for housing authorities to
adjust to their local conditions, and to make the Federal programs
work more effectively and efficiently in their own communities.

The stated intent was for four goals to be met by encouraging the
design and implementation of innovative local strategies, to reduce
costs and achieve greater effectiveness in housing programs, to in-
crease housing choices for families, to move families toward self-
sufficiency while protecting extremely low- or fixed-income families
or the elderly, and to allow for flexibility in funding and programs.

Senator Sununu has been a strong champion of expanding the
number of public housing authorities able to participate in the
Moving-to-Work program, and I appreciate the fact that he’s here
today to talk about this issue and introduce Curt Hiebert, who is
the CEO of the Keene New Hampshire Housing Authority.

And, finally, I think it’s important to recognize that, although
there is a lot of support for reforming the Section 8 voucher pro-
gram to serve more low-income families, there has been some dis-
agreement over the best way to achieve this.

At this time, I would like to insert into the record HUD’s written
statement; for the record, S. 2664.

Chairman SCHUMER. Without objection.

Senator CRAPO. And I want to thank our witnesses for coming
here today and also for your involvement in this important issue.

Chairman SCHUMER. Well, thank you.

I will introduce the four other witnesses, but I will first turn it
over to Senator Sununu to introduce Mr. Hiebert.

Senator SUNUNU. I thank you very much, Senator Schumer, Sen-
ator Crapo. It is a real pleasure to be here to introduce a good
friend, Curt Hiebert, who has been a true leader in affordable
housing, but has been the CEO of the Keene Housing Authority for
20 years. He’s been active in the affordable housing area for much
longer than that, longer than I'm sure he wants me to relay in any
real detail, but he’s been just a stand-up advocate for doing the
right thing, for making sure that the ideals you both spoke about—
flexibility, innovation at the local level, serving tenants—are all
priorities, not just in his housing authority in Keene but across the
State of New Hampshire and across the country.

Curt has participated at a senior level in the National Associa-
tion of Housing Directors, PHADA, who I know has testified before
this committee before on a range of issues. The Moving-to-Work
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program in particular is a great area of expertise for Curt. He has
had great success in designing and innovating and moving the
work program in New Hampshire, and has worked very hard on
making sure that the goal of accountability remains even as we
give more flexibility and ability to innovate to housing authorities
and housing directors across the country. Moving-to-Work, I think,
has great potential because it really does allow different solutions
to be tailored to local needs, local tenants, local economy, local
housing situation, and I think it’s absolutely imperative that the
committee find a way to strengthen and expand Moving-to-Work.

I'm pleased to have Curt here to be able to testify not just on his
experience with Moving-to-Work but also his experience with the
Section 8 voucher program and other housing initiatives in New
Hampshire that I think the Members of this Committee and the
Senate can learn a great deal from.

Thank you very much for being here, Curt. Thank you, Senator
Schumer and Senator Crapo.

Chairman SCHUMER. Thank you, Senator Sununu.

Let me introduce our other four guests.

Shaun Donovan was appointed Commissioner of the New York
City Department of Housing Preservation and Development in
March 2004. As Commissioner, Mr. Donovan manages the largest
municipal developer of affordable housing in the nation, and over-
sees the fourth-largest Section 8 voucher program in the country
with 27,000 vouchers under management.

Barbara Sard has been the Center’s Director, the Center on
Budget and Policy Priorities, Director of Housing Policies since
1997. Her work focuses on low-income housing policy, particularly
housing voucher programs and admissions to subsidized housing.

George Moses is the Secretary of the Housing Alliance of Penn-
sylvania and Chairman of the Board of the National Low-Income
Housing Coalition. Mr. Moses has been active in advocating for
housing policy for the last decade.

And, finally, Jack Murray is President and Chief Executive Offi-
cer of Edgewood Management Corporation. He has over 30 years’
experience in the field of property management, and oversees a
portfolio of over 24,000 units that include private-market and fed-
erally assisted housing.

Each of your statements, guests, will be read into the record. We
are going to try to limit you to 5 minutes each so we can finish the
opening statements before the vote, then break for the vote and
come back and ask questions.

So, Commissioner Donovan, you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF SHAUN DONOVAN, COMMISSIONER, NEW
YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING PRESERVATION AND
DEVELOPMENT

Mr. DONOVAN. Good afternoon, Chairman Schumer, Ranking
Member Crapo, and members of the Committee. I'm Shaun Dono-
van, Commissioner of the New York City Department of Housing
Preservation and Development. HPD is the largest municipal de-
veloper of affordable housing in the nation, and also administers
the fourth-largest Section 8 program in the country. Together with
the New York City Housing Authority, whose program is the larg-
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est in the country, we administer vouchers for over 112,000 fami-
lies in the five boroughs.

Section 8 is integral to our affordable housing efforts in New
York, so I'm very happy to be here to testify on S. 2684, the Section
8 Voucher Reform Act. I think I speak for the entire affordable
housing community when I say “thank you” for taking up this crit-
ical and complicated program for review. We are in the fifth year
of Mayor Bloomberg’s New Housing Marketplace Plan, a 10-year
$7.5 billion dollar plan to create affordable housing for over
500,000 New Yorkers. Since Mayor Bloomberg came to office, the
city has funded over 88,000 units of affordable housing, including
the 70,000 units started under the New Housing Marketplace Plan.
Of course, we couldn’t have had such success without the partner-
ship of the Federal Government and the unflagging advocacy of
Senator Schumer and our great congressional delegation.

Unfortunately, the last few years have not been good ones for our
Section 8 program. Yearly changes in the way Section 8 voucher
funding is allocated to HUD to PHAs has made administering a
Section 8 program very challenging. Funding uncertainty, com-
bined with large increases in our enhanced voucher program, have
led to large swings in the size of HPD’s program. At this point,
we're utilizing about 93 percent of authorized vouchers when only
2 years ago we were using city funds to supplement our program
because we were at 102 percent utilization.

SEVRA’s greatest result, therefore, will be restoring predict-
ability to the way in which Section 8 funds are awarded. Under
SEVRA, a PHA’s voucher funding will be based on actual costs in
the preceding year. In a much-needed reversal, PHAs would now
be able to count on the fact that vouchers leased this year will be
renewed next year. Predictability will allow PHAs to maximize use
of limited resources, an imperative in a market such as New York
City’s, with a 3 percent vacancy rate.

In tight markets such as New York City’s, project-based vouchers
could be an important tool for increasing the supply of affordable
housing, but there are barriers within the current structure to
making the program work.

This bill makes three critical changes to the program. First, it al-
lows 40 percent of units in a project in tight market areas to be
project-based rather than the current 25 percent. This is important
because finding buildings in which to project-base vouchers in New
York City is a significant obstacle to success. Second, your bill al-
lows project basing in cooperatives and buildings with elevators.
And, third, it changes the initial contract term to 15 years so that
the project-based contract runs concurrently with the Low-Income
Housing Tax Credit compliance period.

The bill also provides common sense administrative flexibilities
that cash-strapped housing authorities will benefit from. Sixty-two
percent of HPD’s Section 8 families are on a fixed income. By
changing the requirement for income certifications for this popu-
lation to once every 3 years from once every year, we will be able
to save on administrative costs. In 2007 alone, HPD performed over
43,000 inspections on Section 8 units. With the passage of SEVRA,
our inspection workload will decline considerably because we will
be able use to inspections already performed that are equivalent to
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the voucher program inspection standards. This administrative
streamlining will allow PHAs to make more efficient use of lean
budgets.

There are many other provisions in SEVRA that we believe will
make the Section 8 program more effective, but in the interest of
time I will submit them for the record.

There is one thing not in the Senate Bill, however, that I hope
will be added, and that is the Housing Innovation Program, or HIP,
the House bill’s name for the current Moving-to-Work program.
New York City is not a Moving-to-Work site, but we believe we are
a good candidate for an updated version of the program, one which
balances the need for PHA flexibility and tenant protections.

In September and October of last year, as Senator Schumer men-
tioned, HPD and NYCHA held roundtables with representatives
from the Section 8 tenant advocacy and owner communities. The
full recommendations of that group, which the committee very gen-
erously considered when drafting this bill, are submitted for the
record. The group agreed that designating New York City as a
HIP-lite site would give us much needed budget flexibility. NYCHA
has an operating shortfall of $195 million in 2008 and last month
had a reduction in force of 427 employees. The budgetary
fungibility that HIP-lite allows would permit NYCHA to spend
money where it is needed most and balance priorities. However,
flexibility mustn’t come at the expense of tenants; and we believe
that tenant protections, such as organizing participation and hear-
ing rights, need to be codified in the HIP provisions, should they
be added to the bill.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. I'm
happy to answer any questions you have.

Chairman SCHUMER. Thank you, Commissioner.

Mr. Hiebert.

STATEMENT OF CURT HIEBERT, CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER,
KEENE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE AND SEN-
IOR VICE PRESIDENT OF THE PUBLIC HOUSING AUTHORI-
TIES DIRECTOR’S ASSOCIATION

Mr. HIEBERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member. I'm
Curt Hiebert. 'm CEO of the Keene New Hampshire Housing Au-
thority, and I do appreciate this opportunity to discuss this legisla-
tion with you. My testimony is in support of this bill, and I urge
you to support it as well. I would also like to thank Senator
Sununu for his most gracious introduction.

I'm here representing the Keene Housing Authority, but I also
have the honor of serving as a Senior Vice President of the Public
Housing Authority Directors Association, which represents over
1,900 Housing Authorities across the United States. I participated
over the past several years in developing industry rent reform pro-
posals and positions, and have participated in discussions of many
provisions in the Housing Innovation Program contained in the
House version of SEVRA.

The Keene Housing Authority was one of the original 24 Housing
Authorities that were designated as Moving-to-Work demonstration
sites, and we continue to operate all of our public housing in Sec-
tion 8 under that program. The flexibility that was granted under
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that program has made some dramatic differences in our commu-
nity, which I will itemize later. Our participation in this program
has allowed us to work better with our community and with our
residents and to provide a program that serves the neediest of our
region, providing stability to those on fixed incomes and yet pro-
viding a system that encourages families to move toward self-reli-
ance. This bill, as it stands now, misses an opportunity to authorize
and modestly expand this program, which is an innovation engine
for the public housing and Section 8 programs.

SEVRA does contain a large number of detailed provisions, many
of which are very attractive to housing sponsors, tenants and par-
ticipants, but there are a couple of items that are also missing.
Some of the needed and welcomed provisions, the rent and income
provisions, allowing biannual inspections, and the FSS fee entitle-
ment and Housing Choice Voucher program, and enshrining a ra-
tional renewal and administrative fee funding system that has
been dealt with chaotically in the past through appropriations and
regulation interpretation.

However, the Senate version of SEVRA also includes some prob-
lematic provisions. Imposing a permanent cap on vouchers in use
of 103 percent of the sponsor’s authorized units. Though absorption
of incoming portable tenant-based vouchers is an acceptable solu-
tion to a long-standing problem, the method described is cum-
bersome and needs refining. And authority for the Secretary of
HUD to redefine the basis for voucher administrative fees is a
problem.

Most importantly, though, there are two omissions: The Senate
bill does not include authority to establish alternative rent struc-
tures and assisted housing; and the Senate bill, as has been men-
tioned several times, does not include permanent authorization of
the Moving-to-Work demonstration. Although ongoing discussions
of problematic provisions in the Senate version are important—and
we expect to resolve a number of these concerns—the omissions are
particularly troubling.

The discussions that produced the provisions of the Housing In-
novation Program and the House SEVRA bill involve significant
give and take on the part of a number of stakeholder communities,
and these provisions should form the foundation for MTW or HIP
authorization. These provisions should provide for, one, a modest
expansion of the number of agencies under an MTW or HIP agree-
ment; assurance that newly participating agencies will reflect the
diversity among local housing authorities as to size and location;
and a new status called “HIP-lite,” which provides funding but not
policy flexibility.

Also important is an application of a number of tenant protec-
tions to participates at MTW or HIP participating agencies, elimi-
nation of the uncertainties about the—by the 30 current partici-
pants concerning the future of their MTW status.

To give you an example, the MTW program in Keene and many
of the other participating housing authorities have had some strik-
ingly successful changes in their communities. In 1999, 47 percent
of the heads of household in the families of the Keene Housing Au-
thority were working full time. Last year, 65 percent were working
full time. In that same period of time, average income for families
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increased by over 30 percent. In part, this was because our system
did not discourage increase in income but actually rewarded it. Our
system of rent steps and the vital service coordination that we pro-
vide does not penalize rises in income, but instead our program en-
courages job skills, education, financial competency, and ambition.

At the same time, those neediest are protected by our Safety Net
provisions in our program. The key is our program would not work
everywhere—the program that works in Keene would not nec-
essarily work in other communities—but the flexibility contained in
Moving-to-Work, we were able to make a program that is good for
our residents and our stakeholders. Other communities and hous-
ing authorities should have the same opportunity.

Please make sure that a provision in SEVRA is for the Moving-
to-Work or HIP program that would, one, make the program work;
two, grandfather the existing MTW agencies that are in compliance
with their agreements; three, modestly increase the number of
agencies; and, four, ad an effective and easily administered mecha-
nism to evaluate the program.

Thank you very much for this opportunity, and I will be glad to
answer any questions.

Chairman SCHUMER. Thank you, Mr. Hiebert.

Ms. Sard.

STATEMENT OF BARBARA SARD, DIRECTOR OF HOUSING
POLICY, CENTER ON BUDGET AND POLICY PRIORITIES

Ms. SARD. Thank you, Chairman. My name is Barbara Sard. I'm
the Director of Housing Policy at the Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities. My testimony today first will briefly review why the Sec-
tion 8 Voucher Reform Act enjoys unusually broad support, and
then will address why it is important for the Banking Committee
to approve S. 2684 promptly so that final legislation may be en-
acted this year.

As the chairman mentioned in his opening remarks, SEVRA, as
passed by the House and as introduced recently in the Senate, is
supported by a full spectrum of organizations that represent stake-
holders in the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program. Unfortu-
nately, as a member of that housing advocacy community, I can
confess that such unity in our community is rare, and I think we
should applaud the fact that this is such a common sense bill that
it has appealed to such a broad range of stakeholders.

There are many provisions in the bill, but to make them kind of
simple to understand, I have put them into three categories: The
first is common sense reforms to reduce administrative burdens for
everyone. For example, changes to the rules governing inspections
and rent policies will benefit owners, families, and public housing
agencies alike by reducing the frequency of required actions, and
allowing Housing Authorities to rely on inspections or income
verifications performed by other agencies, and simplifying the
Rules for setting tenant rents. Changes to portability policies, the
rules that allow someone to take a voucher from one community
and use it to live in another, will substantially reduce the adminis-
trative cost was such moves. And SEVRA accomplishes such in-
creased efficiency while retaining key tenant protections, which is
a measure of the balance in the bill.
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In addition, SEVRA makes a number of changes that will sup-
port work. As the Ranking Member mentioned, increased self-suffi-
ciency is one of his goals, and I think this bill goes a long way to
address these goals. It has a new earnings disregard, and other as-
pects of the rent policy also create a financial incentive for families
to work, and the changes in the Family Self-Sufficiency program in
terms of how administrative fees are allocated and how the funding
policy works better with FSS will make it much easier and create
an incentive for more agencies to have FSS programs.

Second, SEVRA will update key policies in the program which
haven’t been comprehensively addressed in the last 10 years. There
are many examples of this, but just a few. The bill takes advantage
of new data sources to produce fair-market rent figures for smaller
areas that can be more accurate and, thereby, be more efficient in
the allocation of funds. SEVRA uses new rent and income informa-
tion that agencies already submit to HUD to report on rent bur-
dens, and recent data indicate that rent burdens in the program
have gotten excessively high.

And SEVRA will also update the Rules that govern the project-
based voucher program that was addressed by Congress in 2000,
but, as Mr. Donovan mentioned, some changes are needed to better
coordinate the program with the low-income housing tax credit,
work better for supportive housing for the homeless, et cetera.

But perhaps most importantly, SEVRA creates new flexibility for
all agencies. It will help vouchers be a Preservation tool for hous-
ing that is privately owned and being lost. It will help respond to
the current foreclosure crisis by creating mechanisms for housing
agencies to help tenants in buildings where the owners are finan-
cially troubled and have been struggling to make utility payments.

And perhaps most importantly, it will help the program better
respond to growing housing needs. Escalating foreclosures and the
softening economy are exacerbating the need for rental assistance,
and the utilization of already authorized vouchers has been sub-
stantially decreased. In 2007, we were using only 91 percent of the
vouchers that Congress has authorized; in 2004, we were using 98
percent. Many agencies are doing better in this last year because
of funding improvements which Congress made in 2007 and 2008,
but to continue those improvements, they need a permanent
change in authorizing law.

On Moving-to-Work, you have heard people talk about a modest
expansion; I want to underscore that. Already under the House
provision, one-third of assisted families can be in Moving-to-Work
agencies. That is far more than is needed to learn new lessons from
local experimentation and, as Mr. Donovan and Mr. Hiebert men-
tioned, protecting tenants from overly harsh changes in policy
while those changes are being made, and we learn through an im-
proved evaluation method are also vital.

Thank you very much, and I look forward to answering any ques-
tions.

Chairman SCHUMER. I think we only have about 3 minutes left
to the vote, so we are going to break, and we will come back as
soon as possible and hear from Mr. Moses and Mr. Murray and ask
questions. So, the hearing is temporarily in recess until we return.

[Recess.]
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Chairman SCHUMER. The hearing will come to order.
And, Mr. Moses, your entire statement will be read into the
record, and you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE MOSES, SECRETARY, HOUSING ALLI-
ANCE OF PENNSYLVANIA, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL
LOW INCOME HOUSING COALITION

Mr. Mosgs. Chairman Schumer, Ranking Member Crapo, and
other members of the subcommittee, thank you for inviting me to
testify here before you today on proposals to reform the Housing
Choice Voucher program.

I am George Moses. I am Chair of the Board of Directors for the
National Low-Income Housing Coalition, which I'm representing
here today. I'm also on the Board of Directors of the Housing Alli-
ance of Pennsylvania.

I lived in project-based Section 8 properties between 1990 and
2006. I was elected Chair of the National Low-Income Housing Co-
alition in 2006, and I am the first tenant representative to serve
in that role.

The National Low-Income Housing Coalition strongly supports
the Housing Choice Voucher program, and we are pleased that the
subcommittee is having hearings on this critical program. We are
particularly pleased that the bill adopts virtually all of the rec-
ommendations that came from the 2005 voucher summit sponsored
by the National Low-Income Housing Coalition, including rec-
ommendations on income targeting, funding, inspections, port-
ability, rent simplifications, project-basing vouchers, and enhanced
vouchers.

My written testimony provides comments on these and other as-
pects of the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act, S. 2684. During this
time, I would like to highlight a couple of the points.

We are, of course, pleased that the bill fixes the voucher funding
distribution system. In 2004, HUD declared the voucher program
broken and then proceeded to break it. This bill would correct those
actions which prevented 150,000 families with children, people
with disabilities, senior citizens, and others from becoming housed
in a safe, decent, affordable way. This bill would restore reliability
and credibility to the voucher program.

The bill encourages increased income and provides much needed
simplification to rent-setting policies, things that residents and
housing agencies have long sought. These important reforms are
done while maintaining the broad standard that tenants claim no
more than 30 percent of their adjusted income for their housing. It
is critical that the rents be connected to the incomes of the indi-
vidual households so that one basic principal of assisted housing is
preserved: Affordability.

Mobility is another cornerstone of the voucher program. Vouchers
should not lock families into certain neighborhoods or communities.
The current system for porting vouchers from one administration’s
agencies geographical area to another is broken and is in need of
urgent repair for the sake of both tenants and administrative agen-
cies. With some safeguards for lack of funding, S. 2684 would re-
quire receiving agencies to absorb incoming vouchers. The phasing



11

in of this requirement is prudent and would hopefully result in a
reliable long-term portability mechanism.

The inclusion of 20,000 new vouchers a year for the next 5 years
is also welcome. However, the broad improvements of this bill
should allow for a much larger expansion of the voucher program.
The National Low-Income Housing Coalition supports 100,000 new
vouchers a year for the next 5 years at such a level new vouchers
could significantly impact the nation’s housing crisis. And we say
this because most of the PHAs across the country waiting for Sec-
tion 8 vouchers are closed; therefore, many tenants cannot get a
voucher.

Finally, we are glad that S. 2684 does not provide for an expan-
sion of the Moving-to-Work program. The failure of HUD to estab-
lish a program with an adequate data collection system has meant
that no one, neither HUD, Congress, the HUD Inspector General,
or tenants living in the projects subject to the Moving-to-Work ac-
cesses the effectiveness of the program at meeting its goals of re-
ducing costs, promoting tenant self-sufficiency, increasing tenants’
housing choices.

But what we do know about the program is troublesome. For ex-
ample, the Housing Authority of the city of Pittsburgh, my home
town, was found by the HUD Inspector General to have stockpiled
more than 81 million of HUD funding during the first 4 years of
its Moving-to-Work status, all completely legal under the Moving-
to-Work Rules. Meanwhile, the Pittsburgh Housing Authority
Agency did not modernize its 6,700 public housing units and failed
to serve 3,000 families waiting for vouchers. HUD’s Real Estate As-
sessment Center at the time said 30 percent of Pittsburgh’s devel-
opments had a physical inspection score below 70 out of a possible
100. According to the HUD’s Inspector General, the relaxation of
the requirements under Moving-to-Work allowed the housing au-
thority to plan and execute a minimal modernization plan without
penalty. The only thing that the community and the residents
wanted from this Moving-to-Work program was an evaluation, tell
us what you did, who you serve, how many people improve lives
with this, and we never got that information.

Again, we believe that S. 2684 is an extremely important bill,
and we urge swift enactment. We would also like you to take up
the National Affordable Housing Trust Fund Act of 2008, S. 2523.
This legislation would create an off-budget housing trust fund to
produce and preserve housing for our nation’s lowest-income peo-
ple. The bill was introduced in December, and we hope that it will
move quickly forward. We urge all Senators to join Senators Schu-
mer, Reed, and Menendez of this subcommittee in cosponsoring
this legislation.

Again, I thank you for giving me the opportunity to testify before
you today, and I will be available for questions.

Chairman SCHUMER. Thank you, Mr. Moses.

Mr. Murray.
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STATEMENT OF JACK MURRAY, EDGEWOOD MANAGEMENT
CORPORATION, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL AFFORD-
ABLE HOUSING MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION AND THE NA-
TIONAL LEASED HOUSING ASSOCIATION

Mr. MURRAY. Thank you, Chairman Schumer; and thank you,
Ranking Member Crapo for the time that you are giving us on
these issues. My name is Jack Murray. I'm here representing two
very good trade associations: The National Affordable Housing
Management Association and the National Leased Housing Man-
agement Association. The National Leased Housing Association
represents interests of owners and developers and lenders and
managing agents, and has over 500 organizational members that
all work with Section 8, both project-based and vouchers, across the
nation. National Affordable Housing Management Association is a
trade association which represents multifamily property managers
and owners whose mission is to provide quality affordable rental
housing. Likewise, NAHMA is the voice in Washington for 20 re-
gional affordable housing management associations.

We commend both of you for your leadership, and thank you and
the committee members for your valuable work addressing the na-
tion’s need for affordable rental housing. We are pleased and hon-
ored to present our views on the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act,
SEVRA.

The Section 8 program has long served as America’s primary
rental subsidy program, and we believe it has been largely success-
ful in achieving the goal of assuring decent, safe, and affordable
housing for low-Income families and the elderly. We do not believe
that the Housing Choice Voucher program is in need of a major
overhaul, but are convinced that it can be improved upon with the
changes outlined in the SEVRA legislation. The bill has the broad
support of so many national housing organizations as outlined in
the attached letter to the committee. The groups include the Na-
tional Multihousing Council, the National Association of Realtors,
HOéne Builders, National Apartment Association—we could go on
and on.

Our testimony will focus on three particular interests to NAHMA
and National Leased Housing: Inspections.

The success of the voucher program is dependent on the willing-
ness of owners and landlords to accept voucher tenants. These or-
ganizations have worked over the years to convince the professional
apartment managers to participate in the voucher program, and
many have; but there are a number of program requirements that
give landlords pause, particularly with regard to the inspection
standards. Renting to a voucher holder should not cost a landlord
more than what it does to rent to an unsubsidized resident, but it
often does due to the duplicative inspection standards. Before a
Section 8 voucher holder can rent a specific apartment, the admin-
istering agency must first inspect the unit and confirm it complies
with Housing Quality Standards. Such unit-by-unit inspections
cause intolerable delays and do not necessarily satisfy HUD’s objec-
tive of protecting residents since many of these properties already
inspect other Federal programs.

And I would depart from my testimony to say this really is need-
ed in the cities like D.C. and New York City and other places be-
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cause of the tight market there. If they’ve got a choice of a person
coming in with a check in their hand or person coming in with a
voucher, they’re going to take the check every time because they
don’t know when they are going to be able to move into the voucher
holder until after an inspection.

Delays caused by the initial inspections and related processing
delays cause apartments to remain vacant. The apartment industry
relies on seamless turnover to meet its overhead costs, and the fi-
nancial implications of such delays are enough to deter many own-
ers from participating in the program. NAHMA and National Lease
Housing strongly support SEVRA’s provisions that address current
redundancy in Federal inspection programs by permitting housing
agencies to approve the lease-up of apartments that have recently
been inspected by FHA, home or the low-Income housing tax credit
program. The residents were provided much-needed housing soon-
er, and the owners are not losing income due to delayed move-ins.
Under the bill, housing agencies will continue to inspect the units
but will do so within 30 days after the tenant moves in. Further,
SEVRA recognizes that minor repairs can be made after the tenant
moves in, a provision supported by our organizations.

SEVRA also permits housing agencies the discretion to inspect
apartments occupied by ongoing voucher residents every other year
instead of annually. We support that provision for professional
landlords but recommend that small apartment properties, maybe
20 units or less that are not generally professionally managed,
might be inspected every year.

NAHMA and National Leased Housing are especially pleased
that SEVRA incorporates Senator Menendez’s legislation 1218,
Limited English Proficiency, which allows HUD to better serve per-
sons with limited English proficiency by providing technical assist-
ance to recipients of Federal funds. HUD’s Limited English Pro-
ficiency guidelines became effective on March 2007. The guideline
states that recipients of HUD funding, including affordable housing
providers, have an obligation to provide translated documents and
oral interpretation services to all the many different languages that
are in that area. Unfortunately, HUD provided no additional fund-
ing to provide the offset of the cost of providing those services. An-
other major concern with the guidance was HUD’s failure to iden-
tify a specific list of documents housing providers would be ex-
pected to translate.

Last summer, a coalition of multifamily housing representatives
and civil rights advocates proposed the LEP language which is in-
cluded in SEVRA. Our compromise addresses the cost and the
vagueness. SEVRA’s LEP language is strongly supported by
NAHMA and National Leased Housing.

Project-based vouchers, if I can just finish up. Our members are
actively involved in the operation and development of affordable
rental housing. We are particularly pleased that SEVRA would pro-
vide flexibility and consistency with regard to use of vouchers with
low-Income housing, particularly expanding the contracts from 10
years to 15 years, and allowing the housing agencies to move from
20 percent to 25 percent is project-based. All of these things help
both the landlord and the residents.
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At the request of a property owner, they would also allow a PHA
to provide existing residents with project-based vouchers in lieu of
enhanced vouchers when owner opts out of any federally subsidized
program. This option will protect the residents while ensuring that
the actual units are preserved as affordable.

Conclusion: Affordable housing is sorely lacking in America. Ac-
cording to Harvard, 35 million households spend 30 percent. . . .

Chairman SCHUMER. You know you could finish your sentence or
so.
Mr. MURRAY. Oh, that’s OK, you know where I'm going.
Chairman SCHUMER. Thank you. We do, indeed. And thank you
for your excellent testimony, Mr. Murray, all the testimony was
very good.

I'm going to defer to Senator Crapo who has another appoint-
ment to which he must go, and then I will ask my questions. So,
Senator Crapo, take as much time as you need.

Senator CRAPO. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for
your kind accommodation. I just have one question.

As I indicated in my opening remarks, I'm very interested in the
Moving-to-Work program. I would like to see my state, Idaho, have
the opportunity to participate in this program. But as I look at the
numbers, it kind of looks daunting. Right now, there are about 30
Moving-to-Work programs authorized, and about 20 of those, I
think, are actually in effect and operating. Just to give you some
statistics—and these are rough, at least as to the national num-
bers—there is about 2 million vouchers in the country; in Idaho
there is 6,500. There is about 3,000 agencies in the country; in
Idaho, there is five.

So, as I look at trying to get two or three of my agencies access
to the Moving-to-Work program with those kind of statistics, it be-
comes evident that I want to see a big expansion of the opportunity
to get into the Moving-to-Work program.

So, really, the question I have is, if the housing authority already
operates a successful family self-sufficiency program and has a sat-
isfactory or higher CEMAP rating for the previous 3 years, then
one would assume that that Housing Authority is able to meet
their and their community’s and HUD’s expectations. Why
shouldn’t we provide an avenue for these housing authorities to be
given the discretion to elect to move into the Moving-to-Work pro-
gram and then tailor the Section 8 programs to the local needs as
opposed to the less flexible requirements that they otherwise deal
with? In other words, why shouldn’t we just open this up?

I throw that out to the whole panel.

Mr. HIEBERT. I would be glad to jump on that, Senator. Part of
it is the balance that you need to maintain. Part of it is account-
ability of HUD being able to administer varying programs. You're
preaching to the choir, if you’re talking to me about expansion of
this program. I think it’'s—the future of public housing and Section
8 is that exact flexibility that you're talking about.

A lot of things that have been done in 1999 and 2000 in the Mov-
ing-to-Work program, some of them have already been initiated in
the general program because they proved not to be effective.

There is concern that, if some innovations are administered and
they don’t turn out to be good, you don’t want them replicated.
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However, I think that the accountability, if it is there, it should be
expanded to as many housing authorities as possible. And in the
original HIP, in the House bill, there is a suggestion that the dis-
tribution be equitable geographically and size of housing authori-
ties, both.

Senator CRAPO. Thank you.

Ms. Sard.

Ms. SARD. Just to add to that, the important thing in authorizing
law, I think, is to take advantage of the lessons learned and spread
them to everyone and not make it a privileged few; and to do that,
we need to, yes, allow experimentation, but to do it in a way that
we can actually learn something and make reasoned conclusions
about what works and what ought to be expanded. And in order
to do that, the experiment can’t be too large, or managing the gath-
ering of data and the assessing of it becomes expensive and un-
wieldy.

And if we give in again, as we did in the first stage of MTW, and
say, “Well, it’s just going to be too expensive and too difficult to
learn anything from this, so let’s just let people do it,” we will end
up in the same bind where agencies that should be allowed to ben-
efit from flexibility and new lessons won’t get that opportunity. So,
I think that, in order to achieve your goal, we have to take this in
measured steps.

I would add that the House bill does not necessarily give pref-
erence to high-performing agencies to be selected for MTW, and
that is a change that, if the Senate wanted to consider—there may
be differences of opinion on that on the panel, but I, for one, would
support it, so I think that’s important.

But I think it’s important to recognize that the changes that
SEVRA would make would increase flexibility across the board for
agencies. So, while I appreciate your concern for MTW, I think it’s
really important to recognize a lot of the goal you’re seeking is
achieved by enacting SEVRA.

Senator CRAPO. Well, thank you.

Mr. Chairman, from what I hear, 'm going to continue to advo-
cate for ways to get Idaho agencies to have the flexibility to be in-
volved, but maybe what we will need is an earmark in the bill to
designate the Idaho agencies as part of the study. How would that
work?

Chairman SCHUMER. I, for one, have nothing against earmarks
as long as they are public, debated, and honorable.

Senator CRAPO. I agree with you.

Chairman SCHUMER. OK.

Mr. Mosgs. Mr. Chairman, if I might——

Chairman SCHUMER. Yes, Mr. Moses.

Mr. MoOSES. To come back and answer Senate Crapo’s question,
we are not just only talking about self-sufficiency in those pro-
grams. We are talking about an ability to change rent standards.
Example. In Pittsburgh, we just learned through, unbeknownst to
publications, that they were raising the rent to the minimal rent
to $150, and we went to the public housing communities, and we
asked, did you know these changes were taking place? And they
said no, we were never conferred, talked about it, doing it like this.
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And as you said in your opening statement, sir, this could not be
just as all housing authorities can be judged to be the same be-
cause there are so many of them, and they do things so differently
across the country.

So, in looking at this, we must be able to look at what’s done,
ask for a good evaluation, as Ms. Sard said about collecting data
and information, that we can then make a good determination on
what’s good and what’s bad because, in Pittsburgh, when we asked
for that sort of evaluation, we were told, “Well, it’s not in the rules,
so we don’t have to do it.”

Senator CRAPO. Thank you very much. I appreciate all these per-
spectives.

And again, thank you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing me to do this,
and I apologize I will have to slip out.

Chairman SCHUMER. No problem. Thank you, Senator Crapo, for
coming to this hearing, and now I will go on with my questions.

First. Mr. Murray, as you say in your testimony, the success of
the voucher program is dependent on landlord participation. What
are the largest barriers to landlord participation, and are we mov-
ing in the right direction with the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act?

Mr. MURRAY. Yes, sir. Yes, sir, I think we are moving in the
right direction with this.

Chairman SCHUMER. Mr. Moses was moving in the right direc-
tion with pushing the button for you.

Mr. MURRAY. Yes, absolutely, yes, sir.

Getting these inspections so that you don’t have to hold up the
move-in of a resident so that the vacancy is kept less will help a
number of properties, but will also help the owner to want to take
these vouchers because, right now, many of them don’t want to be-
cause they don’t know when the inspection’s coming or what the
problems are going to be, and this helps get beyond that. I think
that’s very good.

Chairman SCHUMER. Good.

Mr. Donovan, I'm troubled by your testimony that congressional
interference with the voucher funding formula has led to a de-
crease in the number of families being served. How many more
families in New York City could have been served over the past few
years if the funding formula had been stable and predictable? And
will the reform act help stabilize funding so you can serve those ad-
ditional families?

Mr. DONOVAN. Currently, I would estimate that roughly 10,000
more families could be served, if we had not had the uncertainty
and the ups and downs that we have had over the last few years.

And I would just emphasize that this has been both ups and
downs. As I mentioned in my testimony, because of the unpredict-
ability and the changes in the formula over the last few years, we
have actually gone from being underutilized to overutilized to un-
derutilized in a very short period of time, and so that piece is in-
credibly important.

What I would also mention about the formula as well is that, in
some ways, the budget-based formula we have lived with over the
last few years has been the worst of both worlds. It has gone to
a budget-based system which was intended to encourage savings
yet, on the other hand, has not allowed us to go above a hard cap



17

on the number of vouchers utilized. And one of the very positive
things about your bill would be to lift that cap.

Just to be clear, any savings we could have achieved would not
have allowed us, under the prior formula, to actually serve more
families. What this would allow us to do and what it would give
us is a real incentive for the kind of savings and efficiencies that
I think were intended all along, but frankly, because of the flaws
in the formula, were never able to be achieved

Chairman SCHUMER. Sounds like a free-market solution, to a
government agency.

Ms. Sard, do you want to comment on that? Are you the same
Ms. Sard I went to law school with?

Ms. SARD. I'm glad you remember that.

Chairman SCHUMER. How do you like that.

Ms. SARD. We were even in the first section in our first year.

Chairman SCHUMER. Our contracts teacher just passed away—I
just read it in the paper—but he was a great teacher.

Ms. SARD. We analyzed data for agencies throughout New York
State as well as for the states represented by other members of the
Banking Committee, and New York is an unfortunate example of
the typical pattern. In 2004, agencies in the state were using 98
percent of their authorized vouchers; by 2006, that had gone down
to 87 percent, and it improved somewhat last year. And we esti-
mate that, in New York State, nearly 27,000 additional families
could be served this year with the money that agencies have, but
it’s very risky for agencies to put those vouchers out on the street.
It’s risky for landlords to agree to accept them, unless Congress
passes a law that makes clear that the funding policy will provide
funds for those vouchers the next year.

Chairman SCHUMER. Right.

And let me just, you know, the statement the administration
submitted said that PHAs in the present law are provided incen-
tives to increase costs under the bill. They also say that we should
rebenchmark every 3 years.

Can you comment on this? And then Mr. Hiebert and Mr. Dono-
van as well.

Ms. SARD. I think it is—perhaps they fail to understand how the
bill would work because it’s just false to say that costs would in-
crease.

It is important to look at—there are two types of costs in the
voucher program. There is the cost of the program overall, and
then there is the cost per voucher. The costs of the program overall
remains absolutely within the control of Congress. The appropri-
ators decide how much they are going to spend. If there is not
enough to fully fund the program, then payments are prorated to
the remaining agencies. So, that’s just false.

Chairman SCHUMER. Right.

Ms. SARD. On the per-voucher cost, your bill creates a complex
balance of different forces so that, on the one hand, it allows agen-
cies to pay more in order for families to move to more expensive
areas. It also, by fixing the fair market rents for smaller areas,
would reduce some payments.

And as Mr. Donovan said, by allowing agencies to go over the
cap, it creates an incentive for agencies to keep each voucher cost-
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ing less so they can serve more people. It creates the right balance
of incentives in a complex program.

Chairman SCHUMER. Right.

Comments from Mr. Hiebert.

Mr. HIEBERT. Yes, Senator, I would agree with Barbara on that,
but also I would like to add something. The additional flexibility
under the Moving-to-Work program with our Section 8, we were
able to have utilization rates upwards of 108 to 110 percent, to be
able to serve up to 10 percent more people than otherwise would
have been allowed.

Also different populations that are not presently allowed under
the Housing Choice Voucher program are available also under the
MTW program.

Mr. DONOVAN. Senator, one final point I would make on that as
well, one of the key issues, I think, has been that there are pro-
grams, much as we might not like to admit it as people who man-
age voucher programs, there are programs around the country that
are not being well managed. And currently, under a formula, or
historically under a formula that used a 3-year-old or a 5-year-old
benchmark for how budgets were set, there was really no incentive
there from a funding basis to get out of that cycle of mismanage-
ment.

This funding formula would move to a system where, if you don’t
fully utilize your funds, they could be taken away, and that is both
overall the potential for cost savings but, on an individual basis for
those housing authorities, an incentive to better manage the pro-
gram. I think something we could all agree is a positive thing.

Chairman SCHUMER. One gets the feeling that much of the ad-
ministration’s view was motivated by spending the least amount of
money possible, no matter how many fewer people are served, and
no matter how less efficient the program is.

Would either of you, Mr. Murray or Ms. Moses, disagree with
what I have to say?

Mr. MURRAY. I wish I could.

Chairman SCHUMER. How about you, Mr. Moses?

Mr. MosEes. No comment.

Chairman SCHUMER. No comment. OK.

Finally, Mr. Donovan, HUD submitted a statement for today’s
hearing that says this bill would result “in a more complicated and
less effective program than we have today.”

I take it you very much disagree with that, from your previous
comments?

Mr. DoNOVAN. Well, I would go back to the discussion we had
with Senator Crapo when he was here, and I think the important
thing to recognize here is that, while we can discuss whether it’s
in HIP or HIP-lite, which we certainly support the availability of
and the ability to do that. The fundamental purpose to this bill,
and I think why there is such broad support across so many stake-
holders, from owners to advocates, et cetera, as well as those of us
who run the programs is that this bill does lead to fundamental
simplification of the program. Administrative reforms, reforms
around eligibility and rent setting, the inspection protocols, all of
those things will lead to a simpler program to administer, to live
with, if you’re a resident, or to live with if you're an owner.
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So, I think that’s why there is such broad support for many of
these fundamental common sense reforms.

Chairman SCHUMER. Anyone else, final comments?

Well, then, I can assure all of you that Senator Dodd and I are
going to try to move this legislation which seems to meet with your
approval, whether you’re a big authority or a small authority,
whether you represent tenants or you represent the landlords.
Seems to be pretty good. I would say to the administration, “You're
odd man out; better get with it.”

Anyway, I thank everybody for being here.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 3:27 p.m., the hearing was concluded.]

[Prepared statements and additional material supplied for the
record follow:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR BARACK OBAMA

Thank you Chairman Dodd and Ranking Member Shelby for the opportunity to provide a
statement for this important hearing. You are to be commended for the Committee’s
efforts to mitigate the foreclosure crisis and protect the U.S. economy.

Some might believe that we have already done enough — that the legislation passed by the
Senate last week will reverse the destructive trends we’ve seen sweeping across the
nation. But the American people know that we can and must do more to prevent the
immediate crisis in our housing market from creating long term turmoil in global

credit markets and exacerbating an already weak U.S. economy. The bill we passed last
week was a start, but our top priority now is stopping a cascade of foreclosures and
helping to safeguard American families from what could be a severe and prolonged
recession.

We must do more, and we must do it now. [ support the proposal that Senator Dodd has
put forward, authorizing FHA to help refinance the mortgages of distressed borrowers.
The proposal shares the pain and the possible gains fairly among homeowners, mortgage
owners, and the government. It does not reward speculators or fraudulent actors.
Lenders and servicers need to work with at-risk borrowers to avoid foreclosure, and this
bill will facilitate that. The longer we delay, the larger the problem for homeowners and
our economy as a whole becomes.

Unfortunately, over the past several years, federal regulators sat on the sidelines and
failed to prevent abuses and excesses in the mortgage lending market. We cannot afford
to sit on the sidelines now as more than two million families confront the risk of losing
their homes. We cannot afford to do nothing as increasing numbers of major financial
institutions totter on the verge of collapse. We cannot ignore the implications of more
than 15 million homeowners being underwater with their mortgages and people
abandoning their homes and their neighborhoods because they can’t afford the payments.

Addressing these problems will not be simple or easy. As Chairman Dodd has said:
“There is no silver bullet.” These hearings are an important opportunity to consider the
concerns about moral hazards and other potential risks of emergency government
intervention. They are also an important opportunity to debate the various options for an
effective government role.

At the end of the day, however, it is clear that the free market on its own cannot rescue
itself from the current situation without unacceptable consequences for homeowners and
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the economy. These are the times when prudent government action is required, and that’s
what Chairman Dodd and Chairman Frank in the House are calling for.

This crisis is not insurmountable, and I am hopeful that Congress and the Administration
will rise to the occasion, avoid the pitfalls of partisanship, and fulfill our duty to the
American people. I thank today’s witnesses for their testimony, and I look forward to
supporting the quick and comprehensive action that the American people deserve and
demand.
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Written testimony of Shaun Donovan, Commissioner
New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development
Senate Subcommittee on Housing, Transportation and Community Development
April 16,2008

Good afternoon Chairman Schumer, Ranking Member Crapo and members of the
Committee. 1am Shaun Donovan, Commissioner of the New York City Department of
Housing Preservation and Development. HPD is the largest municipal developer of
affordable housing in the nation, and also administers the fourth largest Section §
program in the country. Together with the New York City Housing Authority, whose
program is the largest, we administer vouchers for over 112,000 families in the five
boroughs.

Section 8 is integral to our affordable housing efforts in New York so [ am very
happy to be here to testify on S. 2684, the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act. I think I speak
for the entire affordable housing community when I say “thank you™ for taking up this
critical, and complicated, program for review. We are in the fifth year of Mayor
Bloomberg’s New Housing Marketplace Plan, a 10 year $7.5 billion plan to create
affordable housing for over 500,000 New Yorkers. Since Mayor Bloomberg came to
office the City has funded over 88,000 units of affordable housing, including the 70,000
units started under the New Housing Marketplace Plan. Of course we couldn’t have had
such success without the partnership of the federal government, and the unflagging
advocacy of Senator Schumer and our great congressional delegation.

Unfortunately, the last few years have not been good ones for our Section 8
program. Yearly changes in the way Section 8 voucher funding is allocated from HUD
to PHAs has made administering a Section 8 program very challenging. Funding
uncertainty, combined with large increases in our enhanced voucher program, have led to
large swings in the size of HPD’s program. We are in what we call a “feast-famine”
cycle, in which our program grows to the allowed size, and then contracts so that we
don’t go above our authorized level. At this point, we are utilizing 93% of authorized
vouchers, but only two years ago were using City funds to supplement our program
because we were at 102% utilization. In 2004, the formula for funding vouchers was
changed from a system in which a PHA got funding for all of its authorized vouchers to a
budget-based system. Funding was based on usage in a prior period, but not necessarily
the most recent preceding months. For this reason, we were awarded funding that didn’t
reflect our current program.

SEVRA'’s greatest result, therefore, will be restoring predictability to the way in
which Section 8 funds are awarded. Under SEVRA, a PHA’s voucher funding will be
based on actual costs in the preceding year. In a much needed reversal, PHAs would now
be able to count on the fact that vouchers leased this year will be renewed next year.
Predictability will allow PHAs to maximize use of limited resources — an imperative in a
market such as New York City’s, with a 3% vacancy rate. Furthermore, by allowing
PHA’s to: borrow 2% against their next year’s funding; use reserves to lease up vouchers
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3% above the authorized level; and redistribute unused funds to PHAs with a capacity to
use them, SEVRA gives PHAs the flexibility to properly manage their Section §
programs without busting the federal budget.

In tight markets such as New York’s, project-basing vouchers could be an
important tool for increasing the availability of affordable housing, but there are barriers
to making the program work. SEVRA updates the project-based program in several
critical ways. Your bill allows 40% of units in a project in tight market areas to be
project-based rather than the current 25%. This is important because finding buildings in
which to project-base vouchers in New York City is a significant biggest obstacle to
success. It also allows project-basing in cooperatives and buildings with elevators,
something that now requires a UD waiver. The bill changes the initial contract term to 15
years so that the project-based contract runs concurrently with the Low Income Housing
Tax Credit compliance period, which makes administering the two programs
concurrently much more manageable.

Nineteen percent of HPD’s voucher program is made up of enhanced vouchers.
The changes made to the program in the Senate bill provide better tenant protections, and
we strongly support them. The bill allows enhanced voucher holders to remain in the
same project even if there is not an available appropriately sized unit for the family to
move into. The bill also requires that owners accept enhanced vouchers upon conversion
except in rare cases.

SEVRA provides common sense administrative flexibilities that cash-strapped
housing authorities will benefit from. 62% of HPD’s Section 8 families are on a fixed
income. By changing the requirement for income recertifications for this population to
once every three years, from once every year, we will be able to save on administrative
costs. In 2007 alone, HPD performed over 43,000 inspections on Section 8 units. With
the passage of SEVRA, our inspection workload will decline considerably because we
will be able to use inspections already performed that are equivalent to the voucher
program inspection standards. This administrative streamlining will allow PHAs to make
more efficient use of lean budgets.

The Senate bill contains several changes to the way in which tenants’ rent
contribution is calculated. While HPD and NYCHA are supportive of these changes, it is
imperative that the Senate provision requiring HUD to provide additional public housing
operating subsidies to agencies that experience a reduction in rent revenues remain in a
final SEVRA bill. NYCHA has an operating shortfall of $195 million in 2008 and last
month had a reduction in force of 427 employees; any further reduction in operating
income would be devastating.

There is one thing not in the Senate bill that I hope will be added, and that is a
Housing Innovation Program, or “HIP”, the House bill’s name for the current Moving to
Work program. New York City is not a Moving to Work site, but we believe we are a
good candidate for an updated version of the program—-one which balances the need for
PHA flexibility and tenant protections. In September and October of last year, HPD and
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NYCHA held roundtables with representatives from the Section 8 tenant advocacy and
owner communities. The full recommendations of that group — which the Committee
very generously considered when drafting this bill — are submitted at the end of this
testimony. The group agreed that designating New York City as a HIP-lite site would
give us much needed budget flexibility. The budgetary fungibility that HIP-lite allows
would permit NYCHA to spend money where it is needed most and balance priorities.
However, flexibility mustn’t come at the expense of tenants, and we believe that tenant
protections — such as organizing, participation and hearing rights — need to be codified in
the HIP provisions, should they be added to the bill.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. I'm happy to answer
any questions you may have.
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NEW YORK CiTY SEVRA ROUNDTABLE
SEVRA SENATE LEGISLATIVE STRATEGY
Nov. 6, 2007

Voucher funding
. Authorize the allocation of new tenant protection vouchers to preserve the

affordability of public housing developed by non-Federal programs. Use language
jointly acceptable to NY, CT, MA and HI, authorizing “vouchers to replace
vouchers used to preserve public housing developed from sources other than Section
9 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 USC §1437g)"

2. Inorder for NYCHA/HPD to use unexpended voucher authority before HUD
recapture, increase ceiling on reserves above 12.5% in first year and above 5% in
subsequent years

Rents
3. Support new provision in Senate draft bill to limit the rent for tenant-based vouchers
in LIHTC units to the higher of the LIHTC maximum or voucher payment standard

4, Remove housing search requirement from set of Senate requirements for HUD
approval of 120% of FMR payment standard

5. Design NYC exception to county-level FMRs to ensure no automatic diminution of
FMRSs in outer boroughs. Suggested language for Senate bill: on page 73, line 6
after "apply to" insert "any counties wholly within a metropolitan city specified in
clause (I) or"

6. Modify Senate provisions on income recertification threshold:

a. give PHAs the option to recertify incomes (and deductions) without a
minimum recertification threshold, as long as the PHA has no threshold for
either increases or decreases in annual adjusted income

b. change the provision on threshold for recertification of annual adjusted
income from $1500 to $500

c. Modify provision 3(f)(1) on p.24 to ensure that HUD compensates PHAs for
any loss of rental income due to SEVRA rent provisions

HIP-lite: Support HIP-lite provisions, and NYCHA and HIP applications for HIP-

lite, under the following conditions
7. Craft SEVRA provisions making NYCHA and HPD de facto ineligible for full HIP

8. Ensure that HIP-lite provides tenant protections equivalent to current law:

a. Maintain statutory protection regarding pet ownership

b. Preserve current regulatory standards on eligibility screening (considerations
in reviewing criminal record, etc.)

¢. Retain tenant organizing and participation rights currently provided under the
provisions of the HUD 964 regulations
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d. Ensure that residents have participation and consultation rights for PHAs’

HIP-lite initial and renewal applications equivalent to rights regarding PHA
annual plans

Retain equivalent of current statutory rights for residents to remain in public
housing units converted to vouchers

Protect applicants’ hearing rights by making current regulatory requirements
statutory, if Section 14 (in House and Senate bills) is dropped

9. Replace “substantially the same number of families” text with “at least as many
families” as the PHA served on either A) the date of the PHA’s entry into HIP-lite,
or B) the date of approval for the PHA to combine public housing and voucher
funds, whichever is later

™

™

Under HIP-lite, this requirement would be adjusted up or down if the
proration rate of appropriations for either the public housing or the voucher
program changes

Under HIP-lite annual plan review process, failure to assist at least 95% of
the number of families assisted in the base year would lead to suspension of
the PHA’s ability to combine public housing and voucher funds

Other Tenant Protections

10. Insert in the Senate bill provisions equivalent to House section 16 on p.109,
requiring one-for-one replacement of public housing units that are demolished or
disposed of with comparable “hard” units, including the option of replacement by
units funded with project-based vouchers. Insert provision in Senate bill to ensure
that replacement units have initial and continuing eligibility, rent burden, and long-
term affordability requirements at least as favorable to ELI and VLI tenants as the
requirements for public housing units

11. Reduce resident identification requirements

12. Strengthen Enhanced Voucher tenant protections

a.
b.

EV tenants gain statutory right to remain in units with enhanced vouchers
Streamline the eligibility review for project-based S.8 recipients moving to
enhanced vouchers, by specifying that in an application for enhanced voucher
assistance, a PHA may only require information from tenants that is required
by HUD by statute or regulation.

13. Strengthen protections for voucher holders regarding LIHTC units

a.

b.

Support provision in Senate draft bill regarding non-discrimination against
voucher holders in LIHTC buildings

Support provision in Senate draft bill regarding collection of LIHTC tenant
data, with modifications to minimize burdens on owners (by integrating tenant
data collection with other LIHTC owner reporting requirements) and without
requiring tenants to disclose sensitive info to owners
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Inspections
14. Give PHAs the option to use withheld subsidy to make repairs in life-threatening

emergencies

15. Allow PHASs to accept inspections done under other programs/standards equivalent
to or more stringent than Federal HQS

Organizations Endorsing This Strategy

The organizations listed below endorse this legislative strategy for SEVRA drafting in the
U.S. Senate. The organizations commit to pursue the strategy jointly and in good faith, to
share relevant information and to confer with all others listed below before pursuing any
legislative provisions that are not in alignment with this strategy. The organizations also
commit to confer with each other at key points in the drafting process in the Senate to
revise the strategy if necessary.

Citizens Housing and Planning Council

Community Voices Heard

Enterprise

New York City Department of Housing Preservation and Development
New York Housing Conference

Legal Aid Society

New York City Housing Authority

SKA Marin

Supportive Housing Network of New York
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Providing affordable housing in the Monadnock Region.

k Keene Housing Authority

KHA serves:
Famiies and Children 831 Cour! §t, Keene. NH 03431
Persons with Disabilities Phone & TDD: {603) 352-6161

Fax: (603) 352-6845

www kha.org
?. Curlis Hiebert
Chief Execufive Officer

SECTION EIGHT VOUCHER REFORM ACT
(SEVRA)
52684

Testimony of P. Curtis Hiebert, CEO, Keene Housing Authority, Keene, NH

Chairman Dodd, Ranking Member Shelby, and members of the Senate Banking Committee, I
am Curt Hiebert, Chief Executive Officer of the Keene, NH Housing Authority, and I
appreciate the opportunity o testify concerning this legislation. My festimony is in support
of this Bill, and T urge you all to support it as well. The improvements to the Section 8
program are vitally needed, but this is also an opportunity to authorize permanently and

modestly expand the vital housing innovation engine that is Moving to Work (or HIP).

I am here representing the KHA, but also have the honor of serving as the Senior Vice

President of the Public Housing Authority Directors Association (PHADA) which represents
over 1900 Housing Authorities across the U.S. Through PHADA I participated in developing
industry rent reform proposals and positions, and I have participated in discussions of many

provisions in the Housing Innovation Program contained in the House version of SEVRA,
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The Keene Housing Authority
The KHA was established 43 years ago and is governed by a 5 member citizen board whose
members are appointed by the city's Mayor. The mission of the Keene Housing Authority is,
directly or in collaboration with others, to provide and/or advocate for decent, safe and
affordable housing for individuals, families, elderly and disabled persons of low and moderate
income within the Monadnock Region; and to provide and/or advocate for any and all services
and programs that will assist in improving the social and economic welfare of such individuals
and families. To that end, the KHA partners with approximately 50 other local, regional and
national public, non-profit and for profit organizations. We own and manage 357 assisted
housing units serving a mixture of elders, people with disabilities, and families, and we manage
a Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program serving an additional 409 households. I have
estimated that the KHA contributes over $5 million to the regional economy each year, and

the KHA pays local communities approximately $250,000 in annual property taxes.

The KHA was one of the original 24 Moving to Work Demonstration (MTW) sites, and
continues to operate its Public Housing and Housing Choice Voucher programs under the
terms of an MTW confract. MTW has made dramatic differences in our community, which I
will describe below. It has enabled us to collaborate with our residents and the broader
community to develop an initiative that provides housing for some of the neediest families of
our region, offering stability to elders, people with disabilities and others on fixed incomes

and encouraging other families to move towards self-reliance.
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The Section 8 Voucher Reform Act
SEVRA contains a large number of detailed provisions, many of which are very attractive to
housing sponsors, tenants and participants. There are also a couple of items that are missing

that T would like to encourage be included.

Needed and welcome provisions:

¢ Streamlining rent and income requirements for assisted housing programs.

o Although the House and Senate versions of SEVRA include parallel provisions, I
believe that H.R. 1851 offers greater simplification of rent calculation than the
version the committee is considering.

« Simplifying and reducing administrative burden in the HCV program, particularly
related to inspection requirements.

» Establishing a permanent, rational renewal and administrative fee funding system that
had been chaotic in recent years, handled primarily through appropriations statutes
and regulatory interpretation.

¢ Resolving many minor but confusing and burdensome problems in public housing, the
HCV program, the Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) program and the project

based section 8 programs.
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This Senate version of SEVRA has also avoided several pitfalls that were adopted by the
House. The House version included:

« Complex provisions concerning program sponsors repairing privately owned housing
subsidized with vouchers.

« Provisions authorizing program sponsors to report voucher holders' rent payment
history to credit reporting agencies although sponsors may not have direct knowledge
or records concerning those histories.

« Provisions that define acceptable identification required of all adult assisted
household members. Efforts ostensibly aimed at limiting undocumented immigrants’
access to assistance programs have been shown to impact elder and poor citizens'

However, the Senate version of SEVRA also includes some problematic provisions that:

» Impose a permanent cap on vouchers in use of 103 percent of a sponsors authorized
units. Many HCV program sponsors have funds available to use to assist families but
for an existing cap on overleasing (leasing more vouchers than the number their
contracts authorize them to lease). Removing the cap would allow these agencies to
use their funds for the intended purpose of assisting low income families to pay for
decent housing.

¢ Authorize the Secretary of HUD to redefine the basis for voucher administrative
fees. For several years, sponsors have received administrative funds using a block
grant approach based on fees they received in 2003. This is the first year in some
time that fees will be based on the distribution method in the Quality Housing and

=
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Work Responsibility Act (QHWRA). Any changes to that methodology will introduce
additional unnecessary uncertainty in the HCV program.
Most important, there are two significant omissions in the SEVRA bill this committee is
considering.
Moving to Work
First, the Senate bill does not include permanent authorization of the MTW demonstration
while the House bill includes the Housing Innovation Program (HIP) that would replace the

demonstration program with a permanently authorized version.

I participated in discussions that produced the provisions of the Housing Innovation Program,
and they involved significant give and take on the part of stakeholder communities. These
provisions should form the foundation for MTW or HIP authorization. The provisions provide
for:

e A modest expansion of the number of agencies under an MTW or HIP agreement,

* Assurance that new participating agencies will be diverse as to size and location,

« A new program status (HIP "lite”) that provides funding, but not policy, flexibility

» Inclusion of tenant protections contained in the United States Housing Act of 1937

for participants at MTW or HIP agencies
+ Elimination of the uncertainty faced by almost 30 current participants concerning the

future of their MTW status
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s An opportunity to remedy deficiencies concerning evaluation of the impacts of this

devolution of program authority to the local level

The MTW program in Keene has resulted in stronger connections between communities and
assisted housing residents, experimentation with innovative policy approaches, and some
strikingly successful changes for participants in programs traditionally resistant to change.
In 1999, 47% of the heads of household in families in the KHA were working full time. Last
year, 65% were working full time. In that same period of time, average income for families
increased by over 30%. In part, this was because our system did not discourage increases in

income, but actually rewarded it

At the same time, families who experience financial hardships are protected by our program's
“Safety Net" provisions. If families experience demonstrable economic hardships, our policies
provide mechanisms to reduce families’ rent burdens temporarily. The aim is to offer
households the time to overcome difficulties that interfered with timely rent payment.
Families are able to remain in our housing, the KHA is able fo avoid investing the time, energy
and money usually required by standard lease enforcement actions, families don't face the
added burden of locating alternative housing, and the KHA avoids the burden of releasing any
resulting vacancies. Keene's Safety Net is one local example of the protections MTW

participants have included in their programs to avoid harsh or unduly burdensome results for

=X
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participants. These efforts resulted directly in one finding of Housing Agency Responses to

Federal Deregulation: An Assessment of HUD's "Moving to Work" Demonstration.

Critics of the subsidy formulas being tested under MTW raise concerns
about potential hardships for vulnerable families. Most HAs created
protections against severe hardship, but even in those that did not,

there is little evidence of extensive hardship.

The most recent Annual Plan and Report that details outcomes resulting from MTW
participation, describes program elements in some detail, and describes any policy or program
changes we plan in the coming year is posted on the KHA's web site

(http://www.kha.org/miw.htmi). Each year, the KHA prepares an Annual Plan and Report,

publishes it in the locality and among public housing and HCV program participants. The Board
of Commissioners conducts a public hearing to hear comments, concerns and questions that
our plan and report raise. After that hearing, the plan and report may be revised in response
to comments from the public and from program participants, and the Board of Commissioners
of the KHA formally adopts it. These processes assure you, the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, and particularly the citizens of Keene and the participants in our public
housing and HCV programs that the KHA remains accountable for the stewardship of these

federally assisted housing programs and for the outcomes those programs have promised.
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Our program will not work everywhere, but the flexibility available through MTW enabled
KHA to create policies and programs that are good for Keene, for our residents and for our
stakeholders. Not all, but some other local agencies will be interested in the flexibility and
its accompanying accountability, and be in a position to take advantage of a new MTW
opportunity. New participants will develop locally crafted policy alternatives as Keene did,

that also may not work everywhere but that will significantly benefit their local communities.

I urge you to include a provision in SEVRA for the Moving to Work or HIP program that
would:

1. Make the program permanent

2. Grandfather the existing MTW agencies in compliance with their agreements.

3. Modestly increase the number of agencies in the program.

4. Add an effective and easily administered mechanism to evaluate the program,

Alternative Rent Structures
Second, the Senate version of SEVRA does not include authority for local program sponsors
to establish alternative rent structures in assisted housing programs. The House provision
limits rents under any rent structure to 30 percent of adjusted annual income. While this
omission is less important than the omission of an MTW provision, it also represents an
omission of a significant opportunity for HAs to develop innovative approaches to rent

structures.
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Thank you very much for this opportunity. I look forward to the Senate Banking Committee

referring a bill to the full Senate for debate.

P. Curtis Hiebert
Chief Executive Officer
Keene Housing Authority
831 Court Street
Keene, NH 03431
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“Enhancing Affordable Housing Opportunities: Reforming the Housing Voucher Program”
Subcommittee on Housing, Transportation and Cornmunity Development,
Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
Apri 16,2008
Testimony by Barbara Sard, Director of Housing Policy

1 am Barbara Sard, director of housing policy for the Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities. The Center is an independent, nonprofit policy institute that conducts research and
analysis on a range of federal and state policy issues, with particular emphasis on fiscal policies
and policies affecting low and moderate-income families. We receive no government grants or
contracts and are funded by foundations and individual donors.

My testimony today first will briefly review why the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act
(SEVRA) enjoys unusually broad support, and then will address why it is important for the

Banking Committee to approve S. 2684 promptly so that final legislation may be enacted this
year.
SEVRA s Supported by the Full Range of Stakeholders in the Voucher Program

SEVRA — as passed by the House by a strong bipartisan vote last July and as introduced in
the Senate — is supported by the full spectrum of organizations that represent stakeholders in
the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program. These stakeholders include public housing
agencies that administer the program, owners and developers that rent housing to voucher

holders, tenant organizations and others that represent the families and individuals who
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benefit from housing vouchers, fair housing organizations, veterans’ groups, disability rights
groups, and anti-homelessness and faith-based organizations that seek to expand the number
of families the program serves.

There are three basic reasons that this legislation enjoys such broad support.

« First, SEVRA includes common-sense reforms to reduce administrative burdens on
everyone. For example, changes to rules governing inspections and rent policies will
benefit owners, families, and public housing authorities alike, by reducing the frequency
of required agency actions, allowing PHAs to rely on inspections or income verifications
performed by other agencies, and simplifying the rules for setting tenant rent payments.
Changes to portability policies — the rules that govern families’ moves with vouchers
from one area to another — will substantially reduce the administrative costs of such
moves. SEVRA accomplishes such increased efficiency while retaining key tenant
protections, such as federal Housing Quality Standards and income-based rents. In
addition, the changes made by SEVRA will advance key program goals, expanding housing
choice, promoting family stability and supporting work through a new earnings disregard
and by stabilizing funding for employment counseling and financial incentives provided

through the Family Self-Sufficiency program.

Second, SEVRA will update key policies to advance program goals by taking
advantage of technological changes in the 10 years since Congress last enacted major
voucher/public housing reform legislation and building on lessons learned through
program implementation.

o Fair Market Rents and maximum voucher payments would be set more accurately,
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for smaller communities rather than vast metropolitan areas, to ensure that
voucher payment standards accurately reflect local market conditions. It is now
feasible for HUD to set more local FMRs using data generated by the American
Community Survey. More accurate FMRs will make maove efficient use of scarce
dollars while enbancing families’ ability to use vouchers in communities with greater
opportunities.

« SEVRA also would require HUD to use data PHAs now regularly report to
analyze and report annually on tenant rent burdens. According to an analysis of
HUD data by the Congressional Budget Office, nearly half of the families in the
voucher program now pay more than 30 percent of income for housing costs
(the federal affordability standard), and about a fifth pay more than 40 percent of
income.! SEVRA will help ameliorate such excess rent burdens, enabling the voucher
program to be more effective at achieving its chief goal of housing affordabiliry, by
making local data public and providing PHAs with flexibility to address these

needs.

Updating rules that apply to project-based vouchers. In late 2000, Congress modified
the rules that apply when housing agencies wish to enter into agreements with
owners for a share of an agency’s vouchers to be used at particular housing
developments. Through such “project-basing,” agenctes can partner with social
service agencies to provide supportive housing to formerly homeless people or to

support development of mixed-income housing in low-poverty neighborhoods

! House Report 110-216, Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2007, June 28, 2007, p. 51.
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with strong educational or employment opportunities but tight rental markets.
Experience has revealed some practical problems in this last revision. The bill
would eliminate certain unnecessary procedural requirements and reconcile
conflicting rules that have made it difficult to use project-based vouchers in
combination with the federal Low-Income Housing Tax Credit.

+ Third, SEVRA will create new flexibility to respond to changing needs.

o Financially-troubled owners. The bill will protect tenants of owners who face
financial difficulties — as increasing numbers now do — by giving housing
agencies new tools to ensure that buildings are kept in livable condition. PHAs
would be able to use subsidy funds to pay utility bills that owners are responsible
for but have failed to pay, and to repair life-threatening defects in units. In rural
areas, more families will be able to become homeowners by using vouchers for

the cost of buying a mobile home, even if it is located on rented land.

Preservation of affordable housing. The Senate bill would provide housing
agencies with greater flexibility to use project-based vouchers to preserve housing
previously subsidized through other federal programs.

o Growing housing needs. Housing needs among lower-income families began to
increase in the early part of this decade, even before the foreclosure crisis hit.
Escalating foreclosures and the softening economy are exacerbating the need for
rental assistance. More families - both renters and former owners — are being
displaced, often without the means to obtain replacement rental housing.

Renters are especially hard-hit, as they frequently have no notice that the
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“owner” to whom they have paid rent is no longer making mortgage payments
and has disappeared without returning their security deposits. State and local
service providers report an increase in the number of families seeking emergency
shelter as a result of foreclosures. SEVRA will help address this growing need
by:

* Encouraging housing agencies to utilize all available vouchers. In 2007,
only 91 percent of authorized vouchers were used, as a result of
misguided changes in funding policy and funding shortfalls in 2005 and
2006 that undermined the effectiveness of the program. (In contrast,
about 98 percent of vouchers were in use in 2004.) By basing renewal
funding and administrative fees on vouchers in use — and making clear
that this policy would be followed every year — SEVRA would create
both the incentive and the predictability needed to use all authorized
vouchers.

* Allowing housing agencies to serve additional families with available
funds. This new flexibility also will create an incentive for agencies to
keep per-voucher costs in check so that they can serve more families.

It is Important to Enact SEVRA This Year
The SEVRA reforms will make the voucher program more effective. Worsening economic
conditions make it even more important for Congress to act swiftly to provide the new tools

that SEVRA makes available to respond to growing housing needs.
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Changes in authorizing law benefit families and individuals throughout the country who
rely on or are in need of housing assistance. All PHAs should be allowed to take advantage of
the streamlined administrative requirements and more flexible rules that SEVRA makes
possible, rather than the few agencies that may be able to get waivers from HUD if they get a
special provision in an appropriations bill, as four agencies did in this year’s bill.

The Senate bill omits a House provision to expand HUD’s Moving-to-Work (MTW)
demonstration to include up to 80 state and local housing agencies, from up to 29 agencies
today. MTW (which the House bill would rename the Housing Innovation Program, or HIP)
seeks to promote innovative housing policies by allowing agencies to operate their voucher
and public housing programs without regard to many federal statutes and regulations. The
House HIP provision, which could affect as many as one third of all voucher holders and
public housing residents in the nation, would place far more tenants at risk of harmful
consequences than is necessary to test innovative policies. (Such risks are substantially
diminished in the “HIP-lite” component of the program.) Waivers of statutory requirements,
particularly those that could have adverse effects on vulnerable families, should be available
only to the limited extent necessary to learn what future policy changes may improve the
program.

Moreover, the evaluation requirements of the House provision are not sufficiently rigorous
to ensure that the program will fulfill its purpose as a testing ground for future housing

policies.” A HIP provision will likely be added to the Senate bill later in the legislative

? Jeffrey Lubell and Jon Baron, “The Importance of Integrating Rigorous Research Objectives into any
Reauthorization of the ‘Moving to Work’ Demonstration,” Center for Housing Policy and Coalition for
Evidence-based Policy, March 2007, http://www.nhc.org/pdf/pub_chp_mtw_0307.pdf.
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process; to build upon, rather than undermine, the improvements made by SEVRA’s other
components, it will be important that such a provision limit HIP to a size that is appropriate
for a demonstration and improve upon the evaluation and tenant participation components of
the House bill.”

The Banking Committee also needs to reassert its appropriate role over voucher renewal
funding policy. We’ve had six years of policy changes by the appropriations committees.
These changes caused the loss of about 150,000 vouchers. The last two years have been an
improvement, as appropriations bills have funded all vouchers in use in the prior year. But
agencies need the assurance that this recent-cost policy will continue in order to use available
funds to serve more families. We’ve attached to the copy of my testimony for each member
of the Committee a fact sheet indicating the additional number of families in your state that
could receive voucher assistance this year — with funds agencies already have — if agencies are
assured that if they put these already-authorized vouchers to use this year, they will be eligible
for renewal funding next year. Congress would still retain control through the appropriations
process of the total amount of voucher renewal funding. But the well-balanced policy
established in the authorizing law would assure that funds are efficiently allocated to the
agencies that need them to support vouchers in use, bringing sorely-needed stability to the
voucher program.

The remainder of my written testimony explains the key SEVRA policy changes in more

detail.

} For additional discussion of the House HIP provision, see Barbara Sard and Will Fischer, “Bipartisan
Legislation Would Build on Voucher Program’s Success,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, revised July
26, 2007, hup://www.cbpp.org/5-4-07hous htm.
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Establishing a Stable, Efficient Voucher Funding Policy

SEVRA’s most important provisions would establish a comprehensive policy for
distributing funds to the approximately 2,400 state and local agencies that administer the
voucher program. From 2004 to 2006, voucher funds were allocated using a series of
inefficient formulas that gave some agencies less funding than they needed to cover the costs
of their vouchers — forcing them to cut back on assistance to needy families — while
providing other agencies with more funds than they could use. This flawed system reduced
the number of low-income families using vouchers by approximately 150,000.

In appropriations legislation for fiscal years 2007 and 2008, Congress required HUD to
match voucher funding more closely to each agency’s actual needs, by basing funding on the
cost of each agency’s vouchers in the preceding year. This change has enabled agencies to
begin restoring the vouchers that were lost from 2004 to 2006. SEVRA would build on this
progress through a series of mechanisms that encourage agencies to put as many of their
vouchers to use as possible:

« Extending the new, efficient funding formula into future years. SEVRA would
establish, as part of the authorizing statute governing the voucher program, an ongoing
policy that agencies’ renewal funding each year will be based on the cost of their vouchers
used in the prior year. This will provide agencies — as well as families with vouchers and
private owners — with more confidence that renewal funding needs will be met in future
years, even if agencies succeed in significantly increasing the share of their authorized
vouchers that are in use. (By contrast, the practice during 2004-2006 of changing the

funding formula with each annual appropriations act caused many agencies to leave
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vouchers unused out of concern that funding would not be available to cover the cost of
their vouchers in the following year.)

Recent Administration actions provide further proof of the need for a stable funding
policy. Even though Congress has already enacted “recent-cost” formulas for 2007 and
2008 — and is unlikely to back away from that approach in 2009 — the Administration
has proposed that voucher funding in 2009 be based primarily on voucher costs back in
2007 (rather than on costs in 2008, as would be the case under a recent-cost approach).
Accordingly, HUD staff have informed some housing agencies that if they increase the
share of their authorized vouchers that are in use in 2008, they should not expect to
receive funding to cover the costs of those added vouchers in 2009. Because Congress has
not yet enacted a clear statement (like that contained in SEVRA) of what the future
funding policy will be, HUD’s statement is likely to cause some agencies to leave

vouchers unused rather than distribute them to eligible families.

A balanced policy toward unspent funds. From 2005 through 2007, housing agencies
were permitted to accurnulate unlimited amounts of unspent voucher funds. This policy
— together with factors such as the volatility in voucher funding during those years —
encouraged agencies to amass large balances of unspent funds as insurance against future
funding shortfalls. SEVRA would allow agencies to keep a modest amount of unspent
voucher funds as a reserve, but would encourage them to put their unspent funds to use

by making clear that agencies would lose any unspent funds that exceed the permitted
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reserve amounts.*

Bonus funds for agencies with high utilization rates. SEVRA would use the
reallocation of excess unspent funds to reward the agencies that have been most effective
in putting their voucher funds to use assisting families. Under both the House and Senate
bills, utilization of voucher funds would be one of the main criteria used to distribute
reallocated funds.®

Temporary advances for agencies that exhaust their voucher funds. To encourage
agencies to use all of their voucher funds, SEVRA would create an advance-funding
mechanism that would work like overdraft protection. An agency that has insufficient
funds in the last quarter of the calendar year to make all of the rent payments that are due
to owners could borrow a small portion of its next year’s funding, which then would be
subtracted from the funding allocated to the agency a few months later. Without this
advance option, many agencies would have no choice but to aim for substantially less
than 100 percent voucher utilization, for fear that events beyond their control — such as
an unexpectedly rapid growth in local rents or a drop in tenants’ incomes — would cause
a temporary uptick in their expenses and cause them to exceed their budgets. (Agencies

could also use reserve funds to cover unexpected cost surges, but they would not have

*The two SEVRA bills would employ different mechanisms to take away excess unspent funds, but the effects
on agencies would essentially be identical. Under the House bill, HUD would recapture the funds from the
agency. Under the Senate bill, the agency would retain its unspent funds, but the excess funds would be “offset”
against — in other words, deducted from — the agency’s funding for the following year. The fiscal year 2008
appropriations act includes an offset mechanism similar to the one included in the Senate bill.

* Housing agencies that need funds to cover costs stemming from (1) absorbing “portability” vouchers held by
families moving from the jurisdiction of another agency or (2) financial incentives under the Family Self-
Sufficiency program would receive top priority for reallocated funds. The remaining reallocated funds would be
distributed to other agencies based on their performance in utilizing their voucher funds and, under the Senate
bill, on the “relative need of communities” for additional voucher funds.

10
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accumulated reserves if in previous years they had used all of their funds to assist needy
families.)

+ More administrative funding for agencies that use more vouchers. From 2004 to
2007, HUD distributed administrative fees without regard to how well an agency
performed. Both SEVRA bills would require HUD to allocate these fees primarily based
on the number of vouchers the agency put to use in the previous year, thereby
encouraging agencies to maximize voucher utilization. (Congress restored this policy,
which had been in place until 2004, in the 2008 appropriations bill; SEVRA would make
clear that Congress intends to maintain this policy in future years.) The Senate bill would
go a step farther and allow HUD to add incentives for agencies to perform well in other

areas of program administration.

« These incentives to serve additional families would 7ot weaken Congress’s control over
the cost of the program. Congress would still determine the amount of annual program
funding, and if the funds appropriated in a given year were insufficient to fully fund the
renewal formula, HUD would reduce each agency’s funding by the same percentage so
funds would still be allocated in accordance with agencies’ relative needs. SEVRA would
simply ensure that, for any given level of funding, more families would receive the

important benefits that vouchers have been shown to provide.

In addition to encouraging the restoration of the approximately 150,000 vouchers that were
lost in recent years, SEVRA would authorize the expansion of the voucher program by 20,000

“incremental” vouchers per year for five years. This would not directly raise federal costs

i1
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either, however, since the incremental vouchers would be created only if Congress included

the funds for such vouchers in future appropriations bills.

Simplifying Rules for Determining Tenants’ Rent Payments

Tenants in HUD’s housing assistance programs generally must pay 30 percent of their
income for rent, after certain deductions are applied. The House and Senate SEVRA bills
would streamline several aspects of the process for determining tenants’ incomes and
deductions.® As a result, the bills would reduce the burdens that rent determinations place on
housing agencies, property owners, and tenants. The changes would also reduce the

likelihood of errors in rent determinations and strengthen incentives for tenants to work.

Most significantly, SEVRA would:

+ Reduce the frequency of required income reviews. Currently, agencies must conduct
annual income reviews for «// tenants, including those who receive most or all of their
income from Social Security or SSI and consequently are unlikely to experience much
income variation from one year to the next. SEVRA would allow agencies to review the

incomes of tenants with

¢ The House SEVRA bill contains a provision, added as an amendment on the House floor, that would move in
the opposite direction by making the process for determining rent payments more complex. It would allow
agencies to establish alternative formulas for setting rents so long as no family pays more than it would pay
under the regular formula. The prohibition on raising rents above the level now permitted is important, since
alternative rent systems could otherwise be used that would raise rents substantially on vulnerable families.
However, alternative rent systems that only reduce rent levels would increase the total cost of housing subsidies,
creating a need for additional federal funding. In addition, to ensure that no tenant’s rent is increased, agencies
that establish alternative formulas would need to calculate each tenant’s rent payment twice - once under the
alternative formula and once under the regular formula. This would create administrative burdens for agencies,
confusion for tenants, and oversight difficulties for HUD. All parties would be better served by the approach
taken in the other SEVRA rent provisions, which maintain a single national formula that sets rents based on 30
percent of household income, while simplifying aspects of the current system that create unnecessary burdens.

12
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fixed incomes (including private pensions and certain other periodic payments, along
with Social Security and SSI) every three years.”

Currently, agencies also must make rent adjustments between annual reviews at the
request of any tenant whose income drops. The Senate SEVRA bill would require such
adjustments only in cases where a family’s annual income drops by $1,000 or more,
thereby reducing the number of such “interim recertifications” that an agency must make
while enabling tenants to obtain adjustments in cases where they would otherwise face
serious hardship. Interim rent adjustments would be required for increases in annual
unearned income exceeding $1,000 as well. (The House bill uses a $1,500 threshold for

such required interim rent changes.)*

Simplify deductions for the elderly and people with disabilities. Currently, housing
agencies and owners are required to deduct medical expenses and certain disability
assistance expenses that exceed 3 percent of a household’s income if the household head
(or his or her spouse) is elderly or has a disability. Agencies frequently state that this
deduction is difficult to administer, since they must collect and verify receipts for all

medical expenses. It also imposes significant burdens on elderly people and people with

7 Many fixed-income benefits, such as Social Security and SS1, increase annually due to cost-of-living adjustments.
To avoid a loss of revenue from this streamlined option, agencies would be required to assume that in the
intervening two years these tenants’ incomes rose by a rate of inflation specified by the HUD Secretary.

# Neither bill would require families actually to lose (or gain) the full threshold amount before they can receive a
rent adjustment. Instead, adjustments would be required for any income change “estimated to result in” an
annual change at or above the threshold. For example, under the $1,000 threshold in the Senate bill, a family
that experiences a loss of $83 in monthly income (which corresponds to a rent reduction of $25) that is expected
to continue would be eligible for a rent adjustment immediately. Under the House bill’s $1,500 threshold, a
monthly income loss of $125 (corresponding to a rent reduction of $38) would trigger a rent adjustment. In
addition, both bills would allow housing agencies and owners to set lower thresholds for rent adjustments due to
income reductions (and the Senate bill would allow lower thresholds for rent adjustments due to income
increases under some circumstances).

13
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disabilities, who must compile and submit receipts that may contain highly personal
information. Largely for these reasons, a significant number of households eligible for
the deduction do not receive it. By contrast, a second deduction targeted to the same
groups — a $400 annual standard deduction for each household headed by an elderly
person or a person with a disability — is quite simple to administer.

SEVRA would increase the threshold for medical and disability assistance deductions
from 3 percent of annual income to 10 percent. This would substantially reduce the
number of people eligible for the deduction — and therefore the number of itemized
deductions that would need to be verified — while still providing some relief for tenants
with extremely high medical or disability assistance bills. At the same time, SEVRA
would substantially increase the easy-to-administer standard deduction for the elderly and
people with disabilities (to $700 per household under the Senate bill and to $725 per
household under the House bill) and index it for inflation.

Replace complex work incentives with a simple, equitable earnings deduction. The
House bill would eliminate the deduction for child care expenses (which evidence suggests
is implemented inconsistently) and a complex provision that deducts some or all of the
earnings of certain voucher holders with disabilities and public housing residents who
have recently begun working. In their place, it would create a simple provision, under
which all working families (not just the limited groups covered by the current
deductions) would have 10 percent of their first $10,000 in earnings deducted. The Senate
bill would adopt a similar approach, except that it would retain a deduction for

particularly high child care expenses (those exceeding 5 percent of the family’s income)

14
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and would apply the 10 percent deduction only to a family’s first $9,000 in earnings.

. Base rents on a tenant’s actual income in the previous year. Currently, rents are based
on a tenant’s anticipated income in the period that the rent will cover, usually the coming
12 months. The Senate SEVRA bill would require agencies to base rents on a tenant’s
actual income in the previous year. This would give tenants an incentive to increase their
earnings, since such an increase would not affect their rent for a year. It also would
simplify administration, both by allowing agencies and owners to use tax forms and other
year-end documentation to verify income and by reducing the need for mid-year rent
adjustments for tenants whose earnings change during the year. (The House bill contains
a somewhat more complex — and potentially more error-prone — provision that requires
agencies to use prior-year earnings in calculating rents and allows agencies to decide
whether to use prior-year or anticipated unearned income.)

SEVRA’s Impact on Rent Payments Would Generally Be Modest

A Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimate released on September 5, 2007 indicates that

the House bill’s various rent determination provisions would reduce total tenant rent

payments by $205 million a year over five years. As a result, the bill can be expected on
average to lower rents for households currently receiving housing assistance. The bill would
not reduce the total rent revenues paid into the housing assistance programs, however. This is
because another provision of the bill would target more vouchers and other assistance to

households that have modestly higher incomes — and thus can afford higher rents.” Taken

° Currently, 75 percent of vouchers and 40 percent of project-based Section 8 and public housing units must be
allocated to households with incomes at or below 30 percent of the median income in the local area at the time
they enter the program. SEVRA would adjust these criteria to require that those vouchers and units be allocated
to households with incomes at or below 30 percent of local median income or the poverty line, whichever is

15
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together, the changes in SEVRA would increase the total amount of tenant rent payments by
$10 million a year, according to CBO. (CBO has not released an estimate of the Senate bill,
but its overall effects on tenant rent payments would likely be similar.)

Some individual tenants would face higher or lower monthly rents under SEVRA, but the
impact would generally be modest. For example, when the change in the medical deduction is
offset by the increase in the $400 standard deduction, an elderly person or person with a
disability with an annual income of $8,000 who currently receives a large deduction for
medical expenses would face a maximum monthly rent increase of $6.50 under the Senate bill
and $5.88 under the House bill. The maximum rent reduction for a person who has few or
no unreimbursed medical expenses (or has such expenses but does not currently receive the
deduction to which he or she is entitled) would be $7.50 a month under the Senate bill and
$8.13 under the House bill.

The House bill’s elimination of the child care deduction would lead to the largest rent
increases for individual households under either bill. For some households, the new earnings
disregard in the House bill would be worth less than the discontinued child care deduction.
For example, a family with $10,000 in earnings and no unearned income that receives a child
care deduction of $250 a month (approximately the average received by families that benefit
from the deduction) would see a rent increase of $50 2 month under the House bill. A family

that receives an above-average child care deduction would see higher rent increases.

higher, This change would address concerns, expressed by some housing agencies in areas with particularly low
median incomes, that the current targeting criteria prevent them from assisting working-poor families. At the
same time, it would maintain the emphasis on assistance for the poor.

16
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Under the Senate bill, in contrast, such a household would actually see a modest rent cut
regardless of how high its current child care deduction is. On the other hand, the Senate bill
would not simplify rent calculations or reduce burdens on housing agencies, owners, and
tenants to the same degree as the House bill, which would entirely eliminate the need for

tenants to demonstrate child care expenses in order to prove deductions.

Streamlining Housing Inspection Rules to Encourage Participation by Private Owners

The voucher program requires that vouchers be used only in houses or apartments that
meet federal quality standards. The SEVRA bills would allow agencies to make modest
changes in the inspection process used to ensure that units meet those standards. The changes
would ease burdens on agencies and encourage landlords to make apartments available to
voucher holders.

Most significantly, SEVRA would allow agencies to inspect apartments every two years
instead of annually.

In addition, to eliminate inspection-related delays, the bills would allow agencies to (1) rely
on recent inspections performed for other federal housing programs, and (2) make initial
subsidy payments to owners even if the unit does not pass the initial inspection, as long as the
failure resulted from non-life-threatening conditions. Defects would have to be corrected
within 30 days of initial occupancy for the payments to continue. These provisions would

encourage owners to participate in the voucher program by minimizing any financial loss due

17



54

to inspection delays. They also would enable homeless families to have a place to live more
quickly than under current rules.
Protecting Tenants of Owners in Financial Difficulty

Owners who rent to voucher holders sometimes fail to maintain the units in decent
condition or to pay utility bills for which they are responsible. Such situations occur from
time to time under any circumstances, but are reportedly more frequent during the current
housing market downturn, as many owners struggle to make their mortgage payments while
meeting other obligations.

Under current rules, if the owner does not make needed repairs or utility payments within
a reasonable time, an agency has no choice but to terminate the subsidy payment, requiring
the family to move. Such involuntary moves can disrupt children’s schooling, force families
to double up with others (or become homeless), and possibly lead to the loss of voucher
assistance if families are not able to find a suitable new unit to rent.

The SEVRA bills would encourage owners to bring their properties up to standards by
stopping subsidy payments for a few months — or until the repairs are made — while families
remain in their homes. In addition, the bills strengthen agencies’ options when an owner fails
to make needed repairs. The Senate bill would allow agencies to use the subsidy payments to
make or contract for repairs if the defects are life-threatening; the House bill would go further
and allow agencies to use the subsidy payments to repair any significant defect, whether or
not it is life-threatening,

In addition, the Senate SEVRA bill (but not the House bill) would give agencies new

authority to intervene when owners fail to make utility payments. Under current law,
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tenants in such cases would be forced to endure utility interruptions and to leave their homes
if the units became uninhabitable. Under the Senate bill, the agency would be permitted to
divert subsidy funds that would normally be paid to an owner and use them for payments to
utility companies that are needed to maintain service.

Facilitating Use of Project-Based Vouchers

The SEVRA bills would make it easier for housing agencies to enter into agreements with
owners for a share of an agency’s vouchers to be used at particular housing developments.
Through such “project-basing,” agencies can partner with social service agencies to provide
supportive housing to formerly homeless people or to support development of mixed-income
housing in low-poverty neighborhoods with strong educational or employment opportunities
but tight rental markets. The bills would, for example, eliminate certain unnecessary
procedural requirements and reconcile conflicting rules that have made it difficult to use
project-based vouchers in combination with the federal Low-Income Housing Tax Credit.

In addition, the Senate bill would provide housing agencies with greater flexibility to use
project-based vouchers to preserve housing previously subsidized through other federal
programs. Currently, when an owner leaves another federal housing program or a subsidy is
lost for another reason, families living in the building generally receive tenant-based vouchers;
these vouchers enable tenants to stay in the building as long as they wish (and continue to
need assistance), but once those tenants leave, the subsidies go with them. At the present
time, project-based vouchers generally are not used in these circumstances. The Senate bl
would change this, and by making it possible for agencies to use project-based vouchers in

these cases, would enable the agencies (together with willing owners or a new entity that

19



56

purchases the property) to ensure that all or a portion of the units in the building remain
affordable. This new option would be especially useful for buildings that are particularly
desirable to maintain as affordable housing, such as those located in neighborhoods that are
becoming higher income or have strong employment opportunities.

It is important to note that residents of units with project-based voucher assistance have the
right to move with voucher assistance after one year, using the next voucher that becomes
available when another family leaves the program or the agency receives additional funding.
(When this occurs, a voucher remains attached to the housing development, and the family
moving out of the development receives a separate voucher.) This “resident choice” feature
and other policies make the project-based voucher option, which SEVRA would effectively
expand, significantly different from earlier programs that provided project-based assistance.
Expanding Housing Choice

One of the chief benefits of a voucher is that a family can use it to rent modest housing
anywhere in the country where there is a voucher program. This mobility has important
benefits for many groups of low-income people. For example, it can enable a family to move
to a neighborhood with good schools and lower crime, a worker to relocate closer to a job or
to take a new job in another community, an elderly person or person with a disability to

move closer to family or a needed caregiver, or a domestic violence victim to flee an abuser.

In practice, however, many families face barriers to using a voucher to rent a unit in the
location of their choice. SEVRA contains a series of measures designed to address these

barriers and expand the choices available to voucher holders.
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. Easing barriers to “portability.” Under current law, a family has the right to use a
voucher to move from the jurisdiction of one housing agency to the jurisdiction of
another. Many voucher holders who could benefit from this “portability” option do not,
however, because current policies create disincentives for agencies to facilitate a family’s
relocation to another agency’s jurisdiction.

A major reason is that the agency that first issues a voucher to a family must continue to
cover the cost of the voucher after the family moves, unless the agency in the destination
community voluntarily “absorbs” the voucher. This arrangement is administratively
cumbersome and can carry added costs for the issuing agency if the community to which
the family moves has higher rents than the community the family left. For their part,
destination agencies are often reluctant to absorb portability vouchers because that would
divert scarce resources away from families on the agency’s own waiting list.

SEVRA would resolve this impasse by requiring destination agencies to absorb the
vouchers while allocating additional funding (initially from funds left unused by other
agencies) to those agencies to cover the resulting costs. This solution treats both agencies
equitably and ensures that the portability process is not unnecessarily cumbersome.'

- Supporting regional coordination of voucher programs. Many vouchers are
administered by local agencies with jurisdiction only over small segments of metropolitan
regions. These agencies often have little capacity to help families find housing in another

part of the region or provide other assistance with cross-jurisdictional moves. And they

 The Senate bill modifies the portability provisions in the House bill to clarify that the obligation to absorb
portability vouchers is contingent on the availability of the additional funding, and to authorize HUD to direct
agencies to revert to current billing procedures if sufficient funds are not available. In addition, the Senate bill
provides important safeguards for agencies that would be most affected by the transition to the new policy.
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have no ability to support project-based voucher developments in other jurisdictions.
Two provisions included in the Senate SEVRA bill (but not in the House bill) would
address these issues. First, the bill would give entities that provide voucher assistance on a
regional basis preferential treatment in the allocation of the new incremental vouchers the
bill would authorize. This preference would direct more resources toward existing
regional voucher programs and encourage agencies to consolidate or create other
mechanisms to administer vouchers on a regional basis."

Second, the Senate bill would allow agencies to transfer some vouchers to another agency
that administers vouchers in the same or a neighboring metropolitan area or county, for
use in project-based voucher developments. This would enable agencies to coordinate the
development of affordable housing on a regional level.

Linking caps on voucher payments more closely to the local market. Housing
agencies generally must set the maximum amount of rent a voucher can cover (the
“payment standard”) within 10 percent of the “Fair Market Rent” (FMR) that HUD has
established for the local area. FMRs are intended to reflect the cost of renting modest
housing in local areas. However, HUD generally sets a single FMR for an entire
metropolitan area — even for some very large metropolitan areas with millions of
residents and major variations in rental costs across local submarkets. In many

communities, therefore, FMRs (and thus payment standards) are far above or below the

' The Senate bill also provides a preference for agencies that use vouchers to preserve existing affordable
housing. Both preferences would apply to the selection of agencies to receive new voucher awards after HUD
makes preliminary allocations of available funds among states based on formula need factors, such as the number
of renters, poverty rates and rent burdens. (Under a longstanding statutory provision, HUD sets the need
factors by regulation.) The House bill does not state a preference for how the incremental vouchers it authorizes

would be allocated.
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cost of a typical modest rental unit.
When payment standards in a portion of a metropolitan area are too low, many families
can only use their vouchers in neighborhoods where rents are below average for the area.
Such neighborhoods are more likely to have higher poverty rates and weak schools.
The SEVRA bills require HUD to set FMRs using smaller geographic areas with more
uniform rental costs. This change — which would make use of newly available data from
the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey that allow rent estimates for small
areas to be updated more frequently — would result in voucher payments more closely
calibrated to local rental costs. That, in turn, would increase access to housing in lower-
poverty neighborhoods with greater employment and educational opportunities. The
bills also include other changes to encourage agencies to set payment standards at levels
that balance the competing goals of containing per-voucher costs, ensuring affordable
rents, and providing voucher holders with access to a range of neighborhoods.”
Promoting Homeownership
Two SEVRA provisions would allow housing agencies to use vouchers to support
homeownership in new ways. Most significantly, the bills would allow vouchers to be used
to cover loan payments, insurance payments, and other periodic costs of buying a
manufactured home (subject to the same limits on maximum subsidy levels that are applied to

other vouchers), in addition to the cost of renting a space for a manufactured home.

2 In the voucher program, families pay 30 percent of their income plus any difference between the maximum
voucher subsidy and their actual rent and utility costs. According to a CBO analysis of HUD data, nearly half of
the families in the program pay more than 30 percent of income for housing costs (the federal affordability
standard), and about a fifth pay more than 40 percent of income. House Report 110-216, Section 8 Voucher
Reform Act of 2007, June 28, 2007, p. 51.
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Currently, vouchers can be used to cover the full range of periodic homeownership costs
for the purchase of a traditional home or a manufactured home set on land owned by the
family. But if a family rents the space for a manufactured home, which is common, the
voucher subsidy is limited to the space rental costs and excludes the costs of purchasing the
home. SEVRA would allow vouchers to be used effectively in this segment of the housing
market that in some areas is the most readily available source of affordable housing — and that
for many low-income families offers the most realistic avenue to homeownership.

In addition, the bills would allow a family (with approval from its housing agency) to use its
voucher to pay as much as $10,000 in a single lump sum toward a downpayment, rather than
continuing to receive ongoing voucher assistance. Although the use of this option likely
would be quite limited, it could enable some families to purchase homes in cases where the
primary barrier to purchase is the lack of funds for a downpayment.”

Strengthening the Family Self-Sufficiency Program

The Family Self-Sufficiency (FSS) program encourages work and savings among voucher
holders and public housing residents through employment counseling and financial incentives.
A key component of this program is funding for agency staff to counsel participants and
coordinate employment services with social services agencies and other service providers.

Unfortunately, HUD has changed the criteria for allocating this funding repeatedly in

recent years, with the result that many agencies have experienced abrupt funding cutoffs and

¥ In all but the most expensive areas of the country, $10,000 would exceed the annual cost of a voucher subsidy.
(In 2007, the average voucher subsidy was about $6,700,) If a housing agency elected this option and chose to
pay more than the annual subsidy for which the family would be eligible, it would need to reduce somewhat the
number of families served in the current year or draw on reserve funds to obtain the funds needed for the higher
downpayment subsidy.
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enrollment in the FSS program has declined." To reverse this decline and encourage agencies
to provide FSS services and asset-building opportunities to more families, the SEVRA bills

provide a stable, dedicated source of funding for FSS program staff.

Conclusion

"The Senate SEVRA bill, like the House bill it closely resembles, would build on the
voucher program’s many strengths through a series of measured, targeted improvements.
Moreover, because several of the bill’s provisions extend beyond the voucher program, it
would improve the public housing and project-based Section 8 programs as well.

If an expansion of the Moving-to-Work demonstration is included in the final bill, it will be
important that the expansion be on a more manageable scale than under the House bill and
that the evaluation requirements be strengthened. If this is done, and the balanced, carefully
crafted nature of the bill’s other policy changes is maintained, SEVRA would provide
significant benefits to the more than 4 million families served by the nation’s major low-
income housing assistance programs. The Senate should act quickly on S. 2684 to achieve

these benefits during the current Congress,

' See American Association of Service Coordinators et al,, “Recommendations for Strengthening HUD's
Family Self-Sufficiency Program,” April 26, 2006, http://www fsspartnerships.org/includes/]oint%20F$S$%20
Recommendations.pdf. It is likely that changes in the voucher renewal funding policy, which created a financial
disincentive to enroll families in FSS, also contributed to the decline in FSS participation.
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Chairman Schumer, Ranking Member Crapo and other Members of the Subcommittee, thank
you for inviting me to testify before you today on proposals to reform the housing voucher

program.

1 am George Moses, and I am Chair of the Board of Directors of the National Low Income
Housing Coalition (NLIHC), which I am representing today. I am also on the Board of Directors

of the Housing Alliance of Pennsylvania.

1 lived in project-based Section 8 properties between 1990 and 2006, 1 was elected Chair of the
National Low Income Housing Coalition in 2006 and am the first tenant representative to serve

in this role.

The National Low Income Housing Coalition’s members include non-profit housing providers,
homeless service providers, fair housing organizations, state and local housing coalitions, public
housing agencies, private developers and property owners, housing researchers, local and state
government agencies, faith-based organizations, residents of public and assisted housing and
their organizations, and concerned citizens. The National Low Income Housing Coalition

(NLIHC) does not represent any sector of the housing industry. Rather, NLIHC works only on
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behalf of and with low income people who need safe, decent, and affordable housing, especially

those with the most serious housing problems. NLIHC is entirely funded with private donations.

The National Low Income Housing Coalition strongly supports the housing choice voucher
program, and we are pleased that the Subcommittee is having a hearing on this critical program.
The voucher program is HUD’s most deeply targeted rental assistance program. Unlike too many
other federal housing programs, the resources of the voucher program are targeted to those who
need it most -- extremely low income households (those with incomes below 30% of area
median) (ELI). Fully 75% of a public housing agency’s (PHA) vouchers must serve these

extremely low income households.

The voucher program’s income targeting also matches well with the affordability needs. The
vast percentage of households with affordability problems has extremely low incomes (ELI,
incomes below 30% of area median). In Pennsylvania, 74% of renters paying more than 50% of
their incomes on rent are ELI households. In Pittsburgh, 82% of households paying more than

half of their incomes on rent have incomes below $18,000 a year, 30% of area median income.

In 2005, the National Low Income Housing Coalition held a voucher summit in direct response
to the Bush Administration’s undermining of the voucher program, which began in earnest in
April 2004 when HUD changed the formula for distributing voucher renewal funds to voucher
administrators. Even though Congress fully funded the voucher program for FY04, the
administration found a way to distribute the funds in such a way that many public housing

agencies and other voucher administrators were left without sufficient funding to either maintain
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voucher payment standards at their current levels or reissue used vouchers to the next households
on their waiting lists. By 2007, the nation’s voucher program had shrunk by 150,000 households

while housing needs increased dramatically.

The voucher summit was attended by sixty-six voucher stakeholders, including voucher holders
and representatives from advocacy groups, public housing agencies and their trade groups,
affordable housing developers, housing finance agencies, HUD, the Office of Management and
Budget, financial institutions and congressional policy and appropriations staff from houses and
both sides of the aisle. Each organization at this witness table had a representative at the voucher

summit.

NLIHC is extremely pleased that 8. 2684, the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008, includes
many of the provisions recommended by the 2005 voucher summit. The policy recommendations
produced by the voucher summit on income targeting, funding, inspections, portability, rent

simplification, project-basing vouchers and enhanced vouchers are all reflected in S. 2684.

The National Low Income Housing Coalition believes that S. 2684 will restore credibility and

reliability in the voucher program so that Congress can expand the number of new, incremental
vouchers in circulation. For the first time since FY02, Congress appropriated resources for new
vouchers in FY08. NLIHC supports these new vouchers and looks forward to working with the

Senate to expand this commitment.

Voucher Funding
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The first reason to enact voucher reform legislation is to fix how voucher renewal funding is
distributed. In the HUD FYO07 and 08 appropriations bills, such fixes were adopted only for those
fiscal years, leaving voucher administrators to wonder what would happen in future fiscal years.
Voucher holders, housing agencies, and landlords deserve the stability that comes from the
adoption of a new permanent funding formula through the authorization process. NLIHC
supports the bill’s reliance on actual voucher leasing and cost data in the last calendar year, with

appropriate adjustments, to determine each agency’s share of annual appropriations,

Rents

NLIHC supports the rent simplifications in the bill. The rent simplification provisions reduce the
PHA’s administrative burdens while maintaining the affordability of voucher assisted housing,
The provisions in the bill will help ensure that residents pay no more and no less for rent than
they are required. We are also pleased that the bill does not include provisions similar to those in

the House voucher reform bill allowing voucher agencies to establish alternative rent structures.

We appreciate the reporting of rent burdens above 30% and 40% of income to Congress and,
especially, that housing agencies must act to increase their payment standards if high rent
burdens are found. NLIHC also supports the bill’s changes to how fair market rents (FMRs) are
set, requiring HUD to establish FMRs for each county in the country. We think that this change
will allow FMRs to reflect more accurately actual rents in local markets, thus, keeping the
program viable in every market. Affordability, ensuring that voucher holders pay no more than
30% of their adjusted income for rent, is one of the cornerstones of the voucher program. The

rent burden and FMR requirements will keep the voucher program affordable.
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Portability

Mobility is another cornerstone of the voucher program. Vouchers should not lock families into
certain neighborhoods or communities. The current system for porting vouchers from one
administering agency’s geographic area to another’s is broken and in need of urgent repair for
the sake of both the tenants and the administering agencies. With some safeguards for lack of
funding, S. 2684 would require receiving agencies to absorb incoming vouchers. The phasing in
of this requirement is prudent and will hopefully result in a reliable, long-term portability

mechanism.

Enhanced Vouchers

NLIHC supports statutory language to ensure that families eligible for enhanced vouchers can
remain in the development that is their home, even if their units are over-sized. The Senate bill’s
prohibition on rescreening of families eligible for enhanced vouchers will protect families from

losing their homes.

Other Screening of Residents

NLIHC greatly appreciates the bill’s attention to the scope of voucher eligibility screenings and
the due process rights of current and prospective voucher holders. In addition to the very good
provisions limiting applicant screenings to criteria directly related to an applicant’s ability to
fulfill the obligations of an assisted lease, NLIHC also supports S. 2684s provision to prohibit

additional screening of public housing residents who must relocate due to demolition or
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disposition. The demolition and disposition of public housing are increasing rapidly and

residents must be protected as much as possible.

Project-Basing Vouchers

The bill includes many provisions to update and expand the project-basing of housing vouchers.
There is a desperate need for housing affordable to voucher-eligible families. NLIHC is certain
that the bill’s changes will help to close the 2.8 million unit gap in the number of extremely low
income households in the United States (9 million) and the number of existing units affordable to
them (6.2 million). (National Low Income Housing Coalition, Housing at the Half: A Mid-
Decade Progress Report from the 2005 American Community Survey, February 2008,

http://www.nlihe.org/doc/Mid-DecadeReport_2-19-08.pdf)

The bill’s authorization of “preservation project-based vouchers” where a project owner can
request preservation vouchers, instead of tenants receiving enhanced vouchers, could be

extremely helpful in maintaining the long-term affordability of these projects.

Performance Standards
NLIHC supports the inclusion of a requirement that HUD establish performance standards for
the administration of the voucher program, and in particular, NLIHC commends the inclusion in

S. 2684 of the requirement that compliance with income targeting be part of such standards.

New Vouchers
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The Senate’s voucher reform bill authorizes 20,000 new vouchers a year for the next five years.
Every family that ultimately receives one of these vouchers will have access to safe, decent and
affordable housing. But, these additional vouchers are simply not enough. This is a bold bill that
makes major improvements to most every aspect of the voucher program. NLIHC strongly
believes that these improvements should allow for a much larger expansion of the voucher
program. NLIHC supports 100,000 new vouchers a year for the next five years. At such a level,

new vouchers could have a significant impact on the nation’s housing crisis.

Moving to Work

As we have communicated to Senator Dodd, we are pleased that S. 2684 does not include
provisions to extend or expand HUD’s Moving to Work (MTW) demonstration program. NLIHC
is very concerned about any extension of current MTW demonstration agreements or any
expansion of the MTW program and we urge the Committee not to include MTW extensions and

expansion in the bill it marks up.

This is a demonstration program, begun in 1996, that has never been evaluated, nor can it be
evaluated. The HUD Inspector General found, in 2005, that HUD did not design the MTW
program to collect any data. Instead, HUD relied on its existing systems to collect data. But, the
report says, “the existing system could not accept tenant information and was not adapted in time
to support the interim evaluation and, as a result, HUD was not able to collect tenant information
needed to measure interim program impact on costs, family self-sufficiency, and housing choices

as planned.”
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The report found that, “HUD’s evaluation could not cite (1) statistics showing MTW
demonstration activities could be considered models for reducing costs and achieving greater
cost-effectiveness, promoting resident employment and self-sufficiency, and increasing choice
for low income households, and (2) comparative analyses intended to show the impact of
program activities and importance of individual policy changes... We recommend the Office of
Public Housing Investments develop a means to collect performance information needed to
evaluate Public Housing/Section 8 Moving to Work Demonstration housing authority
accomplishments and determine whether any replicable models exist.” (Design and
Implementation of Public Housing / Section 8 MTW Demonstration Program

http://www.hud.gov/offices/oig/reporis/internal/ig500001.pdf ) Given the lack of proof that the

program is accomplishing any of its goals, expansion of the program seems ill-considered.

Several other HUD Inspector General reports have also been extremely critical of MTW
implementation by specific public housing agencies:
¢ The Housing Authority of the City of Baltimore was found to have received MTW status
even though it applied 31 months after the deadline with an incomplete application that
lacked the required public comment period and public hearing. Further, in granting the
application, HUD disregarded Baltimore’s status as a troubled agency from 2001 to 2003
and, under SEMAP, in 2004. (The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Improperly Admitted the Housing Authority of Baltimore City, Baltimore, MD, into the

Moving to Work Demonstration Program,

www.hud. gov/offices/oig/reports/internal/ig630002.pdf )
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The Housing Authority of the City of Pittsburgh, my home town, was found to have
stockpiled more than $81.4 million of HUD funding during the first four years of its
MTW status, all completely legally under MTW rules. Meanwhile, the Pittsburgh
housing agency did nothing to modernize its 6700 public housing units and it failed to
serve 3,000 families waiting for vouchers. According to the HUD Inspector General,
“The relaxation of requirements under Moving to Work allowed the Authority to plan
and execute a minimal modernization plan without penalty.” Pittsburg Real Estate
Assessment Center (REAC) scores were extremely low: in 2003, 16 of 44 developments
(36%) had physical inspection scores below 70 (out of 100). (Housing Authority of the
City of Pittsburgh, PA, Did Not Effectively Implement Its Moving to Work Demonstration

Program http://www.hud.gov/offices/oig/reports/files/ig531008.pdf)

In Philadelphia, the housing authority’s participation in MTW was criticized because
HUD accepted this agency into the MTW program without carefully evaluating the
agency’s past poor performance in utilizing housing vouchers. A previous HUD Inspector
General report on the Philadelphia Housing Authority found very low voucher utilization
rates there: in 1999 the agency had a 87.2% utilization rate and it declined from there
with a 84.6% rate in 2000; a 77.8% rate in 2001 and a 76.8% rate in 2002. The PHA
submitted its application for MTW in 2000 and it was approved in 2002. Despite PHA’s
poor performance, no restrictions were placed on it in the MTW agreement. (HUD'’s
Oversight of the Philadelphia Housing Authority’s MTW Program

http:/fwww.hud.gov/offices/oig/reports/internal/ig430003.pdf)
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In March 2007, fourteen national organizations (Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities
Housing Task Force, Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights, Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights, National AIDS Housing Coalition, National Association for the Advancement of Colored
People (NAACP), National Coalition for the Homeless, National Council on Independent Living,
National Fair Housing Alliance, National Housing Law Project, National Law Center on
Homelessness & Poverty, National Low Income Housing Coalition, National Urban League,
Poverty & Race Research Action Council and the Technical Assistance Collaborative) wrote to
Senator Dodd, saying, “We see expanding MTW to other PHAs as an off-target response to the
real problem of federal disinvestment in public housing.” The letter described MTW as a block
grant that gives housing agencies broad flexibilities to separate income from rents, leaving open
the likelihood that rents could be raised far above what residents with extremely low incomes

can afford (a copy of the letter is attached to this testimony).

NLIHC’s position, as outlined in this letter and supported by at least the national groups listed
above, is that MTW should not be expanded to include other housing agencies and that current
MTW agreements should not be extended unless the following conditions are met:

» There must be full enforceability of residents’ rights as provided by the U.S. Housing Act

and HUD regulations.

e There must be no waiver of full portability rights for all households.

e There must be no waiver of any fair housing related requirements.

» There must be in place at the onset new, common data compilation and evaluation

mechanisms, so that each program is subjected to the type of evaluation promised.
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e Additional protections are provided for current and potential residents, including
protections from unaffordable rents. Any determination of high rent burdens for MTW
households would have to be followed by changes in rent policies to keep rents
affordable for each household.

s No residents should be subjected to self-sufficiency provisions tied to leases and work or
other threshold screening requirements tied to housing eligibility.

s Current income targeting should be maintained with no exceptions.

¢ Residents must also have a seat on the PHA board, be able to establish a resident
advisory board and retain grievance and termination procedures.

* The PHA must continue to assist substantially the same number of families under the
program as assisted in the year prior to MTW selection and continue to assist a
comparable mix of families by family size.

o Those MTW PHAs that have been the subjects of HUD Inspector General MTW audits
must prove their compliance with the program rules before their MTW status can be
extended.

o [fitis determined during the process of evaluation that a MTW PHA is imposing policies
that are harmful to low income tenants or are otherwise found to be mismanaging their
portfolios, its MTW status should be terminated.

¢ An independent accreditation agency, separate from HUD, should be created and charged

with determining whether MTW programs have met their goals.

Current residents, as well as extremely poor people in need of affordable housing, must be

protected from MTW’s worst outcomes, including shifting scarce resources to higher income
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groups, implementing unaffordable rents and requiring draconian time limits and work

requirements, all of which have occurred at current MTW sites:

The San Antonio, TX housing authority used its MTW authority to adopt a policy of no
admissions for zero income households.

The Keene, New Hampshire housing authority used its MTW authority to implement
changes in rent policies, which applied to all public housing residents and new voucher
holders. (Elderly and disabled residents could chose to stay with the income-based rent
policy.) Keene’s 2005 MTW report shows that the number of households paying more
than 30% of their incomes toward rent increased from 26% in 1999 to 41% in 2005.
Keene’s stepped rent policies have the effect of turning subsidized, affordable rents into
unaffordable rents that approach market rates.

The Housing Authority of Tulare County (HATC), in Visalia, CA, used its MTW
authority to institute five year time limits. As of 2006, several hundred families had time-

limited out of the HATC. These were likely HATC’'s most vulnerable families.

Under MTW, some housing agencies may have undertaken creative new approaches that hold

promise. However, others have used MTW to suspend income targeting requirements that assure

that those with the most serious housing needs are served and increase tenant rents beyond the

point of affordability. In any event, without adequate review we simply do not know if any of

these actions have achieved any of the three MTW objectives of reducing program costs,

promoting tenant self-sufficiency, and increasing tenants’ housing choices. Further the broad

12
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waivers applicable to this program make it difficult for HUD to administer the program in any

systematic way.

Enact SEVRA and the National Housing Trust Fund

Again, we believe that S. 2684 is an extremely important bill, and we urge its swift enactment.

We would also like to urge you to take up the National Affordable Housing Trust Fund of 2008,
S. 2523, with all deliberate speed. This legislation would create an off-budget housing trust fund
to produce and preserve housing for our nation’s lowest income people. The bill was introduced
in December, and we hope that it can move forward quickly. We urge all Senators to join their
Subcommittee colleagues Senators Schumer, Reed and Menendez in cosponsoring this

legislation.

Thank you for considering my remarks.

13
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LEASED HOUSING

ASSOCIATION NATIONAL AFFORDABLE HOUSING MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATIO

Testimony of Jack Murray, SHCM, CPM, NAHP-e
April 16, 2008
Subcommittee on Housing, Transportation and Community Development
“Enhancing Affordable Housing Opportunities: Reforming the Housing

Voucher Program”

Chairman Schumer, Ranking Member Crapo and distinguished members of the Subcommittee,
my name is Jack Murray. I am here today on behalf of two trade associations — the National
Affordable Housing Management Association (NAHMA) and the National Leased Housing

Association (NLHA).

The National Affordable Housing Management Association (NAHMA) is a trade association
which represents multifamily property managers and owners whose mission is to provide quality
affordable rental housing. Likewise, NAHMA is the voice in Washington for 20 regional
affordable housing management associations nationwide. NAHMA members manage and
provide quality affordable housing to more than two million Americans with very low and

moderate incomes.

1900 L STREET, NW, #300 w WASHINGTON, DC 20034 w 202.785.8888 t m 202.785.2008 f m hudnlha.com
400 N. Columbus Street, Suite 203 - Alexandria, VA 22314 - 703-683-8630 1 - 703-683-8634 f ~ www.nahma.org
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The National Leased Housing Association has represented the interests of owners, developers,
lenders, managers and housing agencies involved in providing federally assisted rental housing
for more than 30 years. NLHA’s more than 500 member organizations are primarily involved in
the Section 8 housing programs — both project-based and tenant-based — and provide or

administer housing for over three million households.

We commend you, Chairman Schumer and Ranking Member Crapo for your leadership and we
thank the members of the subcommittee for your valuable work addressing the nation’s need for
affordable rental housing. We are pleased and honored to present our views on the Section §

Voucher Reform Act (SEVRA).

The Section 8 program has long served as America’s primary rental subsidy program and we
believe it has been largely successful in achieving the goal of assuring decent, safe and
affordable housing for low income families and the elderly. We do not believe that the Housing
Choice Voucher program is in need of a major overhaul, but are convinced that it can be
improved upon with the changes outlined in the SEVRA legislation. The bill has the broad
support of other national housing organization as outlined in the attached letter to the Members
of the Committee. These groups include the National Multi Housing Council, the National
Association of Realtors, the National Association of Homebuilders, and the National Apartment
Association among others. We have submitted for the record this February 15, 2008 industry

letter.

Our testimony will focus on three issues of particular interest to NAHMA and NLHA.

1900 L STREET, NW, #300 w WASHINGTON, DC 20036 » 202.785.8888 | » 202.785.2008 f m hudniha.com
400 N. Columbus Shreet, Suite 203 - Alexandria, VA 22314 ~ 703-683-8630 t ~ 703-683-8434 { -~ www.nohma.org
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Inspections

The success of the voucher program is dependent on the willingness of owners/landlords to
accept voucher tenants. Our organizations have worked over the years to convince the
professional apartment owners to participate in the voucher program and many have, but there
are a number of program requirements that give landlords pause, particularly with regard to the

inspection standards.

Renting to a voucher holder should not cost a landlord more than it does to rent to an
unsubsidized tenant, but often it does due to duplicative inspection standards. Before a Section 8
voucher holder can rent a specific apartment, the administering agency must first inspect the unit
to confirm that it complies with HUD-prescribed Housing Quality Standards (HQS). Such unit-
by-unit inspections cause intolerable leasing delays and do not necessarily satisfy HUD’s
objective of protecting residents since many of these properties are already inspected under other

Federal programs.

Delays in lease-ups caused by these initial inspections and related processing delays cause
apartments to remain vacant. The apartment industry relies on seamless turnover to meet its
overhead costs and the financial implications of such delays are enough to deter many owners

from participating in the program.

NAHMA and NLHA strongly support SEVRA’s provisions that address current redundancy in
federal inspection requirements by permitting housing agencies to approve lease-ups of

apartments that have been recently inspected under FHA, HOME or the Low Income Housing

1900 L STREET, NW, #300 = WASHINGTON, DC 20034 = 202.785.8888 t = 202.785.2008 f » hudntha.com
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Tax Credit (LIHTC) program. The residents are provided much needed housing sooner and the
owners are not losing income due to delayed move-ins. Under the bill, housing agencies will
continue to inspect the units, but will do so within 30 days after the tenant moves in. Further,
SEVRA recognizes that minor repairs can be made after the tenant moves in, a provision

supported by our organizations.

SEVRA also permits housing agencies the discretion to inspect apartments occupied by ongoing
voucher residents every other year instead of annually. We support that provision for
professional landlords, but recommend that small apartment properties (less than 20 units) that

are generally not professionally managed, be inspected every year.

Limited English Proficiency

NAHMA and NLHA are especially pleased that SEVRA incorporates Senator Menendez’
legislation, S. 2018, which allows HUD to better serve persons with limited English proficiency

by providing technical assistance to recipients of Federal funds.

HUD’s limited English proficiency guidance became effective on March 7, 2007. The guidance
states that recipients of HUD funding, including affordable rental housing providers, have an
obligation to provide translated documents and oral interpretation services to persons who have
difficulty communicating and reading in the English language. Unfortunately, HUD provided no
additional funding for affordable housing providers to offset the costs of providing language
services. Another major concern with the guidance was HUD’s failure to identify a specific list

of documents housing providers would be expected to translate.

1900 L STREET, NW, #300 m WASHINGTON, DC 20034 = 202.785.8888 t a 202.785.2008 { » hudniha.com
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Last summer, a coalition of multifamily housing representatives and civil rights advocates
proposed the LEP language which is included in SEVRA. Our compromise addresses the cost
and vagueness concerns raised by housing providers, and it will provide greater assistance to our
residents and applicants with limited English proficiency. NAHMA and NLHA are particularly
interested in the provisions which:

% Create a task force of industry and civil rights stakeholders to identify vital documents (to

include both official HUD forms and unofficial property documents);
» Require HUD to translate the vital documents within six months; and

» Create a HUD-administered 1-800 hotline to assist with oral interpretation needs.

SEVRA’s LEP language is strongly supported by NAHMA and NLHA, It addresses many of the
concerns raised by the affordable housing industry. It also provides greater consistency in the
level of service for individuals with LEP. Finally, this language provides an excellent framework

to guide HUD in the use of its $380,000 appropriation for LEP translations.

Project-based Vouchers

As our members are actively involved in the operation and development of affordable rental
housing, we are particularly pleased that SEVRA would provide flexibility and consistency with
regard to the use of vouchers with the Low Income Housing Tax Credit program (LIHTC). The
LIHTC program is one of the few Federal programs that can be used to preserve existing

affordable housing and construct new affordable housing. Project-based vouchers are an

1900 L STREET, NW, #300 = WASHINGTON, DC 20036 = 202.785.3888 t m 202.785.2008 f m hudniha.com
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important tool in expanding the supply of housing, particularly when used with the tax credit
program. SEVRA specifically aids such housing by:
> Increasing the percent of voucher funds that PHAs can use for project-based properties
from 20 percent to 25 percent (this will make is easier for smaller PHAs to use this
program);
3 Amends the maximum initial contract term for project-based vouchers from 10 years to
15 years to conform with the tax credit compliance period;
» At the request of a property owner, allow a PHA to provide existing residents with
project-based vouchers in lieu of enhanced vouchers when the owner opts out of the
subsidy program or prepays a federally subsidized mortgage. This option will protect the

residents while ensuring that the actual units are preserved as affordable.

Conclusion

Housing affordability is sorely lacking in America. According to Harvard University, 35 million
households spend 30 percent or more of their annual income on housing. The sub-prime

mortgage problem is likely exacerbating that situation.

Over 2 million families are assisted with vouchers, but unfortunately for every successful
voucher applicant there are many others who will continue to live in substandard housing and/or
pay an inordinate amount of their income for rent. SEVRA is an important bill because it
recognizes the necessity of the Section 8 voucher program in meeting the needs of low income

renters.
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We appreciate the opportunity to express our views and encourage the Committee to move

quickly to approve SEVRA.
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ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

NYSPHADA

March 31, 2008

The Honorable Chares Schumer

Chairy Senate Subcommitiee on Housing, Transportation and
Community Development

534 Scnate Dirksen Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Schumer:

T write respectfully to express the views of the New York State Public Housing Authority
Direotors Association (NYSPHADA.) NYSPHADA represents 56 small, medivm and
large public housing authorities, comprised of over 185,000 public housing units and over
100,000 Section 8 units across New York State.

On behalf of NYSPHADA, thank you for your strong and steadfast commitment to public
and assisted housing in New York State and throughout the country. Such commitmerit is
most recently exemplificd by your introduction of Section Eight Voucher Reform
legisiation.

NYSPHADA is fully supportive of the fundamental principles of the legislation. Rent
reform, funding flexibility and reduction of regulatory burdens are absolutely essential
changes needed for public bousing authorities to continue to provide housing to the same
number of families, or perhaps a greater number, with today’s reduced federal resources. A
fair and consistent funding policy for the Section 8 housing choice voucher program is long
overdue, and absolutely necessary in order for public housing authorities to most efficiently

A very desirable addition to the bill would be the expansion of the Department of Housing,
and Urban Developmenit’s Moving to Work Demonstration program. This would provide
the funding fgxibility and leveraging capabilities needed to ensure that every Federal
doliar is maximized fally. Safeguards could be provided to ensure that current resident’
i targeting requi rermain in place.
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While we realize that the Housing Subcommittee has a very full agenda, we strongly
urge you to make deliberation upon and passage of public and assisted housing
reform a priority. We look forward to the opportunity for continued and more
detailed input in future discussions.

In closing; 1 would like to convey a special thank you to your aides, Mr. David
Stoopler and Mr. Daniel Schoeiderman, for their high degree of professionalism and
accessibility. Thank you for your consideration of our views, as we continue to work
together to achieve our mutual goal of the provision of quality affordable housing
for every New Yorker.

Sincerelyfyours,

Legislative Chairperson.

President: Lawrence M. Vetter, Hornell Housing Authority
87 K. Washington Street Horuell, New York 14843
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AMBRIDGE HOUSING AUTHORITY
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Februory 12, 2008

The Honorable Christopher J. Dodd

Chaimhan, Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
United States Senate

448 Russell Building

Washington D.C., 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

| am wiiting on behalf of the Cambridge. Housing Authority to offer our
support for the Section Eght Voucher Reform Act of 2007 {SEVRA). The
Section 8 funding formula and programmatic reforms included in the bill are
long overdue and will go a long way fowards stabilizing this program, which
serves nearly two thousand low-income households here in Cambridge.

SEVRA miarks the first time In over a decade that the Congress has made
a serious effort {o-simplify the unnecessarily complicoted formulae used in
rent calcuiation or the burdensome, and in cases where mulfiple
agencies are inspecting the saome units, duplicative inspection process.

Additionally, with ifs relaxed eamed income reporting requirements,
SEVRA finds a non-punitive way to encourage work, and increase
participants' opportunifies to increase eamings and begin saving.

As a result of SEVRA's reforms, the voucher program will run more
efficlently, participants will be rewarded for work, and there will be less
unnecessary paperwork for all parfies involved — housing authorities,
fenants, and propetty owners.

While CHA is fully supporiive of SEVRA, | am obliged {o convey the
importance of including the Housing innovations Program provisions from

15 Equal Housing Oppartunity
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the House version of the bill in the Senate’s version. CHA was one of the
first Housing Authorities in the nation to parlicipate in the Moving to Work
Demonstration, and the flexibility MTW provides has been critical o our
success in Cambridge.

MTW has allowed CHA to make groundbreaking policy and administrafive
reforms in both the voucher and public housing programs (many of which
are similar to those found in SEVRA]. MIW 'has also provided CHA
significant protection from the vagaries of insufficient funding and our
City's expetisive rental markst. '

Over the past decade, MTW agencies have pursued development and
policy reforms, which | sirongly believe are providing a blueprint for the
future of public housing in the United Slates. The {ime is right for the
Congress to expand this successful program in o meaningful way,
including a thorough evaluation component, so that the Congress can
take the best ideas coming out of the HIP agencies.and apply them to
the entire nation.

Thank you very much for your hard werk on draffing a great piece of
legislation. If enacted, SEVRA will go a lohg way towards sirengthening
and sireamlining the voucher program so that it may confinue to be an
essential resource for millions of low income families, elders, and
individuals with disabilities for many years o come.

Sincerely,

Executive Director
Cambridge Housing Authotity

CC: Senator J. Keiry
Senator E. Kennedy
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Connecticut
Housing
Coalition

February 13, 2008

The Honorable US Senator Christopher J. Dodd

Chairman, US Senate Comimittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
534 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Dodd;

On behalf of our 250 member organizations, the Comnecticut Housing Coalition wishes to go on
record as 4 strong supporter of the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA). We have
been guided in our decision by the Jeadership of our Connecticut Section 8 Advocacy Working
Group, a diverse group of Section 8 residents, administrators, advocates, and social service
providers, who ¢ame together during the spring of 2007 to work for the preservation and
improvement of the Section 8 program.

The Section 8 program is the largest and most effective affordable housing program available to
Conpecticut’s low income residents. Its preservation is critically important as our hosing market
is one of the highest priced in the country. Thousands of men, women, and children in our state
would not have a roof over their heads without assistance from the program,

We strongly support the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008 because it maintains the
program’s core mission while offering innovative change in important areas of concern to both
voucher holders and -administrators.

1. SEVRA would establish a voucher finding policy designed to encourage full use of voucher
authorizations without fear of penalty, This would eliminate the “boom and bust” funding
cycle dynamics of the-recent past that have pressured administrators to underlease their
supply of vouchers. Connecticut’s Section 8 programs would greatly benefit from this change
in policy.

2. SEVRA would allow for the awarding of additional vouchers to preserve the affordability of
non-federal public housing. This is particularly important in Conneeticut because we have a
large supply of state public housing, In addition, SEVRA would include the preservation of
state public housing as an acceptable preférence for the-award of incremental vouchers.

30 Jordan Lane, Wethersfield, CT 06109 « phone: 880.563.2043 « fax: 860.528.5176 » info@ct-housing.org » www.ct-h
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. SEVRA would address the burgeoning rent burden issue in Connecticut — one of the most

pressing concerns of voucher holders in our state. Several Connecticut administrators
(members of our Section 8 Advocacy Working Group) report that as many as 30% of the.
voucher holders in their programs pay over 40% of their income for rent.

. SEVRA would increase the rights of voucher holders in situations where the landlord is not

maintaining a unit in accordance with building code and/or Section 8 program regulations or
fails to make utility payments. This is an important change that has been sought by voucher
holders and administrators alike because, in the words of one of Comnecticuf’s most respected
program administrators, “Our landlords are our biggest problems.”

. SEVRA would establich a rent simplification process and make important changes to rent

calculation considerations for voucher holders, including a sizable increase in the standard
deduction for elderly and disabled households, the establishment of a $1000 threshold for the
triggering of a downward rent adjustment, and the inclusion of child care payments as
acceptable income deductions. Both voucher holders and administretors in Connecticut
welcome the changes.

SEVRA would offer improved protection for tepants with enhanced vouchers who are facing
housing conversion actions, including owner opt-outs and prepayments. We are seeing morc
and more applications for these actions in Conpecticut.

Thank you for your leadership. in developing and moving this important legislation forward. Our
Connecticut Section 8 Advocacy Working Group, our Board, and our entire membership looks
forward to working with you and your staff for the successful passage of the Section 8 Voucher
Reform Act of 2008.

Sincerely,

J

Dae k¢

reiser Kim Mclaughlin

Executive Director Policy Coordinator
Comnecticut Housing Codlition Connecticut Housing Coalition
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February 13, 2008 Partnershi

Stiong Communtties
The Honorable Christopher Dodd y
The Honorable Chuck Schumer at The Lycewm
U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
534 Dirksen Senate Office Building.
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Dodd and Senator Schumer:

I am writing to express strong support for the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2007 (SEVRA)
and your sponsorship of this act. The Partnership for Strong Communities works to advance
solutions to homelessness, affordable housing, and foster the creation of vibrant neighborhoods;
we believe this legislation is a critical component of solving and preventing homelessness and
building strong communities.

SEVRA is a good government bill, It stabilizes the voueher program with a permanent funding
policy, while simplifying the rules about how to calculate tenant rents and streamlining the
housing inspection process. As a result, the voucher program will run more efficiently, tenants
will be rewarded when they increase their work effort, and there will be less unnecessary
paperwork for all parties involved — housing authorities, tenants, and praperty owners.

The voucher program is our nation’s leading source of housing assistance for low-income
people. It serves nearly two million families with children, elderly people, and people with.
disabilities. Making sure that it operates as effectively as possible is in their interest as well as in
our national interest.

Your Jegislation represents an important step forward in preserving and improving the Section 8
program -~ a critical affordable housing resource that effectively targets individuals with
disabilities with extremely low incomes, including recipients of Supplemental Security Income
(SSY) benefits. Themonthly federal Social Security payment in 2006 was $603/month while the
average rent for a 1 bedroom apartment in Conneeticut was $715/month. Therefore Comecticut
residents receiving Social Security as their only income need to use 113% of their monthly
income toward rent.

Thank you for your leadership in moving this imporiant legislation-forward. The Partnership for
Strong Communities looks forward to working with you and your colleagues on the Committee
to ensure passage of SEVRA in 2008.

Sincerely,

Diane Randall

Director
Partnership for Strong Communities
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LISC

"Helping neighbors
butld cgmmuniﬁﬂ

Febraary 20, 2008

The Honorable Christopher J. Dodd, Chairman
Banking; Housing and Urban Affairs Committee
Senate Russell 448

Washingten, DC 20510

The Honorable Charles E. Schumer, Chairman

Housing, Transportation and Community Development, Subcommittee
Senate Hart 313

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senators Dodd and Schumer:

The Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) welcomes the opportusity to express our support
for the Section B Voucher Reform Act of 2008. In addition to our overall support for the
comprehensive Section 8 voucher reform this hill represents, we are particularly encouraged by the
provisions in the bill that relate to the preservation of existing réntal housing and the resulting
protection of residents living in these properties.

Among the many measures in the bill that will ielp to protect and preserve existing affordable housing and
residents, we are very supportive of the unique provision authorizing project-based preservation vouchers,
in lieu of enhanced vouchers. This will both protect existing residents as well as provide an opportunity for
owners to enhance and preserve the affordability of units, epabling a financeable revenue stream for
preservation-osiented owners and purchasers. We are further encouraged to see that the bill strengthens
resident protections with portable enhanced vouchers, allowing them to remain under cuttent occupancy
-rules. The bill will enact amendments to the project-based voucher program to enable owners to serve
additional very low-income residents concurreit with a refinancing transaction, This is a hugely important
addition to the ability of non-profit community-based developers to protect existing residents in there
homes and neighborhoods.

In closing; I would like to thank you for your leadership in reforming the Section 8 program in order
to preserve and create affordable rental housing. Your efforts will make a significant contribution to
people’s lives in neighborhoods and communities across the nation.

LISC is'ready, willing and able to work with you towards the enactment of this important bili.

Sincerely,
PALARU .
Michael Rubinger

President and Chief Executive Officer
Local Initiatives Support Corporation

Locar IntTiatives SUPPORT CORPORATION
1825 K Strect, NW, Suite 1100 = Washington, DC 20006 « Phone 202.785.2908 % Fax 2028358931
WWW.LISC.ORC
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February 15, 2008

The Honorable Christopher J. Dodd

Chairman.

Senate Committes on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
534 Ditksen Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Sonator Dodd;

Please accept this letter of strong support on bahalf of the Section 8 Vouchet
Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA}. The Corporation for Supportive Housing is

a national intermediary working in partnership with government, the
nonprofit sector and private philanthropy to end long-tenm homelessness—
here in Connecticut and throughout the nation. For the past 15 years we

have seen the impact of appropristely allocated federal resources, such as the -
Section 8 program, on helping to stabilize the housing experience of
thousands of families in Connecticnt and across the nation.

The Section § program is the largest and most effective affordable housing

" program available to Connecticut’s low income residents. Tts preservation is
cxitically important as our housing market is one of the highest priced in the
country. Thousands of men, women, and children in our state would not
have a roof over their heads without assistance from the program,

Sitaply put, SEVRA is 2 good government bill. It stabilizes the voucher
program with a pormanent funding policy, while simplifying the rules about
how to celculate tenant ronts and streamlining the housing inspection process,
As a result, the vousher program will run more efficiently, tenants will be
rewarded when thoy increase their work effort, and there will be less
unnecessary psperwark for all parties involved — housing suthorities,
tenants, and property owners,

" CSH HELPS COMMLINITIES

Thank you for your leadership in developing and moving this important
legislation forward. Our ongoing efforts to both prevent and end : o
homelessness depend on this critical resource for continued housing . CREATE PERMANENT. * -
affordability which also results in housing stability. ST o

Sincerely,  HOUSING WTH SFRVICes.

g&m Martin 16 PREVENT ANDIEND
Associate Director ) N

Southern New England Pro; :
5 gram " HOMELESSNESS.-
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PUYSIE HOUIING AISIIERT HETWORK

February 18, 2008

The Honorable US Senator Christopher J. Dodd

Chairman, US Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs

534 Dirkson Senate Office Building

Washington, BC 20510

Dear Sanator Dodu;

The Connecticut Public Housing Resident Network (PHRN), is a
statewide organization of public housing residents committed to
the preservation and improvement of public housing as a vital
resource for low-income families. PHRN roprosentatives
participate as members of the the Connecticut Housing
Coalition’s Section 8 Advocacy Working Group.

We are writing to convey our strong support of your Section 8
Voucher Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA) legisiation.

We know that its development has come from hundreds of
conversations with Section 8 voucher holders; including many of
us. We belleve that it reflects our concems and the concerns of
many other low-income residents throughout the country who
are in desperate neell of affordable housing.

We particularly appreciate that SEVRA would 1) allow additional
vouchers to be awarded for the preservation of our state public
housing as affordable housing communities and 2) allow the
inclusion of state public housing preservation as an acceptahle
preference for the award of incremental vouchers. Both of these
changes are particularly important to PHRN because many of our
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members live In state public housing communities that are in
desperate need of revitalization.

We believe that SEVRA would begin to address the problem
called “rent burden” that Is experienced by so many of our
members who are Section 8 voucher holders. Although 30
- percernt of Income Is commonly thought to be what voucher
holders pay for rent, we have found that more and more poople
who are assisted by the program are paying upwards of 40 or
. aven 50 percent of their income each month for rent,

We believe that SEVRA provides many new and/or expanded
provisions for the protection of the rigthts of vaucher holders in
many different situations. We are encouraged that SEVRA will
bring a new level of justice, respect, and dignity to Section 8
voucher holders.

Thank you for your leadership in developing and moving this
important legislation forward. We intend to be there with you
every step of the way - from introduction to passage of the
Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008.

Sincerely,
- James White Dennis Cahill
President - Board Member & Section 8

Representative

CT Public Housing Resident Network (PHRN)
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YZED VETERANS

February 15, 2008

The Honorable Charles Schumar

Chairman

U. 8. Senate Housing, Transportation and
Community Davelopment Subcommittoa

Dirksen Senata Office Bldg. - SD-534

Washington, DC 20510 -

Dear Mr. Chalrman:

Paralyzed Veterans of America (PVA) appreciates the significant work you and your
colleagues have done to modemize the Section 8 housing voucher program for low
Income Americans, PVA is the only Congressionally-chartered veterans' service
organization dedicated solely to representing veterans with spinal cord injury and/or
dysfunction. Many of our members depend on the Section 8 program 1o live in the
community of their choice.

The Section 8 Voucher Reform Act, (SEVRA) will siabilize the voucher program with a
permanent funding policy, while simplifying the rules abaut how 10 calculate tenant rents
and streamiining the housing inspection process. Although we have some concerns
about changes in the income disragards that may sarve a8 work disincentives, we
recognize that this bill-will, gverail, enable the voucher grogram to run mors efficlently
and there will be less unnecessary paperwork for all parties involved — housing
authorities, tenants, and property owners.

PVA is particularly grateful for your inclusion of a proposal to exclude retroactive
veterans' disabillty benefits that are received in a fump sum amount from annual income
caleulations when determining sligibfity for federal housing assistance programs
Currently, retroactive social security disabllity benefits that are received in 2 lump sum,
or in prospective monthly amounts, are exciuded from annual income calculations when
determining eligibity for these hausing programs. Unfortunately, veterans with service-
connected disabilities or low income veterans with dieabifittes are penalized by the loss
of houelng assistance when they receive an awerd of back benefits. i enacted, this bill
will allow these veterans thve same hausing opportunities as other Ameticans with
tisabilities. :

Thank you for. ramembering America’s veterans in this housing measure.

Sincerely,

Homer S. Townsend, Jr.
Acting Executive Director

MAW(}

e .

Chartered by the Congress of the United States

801 Eighteenth Street, NW % W_asmngtén, 0C 20006-3517
phone:{202} 872-130C % tdd:{202} 418-7622 J fax:{202] 785-4452 k www.pva.org
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PVA

VETERANS

OF AMERICA

February 15, 2008

‘The Honorable Christopher Dodd

Chalnman

U. 8. Senats Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs Committes

Dirksen Senate Office Bldg. - 8D-534

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Mr, Chairman:

Paralyzed Velerans of America (PVA) apprecistes the significant work you and your
colleagues have done to modemize the Section 8 housing voucher program for low
income Americans. PVA is the only Congressionally-chartered vaterans’ service
organtzation dedicated solely {o representing veterans with spinal cord injury andfor
dysfunction. Many of our members depend on the Section 8 program to live in the

' community of thelr choice.

The Section 8 Voucher Reform Act, (SEVRA) will stabliize the voucher progeam with a
permanent funding policy, while simplifying the rules about how to caloulate tenant rents
and streamiining ihe housing inspection process. Although we have some concems
about changes in the income disregards that may serve.as work disincentives, we
racognize that this bill will, overall, erable the voucher program to run more efficiantly
and thera will be less unnecassary paperwork for all parties involved -— housing
suthorities, tenants, and property owners.

PVA Is particularly grateful for your inclusion of a proposal fo exclude retroactive
veterans' disability benefits that are recelived in a lump sum amount from annual income
caloulations when determining eligiblity for federal housing assistance programs,
Currently, retroactive social sacurity disability benefifs that ere received in & lump sum,
or in prospective monthly amounts, are excluded from annual income calculations when
determining eligibliity for these housing programs. Unfortunately, veterans with service-
connecled disabiliies or low income veterane with disablities are penalized by the loss
of housing assistance when they recaive an award of back benefits, I enactad, this bill
will allow these velerans the seme housing opportunities as other Americans with
disablilities.

Thank you for remembering Americs's veterans In this housing measure.

Sinceraly,
Hemer 8. Townsend, Jr, ‘ 5
Acting Executiva Dirsctor

Chartered by the Congress of the United Stites
» 801 Eighteenth Streel, NW % Washington, DC 20006-3517
phone:{202} B72-1300 % 1dd:{202] 4167622 & fax:{202) 785-4452 h www.pva.org
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CONNECTICUT HOUSING FINANCE AUTHORITY

GARYE KING
February 18, 2008 Y

The Honorable U S Senator Christopher J, Dodd
Committes on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
U.8. Senate

634 Dirksan Office Bullding

Washington , D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Dodd;

1 am writing to voice our strong supgpiort for the: Sectlon 8 Vouther Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA). Your
lagisiation would allow for the replacement of project-based Section 8 vouchers for the use of presening
and redeveloping state-financed public housing.

Conneclicut, as well as Masaachusetis, New York and Hawaii, are the only statas that operate state-
assisted public housing developments. The State of Connecizut has financed tha construction of 13,208
units of public housing which exceeds the 12,325 federel public housing uniis in Condecticut State-
assisted public housing i a valuable affordable hiousing resource that will be lost unless substantially
rehablitated. Redeveloping this housing through mixed-firiance projects offers e promise of
maintaining the exsting units as affordable and creating additional units of affordable housing.

The use of Section & project-based vouchers makes possible the leveraging of other private funds for
rehabilitation. However, directing vouchers to these purposes reduces the number of vouchers avallable
to meet the reguiar needs of the community for tenant-tiased voucher assistance. This amendment
would provide that as vouchers are used for project-based purposes new replacement vouchers would
be issued o the housing authonty. Many of thess developments are aging and their preservation wil
require costly rehabilitation,

Over the naxt five years an astimated 4,000 units of stale public housing might require project-based
Section 8 vouchers 1o achieve revitalization, We estimate that the annual cost of those vouchers will be
approximately $18.2 milion. One needs to take into consideration what the cost would be were the State
to lost this public housing and needed (G replace it

Trie Connecticut Housing Finance Authority (CHFA) has been working very hard for the past two years
toward the sevitalization of the state’s public housing stock in collaboration with the Departmant of
Economic and Community Development, the housing authorities and their residents. We look upon this
legisiation 88 a great opportunity to help ini the redevelopment of the public housing community.

CHFA hopes you will consider support of this critical legisiation. Please lat me know if | can provide any
further assistance in this matter, Thank you in advancé for your consideration of this legistation.

President — Executive Dirsctor

999 West Street / Rocky Hill, Connecticut 06067-4005 / 860-721-9501
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Religious Action Center
of Reform judaism
Seaatot Cheis Dodd
534 Dicksen Building
Washington DC 20510
Febroary 13, 2008
Diar Chairenan T30dd,

On behslf of the Union for Refortn Judalsm, whoss maoee than 900
congtegstions across Notth Ameries encompass 1.5 million Refoem Jews, and
the Central Conference 6 Amerivin Rabbis (CCAR); whose membeeship
includies mare than 1,800 Reform rabbis, I write 1 voice our stxong suppart for
the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA).

The Section 8 vouchér program is ous nation’s leading source of housing
assistance for Jow-income pecple, currendy seving hestly two million fimilies.
with children, eiderly people, snd those with disabdlides. The voucher progrem is
one of the governmant’s most effcctive; studies show it helps femilies move out
of high-paverty neighborhoods, reduces honaelessness 2nd housing instsbility,
lifts people above the povesty lins, aad promotes continged emplopmesnt,

SEVRA would stahilize the voucher program with 2 pesraanent Rmding policy,

s outdated fanding formuls with one that would match funding more
clogely to a housing ngmcy"s actusl needs. The bill would alsa mphfy the mules
for deteemining tenants’ réaw and streamling the housing sgeonciey’ inspection
process. A reformed voucher program would help 16w-ineotne prople and put
tax-payer doliars to betrer uze, For these réaions, amang others, the bill was
possed by an overwhelming, bipartiuan House vote in July 2007.

“The Biblical imperative to care for thoss in need is at the root-of aur suppott for
SEVRA: “If there is.2 nicedy person among you..-do not harden your heart sad
shut yout hand sgainst your kin: Rather, you mujt open yoor hand snd lend
whatever it suffident” (Deuteronomy 15:7-11) Reform Judaism has long
secopnized that helping someane become self-sufficient ia the preatest sct of
chariry. Housing is the foundatinn upon which self-suffidency is mamnained.

Thank you far your leadership in moving this importsat legislation £ d, We
Took forward ta working with you to exsura passage of SEVRA in 2008.

Sincorely,

/@*—'——

Matk ], Pelavin
Associste Dixectar



The Reiigious Action Centar
KBNS SO0k fusie

wnd mipious iberty.

by moblfizing the Amnrican
Jewish comensnity soct
2arving 83 Rz advacale

1 the netion's capiel.

97

Religious Action Center

of Reform Judaism

Senstor Chris Dodd
448 Russell Building
Washington D€ 20510

February 15, 2008

Rabist David Saperatain
Director snd Counset

Merk J. Palavin
Associate Director

CMM Gutmana
hale

Gommlwvu on Sotal
Aglicn ‘of Reform Jutdaism

Rabbl umu Feidman

Cmnmil‘m of Sociul
Action of Raform Juddlsm

The Religioua Action
Carnter operates undar
the auspicies of the
Commisaion on Social
Astian of Reform
Judatsm, & Joint
jertrumantaiity of the

“al Conference of

Acaw Rabbis and
the: Union for Reform
Judaism witt s
pffiliatas:

Amprican Confsrance of
Cantors.

Association of Reform
Zionists of America

Canadian Associstion of
Reform Zionists

Early ma&m Educators of
Raform Judal

National Association of Temple
istimtors

Admin

National Associstion of Temple
Educators

Men of Reform Judaism

Horth American Federation
of Tample Youth

Program Directors of
Reform Judgism

Women 6f ftafarm Judaism

Asthur and Sara Jo Kobacker Bullding
2027 Massachusetis Avenue, NW

at Kivie Kaplao Way
Washington, DC 20036
0,387, 2800
; 202.867.9070
E-mall: rac@ui.og

Vigit our website at www.rag.ong

Dear Chaieman Dodd,

On behalf of the Union for Reform Judaism, whose more than 900
congregations across Notth Ametica encompsss 1.5 million Reform Jews, and
the Central Conférence of American Rabhis (CCAR), whose membership
includes meore than 1,800 Reform eabbis, I wite to voice our strong support for
the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA):

‘The Section 8 voucher prograni is our nation’s leading source of housing
assistance fot low-income peopls, currently serving nesrly two million farilies
with children, elderly people, and those with disabilities. The voucher program is
one of the government’s most cffective; studies show it helps families move out
of high-poverty neighbothoods, reduces bomelessness and housmg instability,
lifts people sbove the poverty line, and promotes continued employ

SEVRA would stabilize the voucher program with 4 pers ding policy,
replacing an outdated ﬁmdmg formulz with one that would match fund.mg more
closely to 2 housing agency’s actual necds. The hill would slso umplify the rules
for determining tenants’ rents and line the h

process. A reformed vouchet program would help lov-income ‘people and put
tax-payee dollars to betteruse. Fot these reasons, among othets, the hill wgs
passed by an overwhelming, bipartisan House vote in July 2007.

The Biblical imperative to care for thase in need is at the yoot of out support for
SEVRA: “If thete is a needy person amotg you...do not harden youi heart and
shut your hand ageingt your kin, Rathex, you must open your hand and lend
whatever is sufficient.” (Deuteronomy 15:7-11) Reform Judaism has long
recognized that helping someone become self-sufficient is the greatestact of
chatity. Housing is the foundstion upon which self-soffidency is

Thank you for your leddership in moving this important legislation forward. We
look forward to working with you to ensure passage of SEVRA in 2008,

Sincesely,

Mark ]. Pelavin
Associate Director
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@ H Connecticut Coalition to End Homelessness

77 Buckingharn Street, Hartford CT 06106 | P (860) 721-7876 | F (860} 257-1148 | www.cceh.org

February 15, 2008

The Honorable US Senator Christopher J. Dodd

Chairman, US Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
534 Dirksen Senate Office Building

‘Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Dodd,

On behu)f of our 92 member organizations, the Connecticut Coalition to End Homelessness
wishes 10 go on record as a strong supporter of the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008
(SEVRA). Founded in 1982, the Coalition to End Homelessness works with communities,
providers, and families and individuals facing homelessness, to ensure that we end homelessness
in ourstate. We are guided by the belief that we can énd homelessness in our state.

However, we know that such a.goal is unachievable without programs such as the Scction 8
prograni. The Section 8 program is the largest and most effective affordable housing program
available to Connecticut’s low income residents. Its preservation is critically important as our
housing market is one of the highest priced in the country. Thousands of men, women, and
children in our state would not have a roof over their heads without assistance from the program.

We strongly support the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008 because it maintains the
program’s.core mission while offering innovative change in important areas of concern t6 both
voucher holders and administrators.

}. SEVRA would establish a voucher funding policy designed to encourage full use of voucher
authorizations without fear of penalty. This would eliminate the “boom and bust” fanding
cycle dynamics of the recent past that have pressured administrators to underlease their

supply of vouchers, Connecticut’s Section 8 programs would greatly benefit from this change
in palicy.

2. SEVRA would allow for the awarding of additional vouchers to preserve the affordability of
non-federal public housing. This is particularly important in Connecticut because we have a
large supply of state public housing. In addition, SEVRA would include the preservation of
stat- public Housing as an acceptable preference for the award of ineremental vouchers.

3. SEVRA would address the burgeoning rent burden issue in Connecticut - one of the most
.pressing concerns of voucher holders in our stite.

4. SEVRA would increase the rights of voucher holders in situations where the landlord is not
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maintaining a unit in accordance with buildinig code and/or Section 8 program regulations or
fails to make utility payments. This is an important change that has been sought by voucher
holders and administrators alike because, in the words of one of Connecticut’s most respected
program administrators, **Our landlords are our biggest problems.”

5. SEVRA would establish a rent simplification process and make important changes to rent
calculation considerations for voucher holders, including a sizable increase in the standard’
deduction for elderly and disabled households, the establishment of a $1000 threshold for the
trigiering of a downward rent adjustment, and the inclusion of child care payments as
acceptable income deductions. Both voucher holders and administrators welcome the
changes.

6. SEVRA. would offer improved protection for tenants with enhanced vouchers who are facing
housing conversion actions, including owner opt-outs and prepayments. We are séeing more
and more applications for these actions in Connecticut.

Thiank yau fer your leadership in developing and moving this important legislation forward. We
know that we can cnd homelessness in Connecticut, but not without legislation such as SEVRA
that erisures affordable housing opportunities for all of our citizens.

Sincerely,

Contt. Wad—"

Carol Walter
Fxecutive Director
Connecticut Coalition to End Homelessniess
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Connecticut
Housing
Coalition

February 13, 2008

The Honorable US Senator Christopher J. Dodd

Chairman, US Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
534 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Dodd;

On behalf of our 250 member organizations, the Connecticut Housing Coalition wishes 1o go on’
record as a strong supportex of the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA). We have
been guided in our decision by the leadership of our Copnecticut Section 8 Advocacy Working
Group, a diverss group of Section § residents, administrators, advocates, and social service
providers, who came together during the spring of 2007 to work for the preservation and
improverient of the Seetion § program.

The Section 8 program is the largest and most sffective affordable housing program available to
Connecticut’s low income rosidents. Its preservation is critically important as out housing market
is one of the highest priced in the country. Thousands of men, women, and children in.our state
would not have a roof over their heads without assistance from the program.

‘We strongly support the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008 becanse it maintaing the
program’s cote migsion while offering innovative changs in important aress of concem to both
voucher holders and administrators.

1. SEVRA would establish & voucher funding policy designed to encourage full use of voucher
authorizations without fear of penalty. This would eliminate the “boom and bust” fundirig
cycle dynamics of the recent past that have pressured administrators to underlease their
supply of vouchers. Connecticut’s Section 8 progrems would greatly benefit from this change
in poliey.

2. SEVRA would allow for the awarding of additional vouchers fo preserve the affordability of
non-federal publie housing. This is particularly important in Connecticut because we have &
large supply of state public housing. In addition, SEVRA would include the preservation of
state public housing ax an-scceptable preference for the award of incrémental vouchers.

PV Tmre | Winkiamfinied VT AR10Q ¢ nhane: BRN SRR 29453 + faxr BEO 529 5176 « infa@et.h
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3. SEVRA would address the burgeoning rent burden issuc in Connecticut ~ one of the most
pressing concerns of voucher holders in our state. Several Connecticut administrators
(members of our Section 8 Advocacy Working Group) report that as many as 30% of the
voucher holders in their programs pay over 40% of their income for rent.

4. SEVRA would increase the tights of voucher holdets in siteations where the landlord is not
maintaining a unit in accordance with building code and/or Section 8 program regulations or
fails to make utility payments. This is an important change that has been sought by voucher
holders and administrators slike because, in the words of one of Connecticut’s most respected
program administrators, “Our landlords are our biggest problems.”

5. SEVRA would establish a rent simplification process and make important changes to rent
calculation considerations for voutheér holders, including u sizable increase in the standard
dedustion for elderly and disebled houscholds, the establishment of a $1000 threshold for the
triggering of a downward rent adjustment, and the inclusion of child care payments ag
acceptable income deductions. Both voucher holders and administretors in Connecticut
weicome the changes.

6. SEVRA would offer improved protection for tenants with enhanced vouchers who are facing
housing conversion actions, including owner opt-outs and prepayments. We are seging more.
and more applications for these actions in Connectiont.

Thank you fot your leadership indeveloping and moving this important legislation forward. Our
Connecticut Seqtion 8 Advocacy Working Group, our Board, and our entire membership looks
forward to wotking with you and your staff for the successful passage of the Section 8 Voucher
Reform Act of 2008,

Sincerely,

e k¢
Jef{Preiser - Kim Mclaughlin
Exccutive Director Policy Coordinator

Connecticut Housing Coalition Comnecticut Housing Coalition
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CONSORTIUM FOR CITIZENS
WITH DISABILITIES

February 11, 2008

The Honotsble Chris Dodd

The Honorable Chuck Schumer

Cornmittes on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs.
United States Senate

534 Dirksen Office Building

‘Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairinan Dodd and Senhator Schumer:

On behalf of the Consortium for Citizens With Disabilities (CCD) Housing Task Force, we are
writing to voice 6ur strong support for the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA), The
CCD Housing Task Force is a coalition of nationel organizations representing people with
disabilities, their family members, providers of housing and supportive services and advocates,
Ambong the groups that are part of the CCD. Housing Task Force are Easter Seals, the United Spinal
Association; United Cerebral Palsy, the National Disability Rights Network, the American Network
of Community Options and Resources, Mental Health America, the National Alliance on Mental
Titness, The Arc, and Lutheran Services in America.

Your legislation represents an important step forward in preserving and improving the Section 8
program — a criticel affordable housing resource that effectively targets individuals with disabilities
with extremely low incomes, including recipients of Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefits
who are on average at only 18.2% of erea median income. Without access to rental assistance, these
individuals must pay (on average) 113% of their monthly cash benefits to rent a modest 1-bedroom
apartment.

CCU strongly supports protections in SEVRA that ensure that eligibility for Section 8 is protected for
peaple with disabilities and rent burden is not shifted to tenants.

1) SEVRA would establish & more efficient voucher funding policy

SEVRA would replace an outdated funding formula with one that would match funding more closely
0 2 housing sgency’s actual needs and reward agencies that use more of their voucher funds. This
will encourage housing agencies to put more vouchers into use, while at the same time ending the
waste that occurs under the current system.

2) SEVRA helps streamline the rules for determining tenants® rent payments

Your legislation maintains the 30% rem standard and will ensure that most voucher holders will not
be forced to pay more than 30% of their monthly income for rent. Maintaining this protection is
critical for people with disabilities living on fixed ificomes such as SSI and SSDI benefits. In
addition, SEVRA will allow for important adjustments and work-related deductions of 10% of the
$9.000 in earnitigs ~ indexed to inflation in future years. This is critically important for people with

1660 L Strest, NW, Suite 701 » Washingtori, DC 20036 « PH 202/783-2229 » FAX 783-8250 « Info@o-c-d.org » www.c-c-d.org
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disabilities attempting to work part-time or full-time. Current HUD policy allows agencies to
disregard income for people with disabilities, but only for up to 3 years. CCD supports this changc in
policy that will allow fora disregard beyond this time limit.

In addition, SEVRA will also allow housing agencies to review the incomes of tenants with
disabilities living on fixed incomes (such as SSDI and SSI cash beuefits) every three years, instead of
cvery year and to assume that in the intervening two years, the tenant’s incothie rose at the rate of
inflation (which is used to make annual cost-of-living adjustments to many fixed-income benefits).

Finally, CCD strongly supports the generous inerease in the Elderly/Disabled Household Deduction
included in the bill. This important allowance has not been adjusted above its curvent level of $400
for many years. SEVRA would increase the deduction to $700, and mest importantly, would adjust it
for inflation in future years.

3) SEVRA creates greater flexibility for agencies while maintaining targeting to extremely low-
inconte households

CCD strongly supports maintaining critical low-income targeting rules that require agericics to issue
75 percent of their vouchers each year to households with incomes at or below (2) 30 percent of the
local median income or (b) the federal poverty line, whichever is higher. SEVRA improves on this
policy by granting flexibility to agencies in the lpwest-incorne arcas while maintaining the prograr’s
emphasis on assisting the families most in need.

4) SEVRA codifies the requirement for HUD to issue guidance on targéting of “non-elderly
disabled™ vouchers upon turnover

CCD is grateful for labguage in SEVRA ensuring that vouchers that were allocated by Congress
between FY 1997 and FY 2002 —~ and again in FY 2008 — for non-elderly people with disabilities
remain targeted to this intended population upon tumaver, Despite years of prodding by Congress,
HUD has been slow to provide the appropriate guidance to housing agencies that have these non-
elderly disabled vouchers about their ongoing obligation to direct these vouchers to people with
disabilities. Articulating this policy in statute will ensure that HUD and participating dgencies falfill
the intent of Congress.

Thank you for your Ieadership in moving this important legislation forward. The CCD Housing Task
Foree looks forward to working with you and your colleagues on the Committee to ensure of SEVRA
passage in 2008,

Sincerely,

CCD Housing Task Force Co-Chairs:

Andrew Sperling
National Alliance on Mental lllness

Kathy McGinley
National Disability Rights Network

Liz Savage
The Arc and United Cerebral Palsy Disability Policy Collaboration



104

Public Housing Authorities Directors Association
511 Capltal Court, NE, Washington, DC 20002-4937
phaone: 202-546-5445 fax: 202-546-2280 www.phada org

The Honorable Christopher J. Dodd
Chair, Senate Banking Committee
534 Dirksen Senate Office Building
United States Senate

‘Washington, DC 20510

February 6, 2008

Dear Mr, Chairman:

For some time, the Public Housing Authorities Directors Association (PHADA) has been engaged in
discussions with the Senate Banking Cominittee staff concemming the contents of the Section 8 Voucher
Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA). We want you to know that we have appreciated the opportunity to
inform the commitiee of concerns of PHADA’S 1,900 membei agencies. These dialogues have been
very helpful.

Theé current version of the bill includes many provisions that will help our members streamline their
operations during these difficult budget times while continying to assist large numbers of low income
families who rely on public housing and on rental assistance for private sector housing. We support the
Tegislation and are pleased to engage in continued discussions with committee staff concerning further
improvements to the bill.

For instance, the bill is silent on making thie. Moving to Wirk (MTW) demonstration program
permanent. As you know, PHADA, its leadership and its members have sctively engaged assisted
housing stakeholders in developing MTW provisions that address concerns with the existing
demonstration program while making the program permanent. We understand that an MTW provision
will be proposed to become part of a bill that the committee reports to the full Senate. We belicve that
a workable, comprehensive MTW provision is essential to the bill, '

Thank you for your commitment and persistence in shepherding SEVRA through Senate consideration.

Sincerely,

EBxecutive Director
Public Housing Authorities Directors Asseciation
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Dedicated salely to ending America’s
affordable housing crisis

NATIONAL Low INCOME
HOUSING COALITION

February 13, 2008

The Honorable Christopher Dodd

The Honorable Chuck Schumer

Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
United States Senate

534 Dirksen Office Building

Washirigton, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Dodd and Senator Schumer:
! am writing in support of the Section 8 Voucher Reform Aet of 2008 (SEVRA). The bill as dmﬁed includes significant

P to the her prograr, which provides rental assistance to about 1.9 miltion families, the majority of whom
are gxtremely poor.

The Nationa! Low Income Housing Coalition does not represent any sector of the housing industry. Rather, NLIHC works
only on behalf of and with low income people who need safe, deverit, and affordable housing, especially those with the
most serious housing problers.

Among other benefits, the bill would:

»  fix the distribution of viuch ] funds by establishing anmual re-benchmarking of vouchér costs that will
‘most closely match actual costs of administering vouchers at the local level,

«  support the portability of vouchers by requiring receiving housing agencies to absorb ported-in vouchers from other
housmg agencies as long as sufficiént funds are available,

. pl important b g preservation p
simplify rent calculations for her, public housing and project-based Section 8 tenants, and

s authorize 20,000 new vouchers a year for the next five years.

NLXHC is pleased that the draft Senate SBVRA bill does not-include an expansion of the public housing Moving to Work
tion program. This d program has not been evaluated and many dotal reports from residents
point to the harmﬂﬂ effects of some of Moving to ‘Work's many flexibilities. The program should not be expanded until it
is evaluated and such an exp ion should be i d by lessons learned from the first cadre of Moving to Work sites,
E: ding the prograin prior to cvaluation will put additional residents at risk of harmful policies like unaffordable rent-
scmng, time Limits and lack of investment in currént PHA programs. NLIHC believes that Moving to Work threatens the
railability of affordable’ b g to the lowest income households.

‘We look forward to working with you on enactment of SEVRA in 2008.

Sincerely,

Sheila Crowley
President and CEO

TI7 15 e, KW, Soth Fioor » Washingto, DC 20005 « Tek: 20/462-1330 « foc 2023931973 » emal: imfo@ulibuorg o huigs/wwiincory



106

m National Alliance to
Enp HoMELESSNESS

wwwandhomelessness.org
IMPRDVING FLICY | IUTLDING CAPACITY | EODEATING OPINIGN LEADERS

1348 K Stredt, W, Suite 410 | Washingvon, DE 20005
Tel 200,438,452¢ }Fior 202.638.4664

February 13, 2008

The Honorable Christopher Dadd
United States Senate-

448 Russell Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Dodd:

‘The National Alliance to End Homelessness strongly supports the Section 8 Voucher
Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA). Your legislation improves the Section § program, making
it more efficient and enhancing its contribution to the goal of ending hemelessness.

The Housing Cheice Voucher program is one of the most important tools we have to
prevent and énd homelessness. The evidence supporting the voucher program is
overwhelming:

In a randomized experiment of the Welfare to Work voucher program, vouchers
reduced the Tikelihood of homelessness by 74 percent—12.5 percent of families who
did not receive a housing voucher became homeless over a 5-year period, while only
3.3 percent of those who received a voucher became homeless,

Another study found that homeless families were 20.6 times more likely to be stably
housed (in their own spartment for at least a year) threc years after becoming
homeless if they had reoeived housing vouchers or other subsidized housing than if
they had not.

We support the SEVRA bill in its entirety. 1t includes several provisions that make the
program much simpler to administer and ensure a better allocation of resources. We want
to specifically commend you for including the following provisions:.

Enhancing project based asgistance-Project based vouchers are a very successful tool
for developing permanent supportive housing and other housing targeted to hoineless
people. Increasing the 20 percent cap on the number of units that are project based
and allowing 15-year terms will enable affected PHAS to increase their supply of
permanent supportive housing.
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* Limiting tenant screening—For many homeless individuals and families,
discrimination in the rental market is a severe barrier to exiting homelessness. Some
PHAS exacerbate this problem by applying unnecessarily restrictive screening criteria
to their voucher programs, By limiting the circumstances under which a PHA can
screen out tenants, SEVRA would help more homeless families receive the voucher
assistance that helps end homelessness.

Thank you for your leadership in moving this important legislation forward. The
National Alliance to End Homelessness looks forward to working with you and your
colleagues on the Commitiee to ensure that SEVRA is enacted in 2008,

Sincerely:

Nan Roman
President
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ANCOR American Network nf Community Options and Resources

A Nationa! Network of Providers Offering Quality Suppatts to People with Disabifities

February 14, 2008

The Honorable Chris Dodd

The Honorable Chuck Schumer

Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
United States Senate

534 Dirksen Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Dodd and Senator Schumer;

On behalf of the American Network of Community Options and Resources (ANCOR) and its 880
private providers of supports to more than 380,000 people with mental retardation, developmental
and other disabililies throughout the nation, we are writing to express our strong support for your
legislation that represents an important step forward in preserving and improving the Section 8
program — a critical affordable housirig resource that effectively targets individuals with disabilities
with extremely low incomes, including recipients of Supplemental Security Income (881} benefits.
Without access to rentaf assistance, these individuals must pay {on average) 113% of their monthly
cash benefits to rent a modest one-bedroom apartment. In 2006, 150,000 people on Public Housing
Agency waiting lists were unable to obtain Section 8 vouchers because of insufficient funding.

ANCOR strongly supports protections in SEVRA that ensure that eligibility for Section 8 is protected
for people with disabilities and rent burden is not shifted to tenants.

1) SEVRA would establish a more efficient voucher funding policy.

SEVRA would replace ah outdated funding formula with one that would maich funding more closely to
a housing agenicy’s actual needs and reward agencies that use more of their voucher funds. This will
encourage housing agencies to put more vouchers into use, while at the same time ending the waste

that occurs under the current systam.

2) SEVRA will help streamline the rules for determining tenants’ rent payments and ajllow
housing agencies to review the incomes of tenants with disabilities on fixed incomes (such as
SSD! and SSi) every three years, instead of every year.

Housing agencies can then assume that in the intervening two years, the tenant's income rose at the
rate of inflation (which is used o make annual cost-of-living adjustments to rmany fixed-income
benefits). ANCOR strongly supports this change arid reduction of burdensome paper work.

3) SEVRA will allow for a simple deduction of the first 10% of $3000 in earmed income indexed

to inflation in future years indefinitely for a person with a disability.

This is critically important for people with disabilities attempting to work part-time or full-time. Current
HUD policy allows agencies to disregard income for people with disabilities, but only-for up to 3 years.
ANCOR supports this change in policy that will aliow for the deduction to occur indefinitely.

1101 King Street, Suite 380, Alexandria, VA 22314-2944  P:703.535.7850 £:703.535.7860 E:ancor@anconory Www.ancororg
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4) SEVRA would increase the Elderly/Disabled Deduction from $400 deduction to $700 and
would adjust that amount for inflation in future years.

ANCOR strongly supports the generous increase in the Eldery/Disabled Household Deduction
‘neluded in the bill. This important allowance has not been adjusted above $400 for many years.

5) SEVRA codifies the requirement for HUD to issue guidance on targeting of “non-elderly
disabled” vouchers upon tumover., :

ANCOR is grateful for language in SEVRA ensuring that vouchers that were allocated by Congress
between FY 1987 and FY 2002 - and again in FY 2008 - for non-elderly people with disabilities
remain targeted to this intended population upon turmover. Despite years of prodding by Congress,
HUD has been slow to provide the appropriate guidance fo housing agencies that have these non-
elderly disabled vouchers about their ongoing obligation to direct these vouchers to people with
disabilities. Articulating this policy in statute will ensure that HUD and participating agencies fulfill the
intent of Congress.

Thank you for your leadership in moving this important legislation forward. ANCOR looks forward to
working with you and your cofleagues on the Committee to ensure of SEVRA passage in -2008.

Sincerely,

Jessica Sadowsky
Govemment Relations Associate
American Network of Cormmunity Options and Resources
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February 15, 2008

The Honorable Christopher J. Dodd

Chairman, Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
‘United States Senate

‘Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Charles B. Schumer

Chairman, Subcommittee on Housing, Transportation, and Community Development
United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Chairman Dodd and Chairman Schumer;

Enterprise Community Parthers, Inc. strongly supports the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act
(SEVRA), which makes important improvements to. the Housing Choice Voucher Program, our
nation’s leading rental assistance program for low-income Americans. This program serves nearly
two million families with children, the elderly and people with digabilities. Making sure that it
operates as effectively as possible is in their interest as well as in our national interest.

A national nonprofit organization, Enterprise is the leading provider of the development capital
and expertise it takes to create decent, affordable homes and rebuild communities. For 25 years, .
Enterprise has pioneered neighbarhood solutions through public-private partnerships with finaricial
institutions, governments, community organizatiohs and others that share our vision. Enterprise
has raised and invested nearly $9 billion in equity, grants and loans and is currently investing in
communities at 2 rate of $1 billion. annually.

Simply put, SEVRA is a good government bill, developed thoughtfully on a bipartisan basis. It
stabilizes the voucher program with 2 permanent funding policy while simplifying the rules for
calculating tenant rents and streamlining the housing inspection process. As a result, the voucher
program will run more efficiently, tenants will be rewarded when they increase their work effort
and there will be less unnecessary paperwork for all parties involved — housing authorities,
tenants and property owners. In particular, Enterprise applauds the series of improvements to the
Project-based Voucher Program, which would help Enterprise and our industry partners to build
and preserve additional affordable rental housing.

Enterprise commends you for your commitment to the creation of decent, safe and affordable
homes, and urges Congress to expedite the passage of this critical legislation. Please call upon us
if we can provide additional information or assistance.

Sincerely,

(b £,

Doris W. Koo
President and Chief Executive Officer
Enterprise Community Partoers, Inc.

ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY PARTNERS, INC.
Anxrican City Building » 10227 Winoopin Circle # Columbia, MD 21044 * 410.964.1230 w wwvw.énterprisecommunity.ecg
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advancing housing Justics
614 Grand Avenue, Suite 320

February 14, 2008 Telephone: 102519400
Fasi: 510-45 1-2300

nhip@nbip.org
www.ohip.org

The Honorable Chris Dodd

The Honorable Chuck Schurner

Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs

United States Senate

534 Ditksen Office Building

‘Washington, DC 20510
Dear Chairman Dodd and Senator Schumer:

We are writing to convey our support S____, Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008
(SEVRA). We believe this legislation makes iraportant and much needeqd reforms to the
voucher program and improves and streamlines the income calculations for determining
rent for all of the low-income federal housing programs.

The National Housing Law Project (NHLP) is a 40 year old national housing law and
advecacy center whose mission is to advance housing justice for poor people. NHLP's
goals are to increase and preserve the supply of decent affordable housing, improve
housing conditions for very low-income persons and households, expand and enforce
low-income tenants’ and homeowners® rights and increase housing opportunities for
racial and ethnic minorities. In pursuit of thiese goals, NHLP provides support through
written materials, training, legislative and administrative advocacy, litigation and
technical assistance on housing issues affecting very low income families. NHLP works
with nurierous legal services organizations around the country,

SEVRA is a substantial bill which addresses a number of problems with the voucher
program and overall strengthens that program. NHLP specifically supports four
significant provisions of the-legislation. First, oné of the most important aspects of this
bill is maintaining the policy that rents shall be set at 30% of family income for all of the
federally-assisted Jow-income housing programs, including public housing, projeet-based
Section 8 and the voucher program. This provision is necessary to ensure that housing
remains affordable for all families, especially those who are extremely and very low-
income. Second, SEVRA simplifies the rules regarding how to calculate tenant rents and
compute income and the timing of annual rent recertifications. These changes support
‘families’ efforts to become self-sufficient and will provide for a more efficient
administration of the voucher program. Third, the bill changes HQS inspection
standards, strengthening the tenants’ right to prompt inspections, allowing a housing
autherity to abate rent for non-repair and providing for relocation expenses. These
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The Honorable Chris Dodd
The Honorable Chuck Schumer
February 14, 2008

Page 2

improvements support efforts to make affordable housing available and to prevent it from
deteriorating into unlivable conditions. Finally, the provisions of the bill that stabilized
the formala for voucher funding aré critical. By basing the fonmoula on vouchers in use
and actual costs for the prior 12 months, public housing agencies ars supported in their
efforts to fully use available funds. These reforms will inerease the efficacy of federal
housing programs and benefit low-income tenants,

‘The voucher program is the leading source of housing assistance for low-income people.
1t serves nearly two million families with children, elderly people, and people with
disabilities. For the state of California, there are over 300,000 authorized vouchers and
for San Francisco there are 15,000 authorized vouchers. It is in the interest of low
income families who benefit or may access the program in the future that the program
operate as effsctively as possible. We.appreciate the fact-that Senator Dodd is taking the
Tead in reforming the voucher statute for the good of all.

] 6%
Catherine Bishop, Staff Attorney
National Housing Law Project
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Council of Large Public Houging Authorities
) y . 125¢ Eve Streat NW Sulte 901
- Washingion, D.C. 28005.3822
Executive Difector: Sunia Zaterman

rmaking public housing wark it your community f;’.‘mim;ﬁo Vfex: 262.636.2384

February 14, 2008

The Honorable Chiistopher I, Dodd

Chairtnan, Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
United States Senate

534 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C., 20150

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On behalf of the Council of Large Public Housing Authorities (CLPHA), we ate writing to express
our support for the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA).

This bill is impoitant to our members — representing most of the largest public housing authorities in
the country — who would benefit from the effects of shmplifying and streamlining the funding and
edministrative processes while providing housing assistance to two miilion of the lowest-income
families. Ix wili aid housing autherities in implementing more efficient and straightforward
operations to better serve their residents, In addition to otiier changes impoifant to CLPHA, this bill
would improve the current voucher funding formaula, provide for rent simplification and flexibility,
clarify program eligibility, modify ingpection requirements, and authorize a funding reserve.

While we ate in support of SEVRA, we feel it is necessary that the Housing Innovation Program
(HIF), renamed from the Moving 0 Work (MTW) program, be included in the final bill. MTW has
proven itself to be a successful and vital component to the continued suceess of our members and
public housing. We urge an expansion and permanent extension of HIPIMTW to make this program
wmore broadly available to the many housing anthoritiss interested in participating in the program,
Therefore, we strongly believe its inclusion to be an essential element of the final bill.

‘We want to express our apprecidtion for your commitroent to the legislation and for being a keen
advocais for public housing. We strongly urge you to conduet hearings on SEVRA and we look
forward to maintaining our close workiung relationship with you as the legislation continues 10
evolve and move forward in the legislative process.

Sincerely,

Sania Zaterman,
Exceutive Director
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The Honorable Christopher J. Dodd, Chairman February 14, 2008
Baiking, Housing and Urban Affairs Committee

Senate Russell 448

Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Charles E. Schumer, Chairman

Housing, Transportation, and Community Dev. Subcommittee
Senate Hart 313

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senators Dodd and Schumer:

The National Housing Trust, the National Low Income Housing Coalition and the
undersigned organizations write to support the current Senate discussion draft version of
the “Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008.” We submit these comments on behalf of the
National Preservation Working Group, a collaborative of organizations with extensive
experience in preserving and improving HUD’s inventory of multifamily housing.

In particular, we strongly support all of the preservation-related provisions in the bill,
including, but not limited to:

(a) Permitting up to 25% of the funding available -for tenant- based assistance fo be
attached to properties;

(b) Permitting repewal of contracts up to 15 years;

() Permitting a housing authority to establish a Section 8 rent higher than the Section 42
rent where the housing authority déems the Section 8 rent is more appropriate than the
Section 42 rént;

(d) Providing an absolute right of preference for otherwise eligible families to retun to a
“proposed unit” where the proposed unit is replacing a previous dwelling unit;

(€) The ability of a public housing authority to transfer project-based voucher assistance to
a contiguous public housing authority that requesis the transfer;

{f) The Preservation Working Group amendments to protect tenants receiving enhanced
vouchers;

(g) Authorizing, per the Preservation Working Group suggestion, the use of “Project Based
Preservation Vouchers” in lieu of enhanced vouchers at the election of the owner; and

(h) The optional preference for allocation of incremental tenant-based assistance to
preserve affordable housing that needs operating support to remain affordable.
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Senators Dodd and Schumer
February 14, 2008
Page Two

Over the past decade, 350,000 federally assisted or insured, affordable apartments have left our
nation’s affordable rental housing inventory. In our view, the enactment of provisions like those
in the Senate Discussion Draft will result in the preservation and improvement of tens of
thousands of existing, federally assistéd affordable multifamily homes throughout the nation.

We urge its introduction and adoption.
Thank you for your leadership on this issue.

Sincerely,

miau B

Michael Bodaken
~ President
National Housing Trust

Organizational signers on following page
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Senators Dodd and Schumer
February 14, 2008
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Action Housing, Inc. (Pittsburgh, PA)

American Association of Homes and Services for the Aging
Anti-Displacement Project

California Coalitien for Rural Housing

California Housing Partnership Corporation

Chicago Community Development Corporation

Chicago Rehab Network

Cleveland Housing Network

Cleveland Tenant Organization

Coalition for Economic Survival (Los Angeles)

Coalition on Homelessness & Housing in Ohio

Compunity Alliance of Tenants (Oregon)

Community Capital Corporation (Colorado)

Community Economic Development Assistance-Corporation (Mass.)
Connecticut Housing Coalition

Emily Achtesiberg, Housing Policy & Development Consultant
Enterprise Community Pariners

Great Lakes Capital Fund

Housing Action Illinois

Housing Alliance of Pennsylvania

Housing and Community Development Network of New Jerscy
Housing Assistance Council

Housing Development Corporation of Lancaster County

Housing Préservation Project (Minnesota)

Local Initiatives Support Corporation

National Alliance of Community Economic Development Associations
National Alliance of HUD Tenants

National Council of State Housing Agencies

National Housing Conference

National Housing Law Project

Ohio Capital Corporation for Housing

Opportunity Finance Network

Organize! Chio

Minnesota Housing Partnership

National Low Income Housing Coalition

New Yotk City Department of Housing Preservation & Development
Southwestern PA Alliance of HUD Tenants, Pittsburgh, PA
Stewards of Affordable Housing for the Future (Mercy Housing, National Affordable Housing
Trust, National Church Residences, NHT/Enterprise, Preservation of Affordable Housing,
Retirement Housing Foundation and Volunteers of America)

The Community Builders
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‘The Honorabls Chiristopher Dodd
‘The Honorable Chuck Schumer
U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
534 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washingion, DC 20510

Dear Chairiman Dodd and Senator Schumer:

T am writing to express girong support for the Section 8 Vouchor Reform Act of 2007 (SEVRA)
and your sponsorship of this act, The Partnership for Strong Communities works to advance
solutions to homelessness, affordable housing, and foster the creation of vibrant neighbothoods;
we believe this legislation is a critical component of solving and preventing homelessness and
building strong communities. '

SEVRA is & good government bill. It stabilizes the voucher program with a permanent finding
policy, while simplifying the rules about how to calculats tenant rents and streatalining the
housing inspection process. As a result, the.voucher program will run more efficiently, tenants
will be rewarded when they increase their work effort, and there will be loss unnecessary
paperwork for all parties involved — housing authorities, tenants, and property owners.

The voucher prograin is our nation’s leading sowroe of housing assistance for low-income
people, Tt serves nearly two million families with children, elderly people, and people with
disabilities, Making sure that it operates as effectively as possible is in their intereat as well ea in
our national interest, )

Your legislation represents an important step forwird in preborving and itaproving the Section 8
program — & critical affordable housing resource that effectively targets individuals with
disabilities with extremely low incomes, including recipients of Supplemental Security Income
(SSI) bensfits. The monthly federal Social Security payment in 2006 was $603/month while the
average rent for & | bedroom apsrtment in Commeotiont was $715/nonth. ‘Therefore Connecticut
residents receiving Social Security as their only income need to use 113% of their monthly
income toward rent.

Thank you for your leadership in moving this important legislation forward. The Partnesship for
Strong Communities looks forward to wotking with you and your colleagues on the Committee
to ensure passage of SEVRA 1a 2008,

Sincerely,

S/

Diane Randall
Director
Partnership for Strofig Communities

wwup'ammhiphmulnuém
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CONNECTICUT LEGAL SERVICES
A PRIVATE NONPROFIT CORPORATION
211 STATE STREET BRIDGEPORT, CT 06604

TELEPHONE (203) 336-385 1

FAX (203) 3334876

EMAIL ORTECONNLEGAL ORG
Recmo L Tewenianuh March 4, 2008
REGIONAL. DIRECTORS
.I})DANNE é:HmLEs
Srivn C. KraTRICK The Honorable Christopher J. Dodd ,
M oone o Chairman, US Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
LoRRANE C- RoBLYER 534 Dirksen Senate Office Building
A VA Washington, DC 20510
CATHERINE WILLIAMS,
ATTORTETS ATLAW Dear Senator Dodd;
PATRICA N, BLAR
VOR UNTEER ATTORNEY . . . . B
Magy £ GreveoK I am writing on behalf of very low-income clients of Connecticut
Nuza PLus - Legal Services who participate in the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher
rocvugheasiiippiig Program or are in need of federal housing assistance, in support of the
ADMNSTRATIVE GFEICE Section § Voucher Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA). Thave been involved,
G2 WASHINGTON STREET

STEVEN D EPMLEREPSTEIN
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

LAWOFFICES

211 STATE SYREET
BRIOGEPORT, CT 08604

SO7 MAINSTREEY
NEW BrivaiN, CT 06051

153 WiILLIAMS STREET
New LORDON, CT 08320

20 SUMMER STREET
STAMFORD, CT 08901

BECENTRAL AVENUE
WATERSBURY, CTOB702

B72MAINSTREET
WILLUMANTIC, CT 06226
SATELLITE OFFIES

5 COLONY STREET
MERDEN, CT 08451

G2 WASHINGTON STREET
MIDOLETOWN, CT 08457

98 SOUTHMAINSTREET
S0uUTH NORWALK, CT 06854

564 PROSPECT STREET
TORRINGTON, CT 06790

155 WEST MAIN STREET
RGGKVILLE, CT DBOGE

along with other legal services staff, in advocating for improvements to the

program and reforms that will stabilize funding in a way that protects the
communities we serve.

Legal services attorneys have collaborated actively with
Connecticut’s housing advocates and housing authorities since the renewal
funding rules were first changed in 2004. We have observed, since then, that
our clients have had far more difficulty either using vouchers fo obtain
housing that meets both affordability and quality standards and holdingon to
their housing assistance, as some public housing agencies (PHAs) have tried
to cut their budgets by terminating program participants or by refusing
landlords rent increases at renewal time.

We have been told by PHA staff that many of their participants are
paying more than 30 per cent and often as much as 50 per cent of their
incomes, even with voucher assistance. The huge increase in utility costs has
made the problem much worse. When the funding system was first changed,
one local PHA reduced its payment standards substantially. One client of
mine was faced with a rent increase of nearly 75 per cent. The threat of a
lawsuit against the housing authority and HUD delayed the increase for over
a year, but ultimately, the rent change went through, and my client could not
continue to afford her rent where she had been living.

SEVRA contains many of the reforms sorely needs to get the
program back on the right track, and we appreciate all you and your staff
have done to produce a good bill. Many of the reforms contained in the bill
address concerns that we have previously voiced to you through participation
in the Connecticut Housing Coalition’s Section 8 working group, the New
England Housing Network and the Housing Justice Network.
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Senator Lhnstophier Loaa
Page 2
March 5, 2008

Issues of particular importance to my clients include protection of a funding system that
will lead to full use of authorized voucher allocations. and permit sensible planning for voucher
adminjstrators and fairness in local administration. Anxiety regarding the budget, even if
justified, on the part of housing agencies ofien leads to actions that are harmfiil to participants.

Another weleome proposal will increase protections to tenants whase landlords are not
properly maintaining the property. Often, a PHA will suspend rental assistance payments but.
instruct the tenant to continue paying the tenant’s share of the rent, and if a place is in terrible
condition, and the tenant does not make the payment, the tenant could be in jeopardy of eviction
and of losing the voucher assistance.

Two of the proposed reforms are of particular interest to my organizatior. One protects
tenants in Section 8 project-based housing whose owner leaves the program. Under the bill, a
family that has become too small for the apartment it has been occupying, in compliance with
project-based rules, will not have o ledve its home to avoid losing its housing subsidy, if there
are no units of the appropriate size available, While we have not had many of these “opt-outs” in
Connecticut in the past two years, my agency was involved with a few tenminations in which
long-term residents whose children had grown had to leave their homes, due to program rules.

The other provision authorizes incremental vouchers, a huge need in our state, but of
particular interest to Connecticut, SEVRA would authorize the use of the vouchers to help
preserve and rehabilitate state-sponsored public housing as an acceptable preference for the
award of the incremental vouchers. As you know, Connectiout has a large supply of state public
housing that is in distress, because the state program does not include operating subsidies or
effective funding for capital maintenance, Housing Choice Vouchers would provide greatly
needed cash flow to perinit the housing to continue to be operated as a resource for low income
families, should these be authorized and funded.

1 look forward to your leadership in passing SEVRA and the program reforms through
the Senate and seeing the bill enacted. Thank you for your responsiveness to the needs of my
clients.

Very truly yours,

Richard L. Tenenbaum
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PARTNERSHIP
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FEDERAL POLICY PROJECT

EEP Partmers:
California Housing
Authority Association
{CHAA)

Califonia Coalition for
Rural Housing (CCRH)

Housing Authority
tation of &

March 4, 2008

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein

United States Senate

331 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20510

Re: Request to Co-Sponsor the Section Eight Voucher Reform Act of 2008, 5. 2684

Dear S Fei

Calilornia (HAASC)

Los Angeles Coalition t
End Hunger and

Snoss
{LACEHEH)

NAHRO Pacific Southwaest
Fegionat Council

Calitornia (NPH)

Noithern Califomia
Nevada Executive
Diractors’ Association

I am writing on behalf of the California Housing Partnership Federal Policy Project to
express support for 5, 2684, the Section Eight Voucher Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA) and to
ufge you to zdd your name as a co-sponsor. A similar bill (HL.R. 1851} has alréady passed the
House by a strong bipartisan vote of 333-83, and we hope that you will help lead a
comparable effort in the Senate so that this important bill can become law this year.

The California Housing Pattnership is a state-created private nonprofit organization tasked
with playing a leadership role in advotating for adequate policies and resources to support
the preservation and creation of housing affordable to lower income Californians. Last year
we formed a statewide coalition of more than 2,000 local government and nonprofit housing
agencies and tenant advocates to find common ground in our federal policy-advocacy. One
of our top priorities for 2008 is the passage of SEVRA,

SEVRA is critical to California because our state is home to more than 300,000 of the 2
million Section 8 housing choice vouchers nationwide, 14% of the total. SEVRA makes a

Cai

ber of important geod government reforms to the voucher program. Itestablishesa

A of Nonp
Housing (SCANPH)

The San Diego Housing
Federation
Federal Policy Profect Staft

Elyse Peny,
Pragram Manager

voucher renewal funding formula directly tied to local conditions, which would
prevent California from ever again losing thousands of vouchers we lost when HUD last
changed the funding formula in 2004. The bill also streamlines the rules relating to rents in
the voucher program as well as in public and other assisted housing. Currently, there are
too many complicated calculations that must be made, which are administratively
cumbersome and lack the proper inceritives.

per

Together, these reforms will make the voucher prograr run more efficiently and better
serve the needs of low income Californians who struggle daily to cope with the high cost of
s s bill Wi

Bh:{415) 4326804 x13  housing. We look forwar SCuss ance o with you when we visil
Emall: your Washington office on April 1st. In the meantime, we urge you to co-sponsor this bill,
epeny@chpcnet
Matt Schwartz Sincerely,
President
Ph:(415) 433-6804 x11
Emali: - .
mschwadz@chpc.net Matt Schwartz, President, California Housing Partnership
MAIN OFFICE SAN DIEGO LOS ANGELES SACHAMENTO INLAND EMPIRE
359 Pine Strest PO Box 318 800 South Figueros Strest PO Box 8132 2854504 Town Front Street
Suite 300 113 West G Street Sulte 750 5325 Elchom Bivd, Sule 205
San Fratcisco, CA94104  San Diego, CA 82101 Los Angeles; CA 80017 Sacramento, CA 95842 Temecuin, GA 92590
Ph: {415) 433-6804 Ph; {858) 693-1572 Fh: [213) 828775 Ph: (916) 683-1180 h: (851) 506-3377

Fax: (415) 433-6805

Fax: (B61) 506-3097 Fax: {213} 892-8776 Fax; (316) 683-1194 Fax: {B51) 508-3507
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Febroary 28, 2008

The Honorable John Kerry
304 Russell Senate Offiee Bullding
‘Washington, DC 20510

Dear Sengtor Kerry:

On behiadf of the CHAPA SBection & Voucher Commiittes, [ ant writing to: :sk youto
Join with:Senators Dodd and Sghumet in co-spopsoting the Seetion § leehﬁr Rsform
Act of 2008 (SEVRA). We also lope that you will encevrage the Hasiking Darnmdites
16 take this Bill npquickly,sofhmﬂnm is txmebthmwpmémm}mfmthp
end of the cnngressmual session. Section 8 is a eritical heusing program for
Massachuseits, Serving aver 70,000 houseliolds in out-state. The provisions contained
in SEVRA will make changes fo stabilize program finding, siojlify sdminidtation,
and allow the program to mors effieiently serve the.over 2,000/600 low=insoine
houssholds in otr country which rely on it for thelr bousing aceds.

The CHAPA-Seetion & Voycher Comnitie includes idny agencies and instiilitions
involved fn administering the Section 8 program, inchuding howdng nufboriies,
reglonal non-profit agencles, legal services ciganizations, hunwr servites providers,
governinent officials, and nthers concemed about serving the Tmities with children,
slders, and people with disubilifies who receive Sectlon 8 veuch Tt hag been ton
years since Congress has nrado significant changes to thie way in which Subtion §
operates, despite the need to reform some aspeots of this program to meke it more
fficisnt for both consumers-and administrators, The provisions in this Serate SEVRA
Bill are well-considered, and would greatly enhance the programis effsctivensys,

Particular provisions in SEVRA which would benefit the progeant inelade:

« Stabilizing the vanoher finding formuls, basing an sgeney’s ampnﬂm on
-vouchers in use and, thejr average cost i thc prior yeay, thus. ensming that
every agency has enongh fanding to renew its vouchers in sg;

+ Reforniirig the financing of “portability,” thereby making it eqsier-for
familics to yse Séction § vouchers in a wide-ranging area, fulfilling one of the
pragram’s goals.of aljowing families to move beyond aress of poverty;,

« Simplifyiing rent rules for Section 8, as-well gs a sumber of other houslng
programs, streamlining how income-and dedyetions ace Hetermined, and
thiereby teducing the burden on housing ageneies, tenants, and private owness,
while still maintaining the requirement that fesants pay 30% of their income
towards rent;

18 Tremant Street » Suite 401 « Boston, MA 02108 « Telephone (617) 742-0820 « Fax (817 742-9953 UnitpcWay

Website: www.chapa.org -
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- Stréamlining inspeotionis to make it saxier for families to move into housing;

» Improving housing conditions, by encoursging owness to repair housing, and eredting.
safe housing environments for tenants;

« Linking administrative foes to the number of voushers actually lessed, to sncourage
agencies {o use vonchers efficiently and effectively; and

» Allowiiig an inérease il the percentage of vouchers that may be projectsbased so that
there cani be even more additional sffordabie housing opportunities created.

One significant provision for Massachnsetts is allowing the use.pf Section 8 vouchers to aid in
the preservation of state-assisted public housing units. Many of these public housing units are:
threatened with fulling into diseepair and lack of use because there has not been the fimding to
maintxin fhefr safety. By sllowing the use of Sevtion § vaudhiers for this purpose, quf gate
would be ahle te preserve ant imiportent souree of affordeble housing,

In these very difficalt timss for the real estate:market, Section 8 serves a vital function to kesp
soime of the most vulnerdble people in pur society housed in safe and stable rental units. We
liope that you will do everyithing you can fo make sure that SEVRA is passed thifs year, aind thait
the Section 8:program is:made more efficient.

Smemly,

Aaroﬁ Gmnsvem
Bxecutive Director

{on bebalfof the CHAPA Section B Vaucher Comitics)
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! N&C l Febraary 21, 2008
— The Honomble Christopher Dodd
The Honorable Chuck Schumer
G . Committeo on Banking, Houslog and Urban Affairs
Workhpes, 5 20006 United States Senate
. $34 Dirksen Office Building
et Washinggon, DC 20510
po— Dear Chairman Dodd and Senator Schumer:
St Long, Moy )
me The National AIDS Housing Coalition is a nationa} housing organization working to
oy Aduon, Yo ot expand resources for and achieve policy improvements to housing for people with
[ HIV/AIDS. I write in suppont of the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008
“&?‘:;" (SEVRA) which makes important improvenénts to the voucher program now serving
Sukie By, P many extremely low income families, wcludlng thow with HIV/AIDS. As more
o Bndgon A people are living longer and permaaent howsi sre noodod, the Section 8
program is critical resource for those eopingwnh the debilitating and impoverishing
Muw effects of HIV/AIDS,
25 Fogmbtton o o « G, L ) . . . o,
ure We Jook forward to joining with other fousing advocates in working with you $o
Ly dewitare-od Improve and pass SEVRA, We support a number of the positive features of the bilt,
g Wty g, including but not limited to:

¢ Correcting voucher renewal fund distribution by requiring an anpual re-
benchmarking of voucher costs to reflect actar! costs of voucher
sdministration by loca) housing umcws

. lmpmvmg voucher portability provisions by requiring teceiving housing
agencies to take ported-in vouchers from other housing agencies when
adequate funds available,

+  Simplifying rent caloulations for voucher, public housing and project-based
Section § tenaats, and

o Authotizing 20,000 new vouchers 3 year for the next five years.

HIV/AIDS bousing providess, consumers and advocates welcome the opportunity to
work with you wwaed passage of SBVRA.,

Sinoerely YOurs,

ancy B ihe
Executive Director

C
NAAC woks t2 echance Sk ol divwkiene, Memgaesy, sl growsh of g R porss N ok /AR5 i cor conmamasites.
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NADINE NEVINS
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JOANNE CHARLES
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CATHERINE WILLIAMS
ATTORNVEYS AT Law
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MaRY E. GREYFOX
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LEGAL ASSISTANTS.
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March 4, 2008

The Honorable Christopher J. Dodd

Chairman, IJS Sénate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs
534 Dirksen Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Deodd;

1 am writing on behalf of very low-income clients of Connecticut
Legal Services who'pasticipate in the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher
Program or are in need of federal housing assistance, in support of the
Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2008 (SEVRA). Ihave been involved,
along with other legal services staff, in advocating for improvements to the
program and reforms that will stabilize funding in a way that protects the
communities we serve,

. Lepgal services attomeys have.collaborated. acuvely with

2 ';housmg advuocaies and housing.authorities singe the renewal
ﬁmdmg files were'First char 12004, ‘We have pbscrved, since thm,tbax
‘outclients have Had far mote difficulty either.using. vouchersto obtain: ..
hm:smg that sisets’ both affordatbxhty and qua.hty stindards and holding on to
their housing assistance, as some public housing agencies (PHAs) have tried
to cut their budgets by terminating program participants or by refusing
landlords rent increases at renewal time.

We have been told by PHA staff that many. of their participants are
paying more than 30 per cent and often as much as 50 per cent.of their
incomes, even with voucher assistance, The huge increase in utility costs has
made the problem much worse. When the funding system was first changed,
one local PHA reduced its payment standards substantially. One client of
mine was faced with a refit inci¢ase of nearly 75 per cent. The threatofa
lawsuit against the housing authority and HUD delayed the increase for over
a year, but ultimately, the rent change went through, and my client could not
continue to afford her rent where she had been living.

SEVRA contains many of the reforms sorely needs to get the
progmm back on the right track, and we appreciate all you and your staff
have done to  produce g, good bill. Many of the reforms contained.in the bill
admess conceins that we ha.ve premously voiced to yonghrough participation
in the Connecticut Hofisirig Coalition” § Section 8 workmg group, the New:,
England Hotising Netwoxk and the Housmg Justice Network.. -
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Senator Christopher Dodd
Page 2
March 4, 2008

Issues of particular impoitance to my clients include protection of a funding system that
will lead to full use of authorized voucher allocations and permit sensible planning for voucher
administrators and fairness in local administration. Anxiety regarding the budget, even if
justified, oni theé part of housing agencies often leads to actions that are harmful to patticipants.

Another welcome proposal will increase protections to tenants whose landlords are not
properly maintaining the property. Often, 2 PHA will suspend rental assistance payments but
mstruet the tenant to continue paying the tenant’s share of the rent, and if a place is in terrible
condition, and the tenant does not make the payment, the tenant could be in jedpardy of eviction
and of losing the voucher assistance.

Two of the proposed reforms are of particular interest to my organization. One protects
‘tenants in Section 8 project-based housing whose owner leaves the program. Under the bill, a
family that has become toé smalt for the apartment it has been otcupying, in compliance with
project-based rules, will not have to leave its horhe to avoid losing its housing subsidy, if there
are 1o units of the appropriate size available. While we have not had many of these “opt-outs” in
Connecticut in the past two years, my agency was involved with a few terminations in which
long-term residents whose children had grown had to leave theit homes, due to program rules.

The other provision aithorizes incremental vouchers, a huge need in our state, but of
particular interest to Connecticut, SEVRA would authorize the use of the vouchers to help
preserve and rehabilitate state-sponsored public housing as an acceptable preference for the
award of the incremental vouchers. As you know, Connecticut has a large supply of state public
housing that is in distress, because the state program does not include operating subsidies or
effective funding for capital maintenance. Housing Choice Vouchers would provide greatly
needed cash flow to permit the housing to continue to be operated as a resource for low income:
families, should these be authorized and funded.

1 look forward to your leadership in passing SEVRA and the program reforms through
the Senate and seeing the bill enacted. Thank you for your responsiveness to the needs of my
clients.

Very truly yours,

il

! Richard L. Tenenbaum
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Supporters of the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act (SEVRA)
March 7, 2008

Action Housing, Inc. (Pittsburgh, PA)

American Association of Homes and Setvices for the Aging
ANCOR (American Network of Community Options and Resources)
Anti-Displacement Project

The Arc

California Coalition for Rural Housing

California Housing Partnership Corporation

Cambridge Housing Authority (Mass)

Center on Budget and Policy and Priorities

Chicago Community Development Corporation

Chicago Rehab Network

Citizens* Housing and Planning Association

Cleveland Housing Network

Cleveland Tenant Organization.

Coalition for Economic Survival (Los Angeles)

Coalition on Homelessness & Housing in Ohio

Community Alliance of Tenants (Oregon)

Community Capital Corporation (Colorado)

Community Economic Development Assistance Corporation (Mass.)
Connecticut Coalitiori to End Homelessness

Connecticut Housing Coalition

Connecticut Housing Finance Agency

Connecticut Legal Services

Connecticut Public Housing Resident Network

Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities

Corporation for Supportive Housing

Council for Affordable and Rura] Housing

Council of Large Public Housing Authorities

Emily Achtenberg, Housing Policy & Development Consultant
Enterprise Comnnunity Partners

Great Lakes Capital Fund

Greater Hartford Legal Aid

Greater New Orleans Fair Housing Action Center

Housing Action llinois

Housing Alliance of Pennsylvania

Housing and Community Development Network of New Jersey
Housing Assistance Council

Housing Development Corporaticn of Lancaster County
Housing Preservation Project (Minnesota)

Institute of Real Estate Management

Jewish Council for Public Affairs

Lawyers Committee for Civil Rights Under Law

Local Initiatives Support Corporation
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Mercy Housing

Minnesota Housing Partnership

National AIDS Housing Coalition

National Affordable Housing Management Association
Nationil Affordable Housing Trust

National Alliance of Community Economic Development Associations
National Alliance to End Homelessness

National Alliance for the Mentally I1l

National Alliance of HUD Tenants

National Apartment Association

National Association of Home Builders

Natjonal Association of Realtors

National Church Residences

National Council of State Housing Agencics

National Disability Rights Network

National Fair Housing Alliance

National Housing Conference

National Housing Law Project

National Housing Trust

National Leased Housing Association

National Low Income Housing Coalition

National Multi Housing Council

New York City Department of Housing Preservation & Developinent
Ohio Capital Corporation for Housing

Opportunity Finance Network

Organize! Ohio

Paralyzed Veterans of America

Partnership for Strong Communities (CT)

Poverty and Race Research Action Council
Preservation of Affordable Housing.

Public Housing Authority Directors Association
Religious Action Center for Reform. Judaism
Retirement Housing Foundation

Southwestern PA Alliance of HUD Tensuts, Pittsburgh, PA
Stewards of Affordable Housing for the Future

The Community Builders

United Cerebral Palsy Disability Policy Collaboration
Volunteets of America
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WRITTEN STATEMENT OF

ROY A. BERNARDI

DEPUTY SECRETARY

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

HEARING ON

SECTION 8 REFORM
BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING, TRANSPORTATION, AND
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

UNITED STATES SENATE

APRIL 16, 2008
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Chairman Schumer, Ranking Member Crapo, thank you for the opportunity to share the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) views on S, 2684, the
Section 8 Voucher Reform Act.

The Housing Choice Voucher program is HUD’s largest program — currently, two million
families receive voucher assistance to rent decent, safe, and sanitary housing on the
privately owned rental market through a national network of 2,400 public housing
agencies (PHAs). With annual funding of $17 billion dollars, the Voucher program
accounts for over half of HUD’s entire budget. As a result, the future of the housing
choice voucher program is of critical importance to HUD and to our mission of helping
very low-income Americans with their housing needs.

The Housing Choice Voucher program has helped millions of low-income American
families over the past several decades. The challenge before us now is to strengthen and
reform the Voucher program so that it may serve millions more in the decades ahead. As
the Committee is aware, the Administration submitted a legislative proposal in July, 2007
entitled “The Voucher and Rent Simplification Act of 2007” (VRSA) to meet this
challenge.

Housing Choice Voucher Reforms

To meet that challenge we need a Housing Choice Voucher program that encourages and
reward families that are working toward the goal of economic self-sufficiency, and for
disabled and elderly to live as independently as possible. To accomplish this objective,
the program needs a sustainable funding structure and operational authority that allow
PHAs the flexibility to tailor it to local needs. Further, we need income and rent
formulas that are straight-forward and easy to understand by both program administrators
and families alike. We need a simpler and transparent program that will allow HUD and
PHAs to focus resources on expanding housing opportunities and self-sufficiency
services to families, rather than concentrating the bulk of our efforts on compliance and
enforcement of cumbersome and complex statutes, rules, and regulations.

PHAs need much greater administrative flexibility fo tailor the voucher program to meet
the needs and priorities of their individual communities. The most pressing challenges
faced by a PHA administering the voucher program in Waterloo, Iowa, for instance, are
vastly different than those in New York City or New Orleans. Yet we persist with a one-
size-fits-all approach in key components of the program.

Finally, despite lengthy waliting lists for voucher assistance across the country, far too
much voucher funding simply goes unused each year. The main reason for this
unacceptable situation is two-fold. First, Congress continues to impose a cap on the
number of units a PHA is allowed to place under lease during the calendar year,
regardless of whether a PHA has sufficient funding to assist additional families. Second,
the formula by which the PHA’s voucher funding is renewed each year has been
constantly changing from one Appropriations Act to the next. This inconsistency and
uncertainty leads to PHAs taking a very cautious and conservative approach with their
funding dollars as a hedge against potential decreases in future renewal funding.
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Views on S. 2684

The housing choice voucher program cries out for legislative reform. Unfortunately,
while S. 2684 does contain a number of provisions that HUD would support, our overall
assessment is that the enactment of the bill in its current form would ultimately resultin a
more complicated and less effective program than we have today. For example, under S.
2684 an individual PHA’s funding from year to year is impacted on the spending
decisions of other PHAs; income calculations remain overly complex and error-prone;
there is little additional flexibility for PHAs over critical areas such as income and rent
determinations to make the program more responsive and effective in meeting the needs
and priorities of local communities; the roles and responsibilities of PHAs and owners
are blurred; and the bill includes several provisions that will have a chilling effect on
owners’ willingness to participate, inadvertently reduce housing opportunities for the
families the housing choice voucher program serves.

Funding Renewal Structure

HUD strongly opposes the provision in S. 2684 that provides voucher renewal funding on
a unit-based methodology. The formula provides that funding will be based on actual
leasing and costs for the preceding calendar year, as adjusted by an annual adjustment
factor. This unit-based methodology, often viewed as an entitlement-type funding model,
provides no incentive for PHAs to manage program expenditures, control per-unit costs,
and maximize assistance to needy families. The voucher program should not retumto a
flawed funding methodology which led to spiraling and unsustainable per unit cost
increases just a few short years ago. Instead, the voucher program needs a permanent
renewal funding formula that is budget-based and will successfully control costs and
provided stability to the renewal process without a loss of assistance to existing families.

The unit-based funding system put forth in S. 2684 is further flawed in that it encourages
PHAs to increase program costs unnecessarily simply in order to claim a larger share of
the subsequent year’s appropriations. Under S. 2684, PHAs that spend more per unitina
given year will get more the next year at the expense of those PHAs that control or
reduce per-unit costs to serve additional families. Moreover, this unfair dependence on
the spending decisions of all the other PHAs makes it difficult for a PHA to plan or
manage its program beyond the current calendar year. It also creates difficulty for HUD
and Congress to properly forecast the budgetary needs of the voucher program for future
year appropriations, increasing the likelihood of significant decreases in funding from
one year to the next due to the need to pro-rate appropriated funding.

It is crucial that we look back at the recent history of the voucher program when
considering the right approach to crafting a permanent renewal authority. As noted
earlier, just a few years ago Congress was forced to supersede the unit-based regulatory
renewal methodology and impose a budget-based renewal formula in the Appropriations
Acts in order to halt the rapidly escalating and unsustainable increases in voucher
program costs. The voucher renewal methodology set forth in S. 2684 would ultimately
return us to those spiraling per-unit cost increases in the voucher program. Such a result
would require either substantial pro-rated reductions in individual PHA voucher funding
allocations (necessitating the termination of assistance for some participating families) or



131

absorption by the voucher program of a disproportionate share of the HUD budget at the
expense of other critical HUD programs and activities.

VRSA, by contrast provides for a renewal funding methodology that is budget-based, but
provides for re-benchmarking based on actual leasing and costs every three years to
reflect changes in market conditions. In the intervening years, the PHA budget will be
adjusted by an inflation factor. This provides transparency and predictability to the
renewal funding formula, allowing PHASs to appropriately manage the program beyond
the calendar year.

Rent Reform

HUD believes that simplification of tenant income and rent calculations is desperately
needed to ensure fairness and transparency in not only the voucher program but also
public housing. The current system is staggeringly complex and cries out for reform.
However, while the bill makes minor adjustments to the existing rent guidelines (not just
in the voucher program but also to public housing and other Section 8 programs), it does
not fundamentally alter the convoluted and complicated rent and income rules. In fact,
rather than simplifying the calculations, the bill makes the system even more
complicated, thereby increasing the risk of improper payments and inaccurate family
share contributions.

The bill’s primary failing with regard to rent and income is that it does not address one of
the most glaring problems with the current system, which is that a one-size-fits-all
approach cannot be responsive to all the different individual concerns, priorities, and
market conditions of thousands of individual local communities. True reform of the rent
determination system must: (1) reduce PHAS’ administrative burden; (2) provide PHAs
with the necessary flexibility to control tenant rents to properly address the needs and
priorities of their communities; (3) increase the incentives to work for able adults; and (4)
help eliminate improper payments that occur due to difficulties in determining the proper
incomes and rents for participating families. Finally, the income and rent changes
contemplated by the bill are not cost neutral, and the resulting higher per-unit costs will
ultimately reduce the number of families the program will be able to serve.

VRSA provides PHAs the flexibility to choose among several different rent structures
which may include flat rents that are not directly tied to income; income-based rents;
income-tiered rents or rents that are determined in accordance with today’s requirements.

Housing Quality Standards

HUD supports the concept of reducing the frequency of housing quality standards (HQS)
inspections put forth in S. 2684, as such a change would allow the PHA to concentrate its
resources on its higher-risk properties or economic self-sufficiency efforts. However, the
bill would also permit the PHA to use abated housing assistance payments resulting from
owner HQS violations to make repairs directly to the owner’s property. This blurs the
respective roles and responsibilities of the owner and PHA. Furthermore, it is likely to
discourage owner participation in the voucher program, as many owners will be reluctant
to participate in a program that allows the PHA to unilaterally, without any hearing or
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appeal process, perform work or contract for work to be done on the rental property
without the owner’s permission. In addition, there may be significant liability concerns
for both parties as a result of such work.

Using Rental Assistance for Other Uses

HUD also opposes the provision in S. 2684 that allows the agency to use rental assistance
funds to pay the owner’s utilities as this once again muddies the respective roles of the
PHA and the owner. The PHA is not the owner of the unit or a party to the lease and
should not assume the owner’s responsibilities for that unit. If the owner fails to pay for
utilities for his property, the role of the PHA should continue to be one of enforcing the
provisions of the HAP contract, not assuming property management functions of the
owner.

In addition, the bill requires the PHA to provide the tenant at least 120 days to remain in
the unit from the start of an abatement of assistance payments due to HQS violations.
This would be an unreasonable period of time to allow a family to remain in a dangerous
unit with life-threatening deficiencies, and that the appropriate length of time before a
family is required to move in such instances should not be mandated by Federal law.
Instead, the program should continue to rely on the administering PHA’s judgment and
expertise over this issue.

The bill further provides that abated housing assistance payments may be used for repair
costs and relocation expenses. HUD opposes using housing assistance payments for
anything other than providing rental assistance to owners on behalf of families. Diverting
the assistance to other uses ultimately reduces the number of families that receive
housing assistance under the voucher program.

Fair Market Rents

FMRs are a key indicator for both the voucher program and other Federal housing
programs. S. 2684 requires HUD to radically alter the manner in which Fair Market Rent
(FMR) areas are determined and we have significant concerns about the unintended and
potentially undesirable consequences with this part of the bill. These concerns are as
follows:

1. Proposed FMR areas are not fully specified, leaving HUD at a loss as to how
to interpret congressional intent;

2. The implied expectations that FMR areas can be re-defined on a timely on-
going basis are unrealistic;

3. The data necessary for changes in FMR areas in response to public requests are
not as available or as robust as is being assumed;

4. As drafted, the changes in FMR area definitions would have wide ranging
consequences for many other HUD and non-HUD programs throughout the
Federal Government including the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit because
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HUD’s area median income estimate and income limit areas are the same as
FMR areas except as required by statute; and

5. Staff at HUD and at Census would have to be increased significantly to timely
implement the provisions related to FMR areas.

PHA Performance Standards

The provision in S.2684 concerning how to assess PHA performance is also problematic.
As provided in VRSA, PHA performance assessment should focus on major core
elements (physical condition of unit, utilization of funds, PHA reporting, financial
condition of the PHA) in statute. Additional standards and performance assessment
indicators that measure PHA performance would be promulgated in regulation.

Conversion to Project-Based Assistance

There are a number of provisions in S. 2684 regarding project-based vouchers that greatly
concern HUD. The bill increases the percentage of voucher funding that may be
available for project-basing. The housing choice voucher program is fundamentally a
tenant-based program that allows families to choose the unit where the family wishes to
reside. Tying more units to specific projects provides fewer families with the ability
upon receiving a voucher to choose where they want to live or to move closer to job or
educational opportunities.

The bill also adds a new provision to allow project-based assistance to be attached to an
existing, newly constructed, or rehabilitated structure without following a competitive
process. Competition among owners and developers for project-based assistance is in the
public interest. Furthermore, the bill increases the proportion of units in any building that
may be project-based. One of the benefits of the tenant-based voucher program is that it
avoids the concentration of subsidized families in a particular building. The project-
based voucher program recognizes the importance of avoiding clustering voucher
families in a particular building and believes that the current standards should be
maintained.

The bill also provides that project-based vouchers may be provided instead of enhanced
vouchers for certain Housing Conversion Actions. HUD is concerned that this type of
project-based voucher contract would not be restricted by the 20 percent limitation on
voucher funds for project-based vouchers. This may result in a disproportionate share of
tenant-based renewal funding going to support project-based preservation voucher
assistance. In addition, impacted families would no longer have the opportunity to move
immediately from the project with tenant-based assistance, as is the case now following a
Housing Conversion Action.

We also oppose the S. 2684 provision that would allow a PHA to voluntarily transfer a
portion of its vouchers and corresponding budget authority to be used as project-based
assistance by other PHAs in the same or contiguous metropolitan statistical areas.
Allowing such voluntary transfers to accommodate project-based efforts in other PHA
jurisdictions is unfair to the families on the donating PHA waiting list, as the family’s
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wait for housing assistance will be prolonged and they will not benefit from the project-
based efforts by another PHA elsewhere in the metropolitan area or an adjacent
metropolitan area.

Family Eligibility and Screening

With respect to family eligibility, HUD supports including the consideration of
applicants’ assets in determining eligibility. However, the bill’s reliance on family self-
certification calls in to question the provision’s effectiveness. Also, in regard to the
exceptions to the prohibition of assistance to families that own residential property, the
bill as written would exempt families that are landlords (who typically do not have a legal
right to reside in property they have leased to another party), which seems at odds with
the intent to ensure that limited voucher assistance is going to those families that truly
need help.

S. 2684 contains a provision that limits the PHA’s ability to screen families to criteria
that are directly related to an applicant’s ability to fulfill the obligations under the lease.
We are uncertain as to the underlying problem the provision is attempting to remedy and
are concerned it may inadvertently or purposefully weaken or remove existing grounds to
deny admission (e.g., failure to sign consent forms, failure to submit evidence of
citizenship or legal non-citizen status, family in the past received other housing assistance
at the same time as voucher assistance, etc.).

HUD also objects to the provision in S. 2684 that would prohibit the PHA from applying
its admissions standards to families that may be eligible for enhanced vouchers due to a
Housing Conversion Action. This may require PHAs to admit families that are registered
sex offenders or drug-related or violent criminals. PHAs should not be required to assist
such families simply because the Multifamily Housing owner may have done a poor job
with background checks and criminal screening or enforcement of the lease.

Reporting Requirements

S. 2684 requires HUD to provide Congress and PHAs with an annual report on rent
burdens and to submit an annual report on the degree to which families of particular race
and ethnic groups assisted in each metropolitan area are clustered in high poverty areas,
and the extent to which greater geographic distribution of such assisted families could be
achieved, which includes increasing payment standards for particular communities with
such metropolitan areas. To produce a report with specific determinations for each
metropolitan area (as provided by the bill) will be costly and Congress will also need to
authorize and appropriate funding to support this report if the requirement is enacted into
law.

Rent Reasonableness

The section on rent burdens also contains a provision that would exempt tax credit units
from the rent reasonableness requirement that the rent to owner may not exceed rents for
comparable unassisted units. HUD opposes this provision as voucher program funds
should not be used to support unreasonable rents, regardless of whether the unit is
receiving tax credits.



135

The bill adds six new actions PHAs may take so that HUD may not deny a PHA’s request
to set a payment standard up to 120 percent of the FMR. HUD opposes this provision
because HUD should have the authority to decide increases in the payment standard of
the current basic range in a unit-based renewal system, since any exception payment
standard and the resulting increased cost will impact the share of renewal funding for all
PHAs.

While HUD would oppose S. 2684 in its present form, we commend the Committee for
recognizing the need for legislative reform in the voucher program. We would note that
the bill does contain a number of provisions that we support. For example, S. 2684
establishes an administrative fee formula that is based on units under lease as opposed to
fixed amount regardless of the PHA’s utilization rate. HUD also believes the concept of
making funding for FSS coordinators part of the regular administrative fees for the
program would be very beneficial to the self-sufficiency efforts under the voucher
program. The bill would also allow PHAs to implement the voucher homeownership
downpayment grant option using its existing resources, thereby increasing
homeownership opportunities for voucher participants. And as stated earlier, the bill
would reduce the frequency of required inspections, freeing PHAs to concentrate their
resources to focus on the more marginal units in their voucher program.

In conclusion, we reiterate that VRSA would simplify the rent requirements for public
housing and reforms the section 8 voucher assistance program. By removing the caps on
authorized units, the legislation allows more low-income families in need of housing
assistance to be served, fosters the deconcentration of poverty, and promotes more
efficient service delivery. It also increases PHA flexibility by providing a stable,
predictable budget-based renewal funding formula, encourages PHAs to spend their
balances effectively and eliminates the administratively arcane and burdensome rent
determination formulas. VRSA authorizes HUD to initially allocate administrative fees
to each PHA that administers a housing voucher program based on the number of
families assisted and makes provision for a future formula derived from research data.
VRSA provides PHAs with the necessary flexibility over tenant rents to address the
necds and priorities of their communities, increases the incentives to work for able adults,
and helps eliminate improper payments that occur due to difficulties to determining the
proper rent.

We look forward to working with Congress to develop comprehensive reforms for the
Section 8 Voucher Program as the legislative process moves forward. Again, thank you
for this opportunity to share our views and concerns on S. 2684.
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