TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HOUSI NG AND
COMVUNI TY AFFAI RS

PROCGRAMS COWM TTEE MEETI NG

11: 14 a. m
Thur sday,
April 7, 2005

Room 437
Wal ler Creek O fice Building

507 Sabi ne
Austin, Texas 78701

PRESENT:

AUDI T COW TTEE:

Kent Coni ne, Chairnman
Bet h Ander son

TDHCA STAFF:

Edwi na Carrington, Executive Director
Eddi e Fari ss




| NDE X
AGENDA
Call to Order, Roll Call
Certification of Quorum
PUBLI C COMVENT
ltem 1 Presentation, D scussion and Possible

Approval of M nutes of Programs Committee
Meeting of February 10, 2005

Item 2 Di scussion of Section 8 Housing Choice
Voucher Program

EXECUTI VE SESSI ON ( None hel d)
ADJ OURN

PAGE

24




PROCEEDIL NGS

MR CONINE: Call to order the Prograns
Comm ttee neeting of the Texas Departnent of Housing and
Community Affairs on April 7 at 11:14.

First order of business is to call the roll.
Kent Conine, the Chair, is here. Beth Anderson?

MS. ANDERSON: Here.

MR. CONI NE: Vidal Gonzal ez, not here. W've
got a quorum Rocking and rolling. Any public comrent?
You need to fill out a witness affirmation form | have
none at the present tinme. Don't know whether anybody out
there would like to speak publicly. But if you do, you
need to get an affirmation formup here fairly quickly.
If not, seeing none, |I'll close the public coment period,
and go to Item 1, Presentation, Discussion, and Possible
Approval of Mnutes of the Program Conm ttee Meeting of
February 10, 2005.

M5. ANDERSON: Move approval

MR. CONINE: There is a notion. 1'll second.
Any further discussions? Seeing none, all those in favor,
signify by saying aye.

MS. ANDERSON: Aye.

MR. CONINE: All opposed?

(No response.)




MR. CONINE: Motion carries.

Item 2, Discussion of Section 8 Housing Choice
Voucher Program M. Carrington?

M5. CARRI NGTON: Thank you, M. Chair. This is
a continuation of the discussion that the board started
| ast sunmer concerning the adm nistration of our Section 8
Housi ng Choi ce Voucher Program

And staff, at board's direction, conducted a
survey in August of last year with |l ocal public housing
authorities that were either in the areas where we
adm ni ster vouchers, or were in close proximty to those
areas where we adm ni ster vouchers.

The board then instructed us two nonths ago to
do sone additional surveying of -- well, to update our
first survey, and then call additional entities that we
t hought m ght have an interest in admnistering the
voucher program

And what we have provided for you all today I
think is actually two different charts. W called over a
period of two or three days. And we actually asked the
Policy and Public Affairs to go through the agency to do
t his.

We devel oped a script, and had them nmake the

calls to comunity action agencies, to the large public




housi ng authorities, and also to the regional councils,
because there are several of the regional councils around
the state that do have housi ng prograns.

So of course, our trick there was to | ook at
where we had our vouchers and where there were those
regional councils, and to see if there was any overl ap.
And i ndeed, there was sone overl ap.

In our current Section 8 existing program we
have 32 | ocal operators around the state that we contract
with for the adm nistration of the vouchers. There are
five areas that do not have |ocal operators, and so our
staff actually does the managenent of those vouchers in
t hose areas.

The first chart we have for you is the
Adm nistrative Fee that is earned by each of these |oca
operators. So how many vouchers they have, and how much
adm ni strative fee they earned.

And then the second part of the information
we're providing you is the survey that we conducted. And
t he surveys that we conducted over a period of these |ast
several days, and asking the question of should -- if
TDHCA does decide to relinquish its vouchers, would you be
interested in adm nistering those vouchers on behal f of

TDHCA and/ or HUD?




And so what you have in front of you is the
results of those calls. Since the board book went up now
a week ago, we have formally a few nore updated responses

You will see in sone instances that we had to | eave
nmessages and had not heard back.

And so the first two pages are actually the
exi sting current |ocal operators that we've called. The
next page is the conmmunity action agencies that either are
currently adm ni stering vouchers. And then the |ast page
is the Councils of Governnent -- actually, two nore pages.

The count -- the COGs that cover the areas where we have
vouchers, and then the last one is the large Public
Housi ng Authorities fromthree HUD of fices, because these,
of course, would cover the whole state by covering these
t hree areas of HUD.

So | don't really know what we draw in
conclusion fromthis. Several of themdid indicate an
interest in admnistering the vouchers. They indicated to
us that they woul d obviously need a whole |ot nore
i nformation, you know, what were all of their
responsibilities going to be? How much would their
adm ni strative fee be?

The first, of course, key question would be

woul d they have the ability to be designated as a public




housi ng authority by HUD? And HUD actual |y determ ned
themeligible to adm nister the vouchers.

So | think present this to you for your
information, and so -- and for continued di scussion about
our Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program This is not
only a good tine to say that we are still in discussions
wi th HUD about Brazoria County. And that did cone up at
the earlier neeting.

And that is -- as we did our survey, | don't
think it included Brazoria County. So that has not been

finally resolved by HUD, although we are in correspondence

with them

MR. CONINE: | guess it goes w thout saying
t hat the predom nance -- predom nant answer we got was
yes?

M5. CARRI NGTON:  Un- huh.

MR. CONINE: And which answers, | guess, one of
the questions that we -- as a conmttee, | knew we had.

Under the administrative fee chart, now those show a grand
total of $825,000. That is the fee that the current --
our current group gets. |Is that correct? Am|l correct in
t hat nunber ?

M5. CARRINGTON: M. Fariss, would you conme up

to address the question?




MR. CON NE: In other words, the 1,600 or
what ever vouchers we've got left, that's the fee that --
MR. FARISS: That's the fee that we earned.

MR CONINE: That's the fee that we earned.

MR. FARISS: That we earned. Well, the -- that

admnistrative fee by a | ocal operator would put -- we

separated the counties by |local operators. But that's the

fee that we earn for the vouchers that we adm nister in
each of those areas.

MR CONINE: |Is that a net anmpbunt or a gross
anount? In other words, we -- these |ocal operators --

MR, FARISS. W are paying the |ocal operator
$10 a voucher. So that conmes fromthe -- you know --

M5. CARRI NGTON:  Per nonth? Per year?

MR FARISS: -- the 40 or the 50 -- nost of
them-- nost of the fees that we earn per voucher are
ei ther $40.80, $52, $48. There is a predom nance of the
$40. 80 administrative fee earned.

MR CONINE: I'mlike Ms. Anderson; you are
confusing ne nore than hel ping nme there. |s that a per
nmont h? Per year nunber?

MR. FARISS: Yes, that's per nonth. $40. 80.
And then there is a colum that says -- that gives the

yearly total for each of the areas that we adm ni ster




vouchers.

MS5. ANDERSON: So we're receiving approxi mately
$40 a nmonth per voucher, and then giving the |ocal
operat or approximately $10 a nont h?

MR. CONINE: So a quarter of it, basically.

MR. FARISS: That is correct.

MS. ANDERSON:  Per nont h.

MR CONINE: So out of the 825,000, 250 or 200
goes out to the | ocal operators?

MR FARISS: R ght.

MR. CONINE: Ckay. In the stuff with the
Brazoria County thing --

MR FARISS: Yes, sir.

MR CONINE: -- when do we make a board
deci sion on --

MS. CARRI NGTON:  August .

MR. CONINE: -- getting a -- and so -- | nean,
we're well into two-thirds of a year. And it's basically
still waiting on us.

MR. FARISS: And we've provided the board with
a large stack of correspondence that it's gone back and
forth between the departnent and HUD. W have stayed on
top of it. W have continued to, you know, tell them

to -- ask themto nove forward on this.
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And | think Ms. Carrington nentioned earlier in
the Audit Conmmittee neeting that it really didn't seemto
nmove nmuch off the center stripe until she had an
opportunity to talk to her HUD deputy --

MR CONINE: But in the intervening tinme, we

continue this $40/$10 arrangenent with the Brazoria

County --

MR. FARISS: That is correct. Yes. And of
course, we have -- continue to have tenants in the units
in Brazoria County. W have, at the tinme, you know, |'m

not sure if you know that HUD recently changed the way
that they fund the voucher program And they don't fund
it by vouchers. They're providing us with a -- basically
a set anount of noney from which we have to adm nister the
vouchers.

And the way they determ ned that is they | ooked
at the vouchers that were rent -- that were | eased in My,
June and July 2004. So they provided us funding for the
Brazoria County vouchers and all of our vouchers based on
t he nunber of vouchers that were | eased at that tinme. And
| think that was 560 vouchers during that three-nonth
peri od.

Today -- or actually, the last report that we

had for -- which was February, there were five -- over 519
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vouchers |l eased in the Brazoria County area.

MR. CONI NE: That excluded --

M5. CARRINGTON: And it was allocated, and
Brazoria County was the 576.

MR. FARISS: That's right.

MR. CONINE: You know, | guess | was hopeful
that the process woul d conclude quicker than it has, just
to be a -- | guess a test case, a good test case for us as
board nmenbers to see how the begi nning and the end woul d
work out in a scenario |like that.

And so I'"'ma little conflicted by the fact that
it hasn't happened. And | also -- as |I'msure everyone
does, pay close attention to what's going on in
Washi ngton, D.C. regarding the changes in the Section 8
program You know, whether or not -- | don't think bl ock
granting to the states all Section 8 vouchers, which was
proposed | ast year -- | don't believe it's on the table
this year yet.

MR FARISS: No, but --

MR. CONI NE: But there seens to be a | ot of
stuff swirling around the Section 8 programthat renains
unclear to ne, and |I'msure to those who benefit and use
t he vouchers.

On the other hand -- so we have -- in ny mnd,
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we have a phil osophical issue. Should the State Housing
Agency continue to participate in it, at what |evel?

And | think we al so have a financial issue.
And | don't see any nunbers here in this report, but I
woul d be very interested in seeing just financially
with -- assumng that the Brazoria County stuff goes |ike
we think it's going to go, and we have | eft renaining what
we have left, then what inpact on our operational budget
woul d be keeping the 1,600 as a net gain or net |oss
position?

And of course, then disregarding the
phi | osophi cal point, you know, what would -- if we let it
go, what would be the financial ram fications?

M5. CARRINGTON:  And we did, | think, back in
August, or June or August |ast year when we were talking
about this, we did talk about the dollars. And we can
pull that out and present it back to the board.

MR. CONINE: Are you tal king about -- we didn't
tal k about the dollars, though, with the Brazoria County
thing figured in, | don't think.

MS. CARRINGTON: | --

FARI SS: | think we did.

CONI NE: W did?

5 3 3

CARRI NGTON: | think so.
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MR, CONINE: Well, 1've slept since --

M5. CARRI NGTON: But we certainly can.

MR. FARISS: Yes. W can pull that out again
for you. I'mnot sure if |I have it with ne, but | know
that that was part of the information that we provided at
one tinme or another in prior board neetings.

O course, that voucher -- the Brazoria County
vouchers represented between 20 and 25 percent of the
total vouchers that we adm nister. So obviously, it
woul d be a 25 percent reduction in the admnistrative fees
that we earn, and that are used for direct and indirect
support of the program

MR. CONI NE: | understand that.

M5. ANDERSON: It's a pro rata.

MR CONINE: Yes. | -- but I don't have a --
don't know how many people that we have over in that
departnment, or what they're paid, or any of that sort of
stuff. So I'll need the expense side of the equation, or
at least a refresher.

MR FARISS: Wll, | will tell you at this
poi nt, we have a resignation in the Section 8 staff, and |
have not noved to fill that, because that wll --
that's -- you know, anticipating the change, anticipating

the | oss of those vouchers. That may be enough. [|'m not
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sure. And it would also affect, to sonme degree or
anot her, financial staff who support --

MR. CONINE: How many FTEs do we have over in
the -- just working on Section 8?

MR. FARISS: Eight. There were eight.

MR. CONI NE: Ckay.

MR FARISS: That's down --

MS. ANDERSON. So you've got eight -- a head

count of eight, but nowwth a resignation, you'll have
seven - -

MR. FARISS: | have seven positions --

MR CONINE: Filled.

MR. FARISS: -- filled. Right?

MR. CONI NE: Ckay.

MR. FARI SS: Excluding ne.

M5. CARRINGTON. In | ooking to see what has
happened with Brazoria County, we also think about Marble
Falls, where the board did agree to a relinquish those
vouchers back to HUD with the, | think, idea and intent
t hat those vouchers would indeed go to the Marble Falls
Housi ng Aut hority.

And | know, as we have reported to you all,
they did go back to HUD. W did relinquish those vouchers

to the Fort Worth HUD office. And they did not get
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real |l ocated to Marble Falls.

So Marble Falls is comng in, | think, under
t enant - based rental assistance in the HOVE Programto | ook
for assistance to those elderly individuals that they had
already put in their units in the anticipation of
recei ving those vouchers.

So | think one thing that we certainly think
about as the staff, is if we relinquish that to HUD, at
| east our experience is, they are not necessarily being
real | ocat ed.

MR. CONINE: To the sane spot?

M5. CARRINGTON:  Well, from what we understand
in Marble Falls, they just weren't reall ocated.

MR. FARI SS: Wat happened with Marble Falls is
t hat --

MR. CONINE: But they may have gone to Wchita
Fal |l s or somewhere el se.

MR. FARI SS: Wat happened with Marble Falls is
that while we probably transferred the vouchers, those
vouchers were not | eased. They weren't used during My,
June and July when HUD t ook the snapshot.

So we were not -- you know, we didn't have
t hose vouchers. So we didn't get an allocation for those

to support those vouchers. And Marble Falls didn't have
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them | eased. And so they weren't officially theirs during
May, June and July. They didn't have them | eased, so they
didn't get an allocation.

No one has allocated funding for those
vouchers.

MR. CONINE: But nmy point was, | doubt if they
went unused all over the whole country. It was just that
particul ar geographic area didn't get them

MR. FARISS: Well, the vouchers not being --
going to be used anywhere --

M5. ANDERSON: O it may be --

MR FARISS: -- because if it's not --

M5. ANDERSON: -- you think now that we've gone
to a fixed-anmount basis, instead of a per voucher basis,
they' re taking these relinquishments as a way to sort of
bal ance the books.

MR FARISS: Yes. It doesn't matter that there
were 30 vouchers there.

M5. CARRINGTON: Yes. That is an --

MR. FARISS: Wiat matters is that there was no
nmoney to support those 30 vouchers. So you know, just
i ke the Brazoria County issue with 576 vouchers all ocated
there, but |ess vouchers than that were being used at the

time that HUD took its snapshot.
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And so while they didn't pass the bl ock grant
| egi sl ati on proposed, basically, by the -- by changing the
way that they calculate their fornula, they inposed a
bl ock grant upon us. That's basically what's happened.

M5. CARRI NGTON: Created a savings.

MR. FARI SS: And created a savings. But
that's -- but like Ms. Anderson said, we are
adm ni strati ng vouchers based on how nmuch noney was
al l ocated, as opposed to how many vouchers we have.

M5. ANDERSON: And it seens to ne that with the
shift in a per voucher funding to a fixed amount, call it
a savings or a block grant, or whatever, that that argues
to protect the maxi num anmount of noney going to the
residents that need that voucher, that the place where you
bal ance the books is you try to deliver the vouchers
t hrough what ever agency, |ocal governnent, whatever does
it nost efficiently in ternms of adm nistrative costs.

So that you do, in fact, take the savings out
of the admnistrative side of the equation, not -- you
know, so that you, as little as possible inpact the people
t hat need the rental assistance.

MR CONINE: Al right. 1In our case, though,
we' re paying ten bucks to whoever it is. Right?

Currently?
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MR. FARISS: W're -- our |local operators are
providing us that direct liaison -- direct local |iaison
with the tenants. You know, there is a |ocal presence.

That $10 buys us a local presence to interact with that

t enant .

MR. CONI NE: Ckay.

MR FARISS: And we, on the other hand, are
able to maintain the systems -- the financial and

programmati c systens that are necessary to manage. And
what | --

MR CONINE: I'mtrying to follow your train of
t hought, because |I'm --

M5. ANDERSON: Yes. Wiat I'mtrying to say is
that when we got a fixed anmobunt this year, and we don't
know what's goi ng to happen next year -- we nmay get a
smal ler fixed amount. And so |I'mjust arguing that in a
situation where you --

MR. CONINE: You don't have to argue with ne --

M5. ANDERSON: |'mnot -- | don't nmean I'min
an argunment with you

MR. CONI NE: Oh.

M5. ANDERSON:. What |I'msaying is, nmy point is
t hat when you have a situation where you're not on a per

voucher/per-unit kind of deal, but you're on a fixed deal,
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that my preference would be that we try to get the
admnistrative elenent of that total pie as small as
possi bl e through -- you know, through our own efforts, and
those of the |ocal operator so that we protect nore of the
pie for the people that are in -- live in this -- need the
rental assistance.

And | know there is an adm nistrative point
bel ow whi ch you can't go, but --

MR CONINE: Right?

M5. ANDERSON: -- the -- | wouldn't concede
that if you get a smaller fixed amount, that all that has
to come out of the voucher side of the pie and not sone of
it out of the adm nistrative.

MR. FARISS: No, it would never conme out of
the -- you know, that's one of the reasons that
we recomrend it to you, and that you approved the changes
in our fair market rent values two or three nonths ago,
because we | ooked at the average rent, the average cost of
rent per unit in each of our areas, and then | ooked at the
new fair market rent, and made those recomendati ons so
that the -- if we were recommending a reduction, it stil
covered the average rent in each area.

So we were able to -- and that's what a | ot of

housi ng authorities are doing. They're |ooking at their
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fair market rent to nmake sure that they maintain the
tenants in the units with noney that they're getting.

MR. CONINE: Maybe the way to do this or to
recomend to the board to do this would be to go ahead and
go through, | guess, an RFP or whatever you want to cal
it, to ask for the balance of our vouchers, you know, for
proposals to come in fromthose that have expressed
interest and even others, to kind of see what the
proposal s woul d | ook 1i ke.

And for the board then to have all of that
information there before we, you know, finally decide to
do sonething or not do sonething, we do that.

MR. FARISS: | think maybe there is one other
pi ece that we're not tal king about. And that is whether
HUD woul d support that. You know, we can put out a
request for proposal and ask all these people that said
yes to submt a proposal

But you know, we still have to deal with HUD
and whet her they would certify any of these |ocal
operators as a housing authority, or whether they would --
or whet her those housing -- whether those | ocal operators
woul d have adequat e vouchers available to themto provide
the critical mass necessary to inplenent the systens that

we are able to do with the critical mass of vouchers that
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we adm ni ster.

MR. CONINE: | nmean, could we not ask themto
cone testify to the board as part of this process, just so
we can get their feelings? You know, nmake them cone and
let themtell us, you know, heads up from sonmebody from
Fort Worth show up and | et us know what they're thinking
on their side. It would be very helpful to nme, and I
think it would be to you.

But -- and ny whole point is, we start the bal
rolling, we get the process started. And we invite, you
know, nore -- and we're going to get other PHAs to cone in
and testify, you know, as we'd go through the process.

But if we just never start, we'll never know.

M5. ANDERSON: Do you have a -- | know you do
wi th your community action agencies that we work with, do
you have sone kind of Section 8? |Is there a venue where
you'd have a critical mass of them already com ng
together, a neeting of sonme kind, or --

MR. FARISS: Wll, there are -- I'"mnot sure
exactly how to answer your question. There are a few
community action agencies that are |ocal operators for us.

And there are sonme other -- there are -- there is at
| east one community action agent -- no, there are two

community action agencies that | know of that adm nister
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Section 8 vouchers in multiple counties. That they are,
you know, Panhandl e Comrunity Services is adm nistering --

MR. CONINE: Don't they have regional

conferences, though? | think is what --
M5. ANDERSON: | was just trying to figure out,
instead of bringing themall -- making themall cone to

Austin to testify, is there sonewhere where there's a --
where you bring a critical mass of your Section 8
partners, whether they're community action agencies or
county governnents, or whatever. Do you have an annua
Section 8 thing Iike you do --

MR, FARISS.: No. but we can do sonething |ike
that. But what | thought M. Conine was saying was to
have HUD representatives cone and testify, to tell the
board if they, you know, how that certification of -- as a
PHA woul d work, or should work, or if it would work.

Maybe | m sunder st ood.

MR CONINE: |I'malways interested in
under standi ng the nysteries of how HUD works. And to have
soneone here to testify to that, or to tell the board how
that works in Fort Worth or Washington, D.C., | think,
woul d be very hel pful

MR FARISS: Yes. | think so. | think that

would be -- I'd like to hear themsay it too, because --
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MR CONINE: | nean, it's what |I'mjust saying.
That woul d be a piece of information that the board would

have ultimately -- to ultimately make t he deci sion of
whet her to or not to.

MR. FARISS: | can tell you --

MR CONINE: Wiich I think is going to take
several nonths to figure out anyway.

M5. CARRI NGTON: One of the thoughts that |
have related to Ms. Anderson's question is in late July
there is the large conmmunity action agency neeting. It is
an annual neeting. And perhaps at that neeting a sub-
group of the agencies that adm nister Section 8 -- and |
know obviously it's not going to be all of our |ocal
operators --

MR. FARI SS: Right.

M5. CARRINGTON. -- but it would give a
critical mass of them And we could have that discussion
in late July.

MR FARISS: Well, it would get a few -- of
probably five, five or so of the 32 |ocal operators would
be, you know. It --

M5. CARRI NGTON:  Ckay.

MR. FARISS: But certainly, you know, we have

sone other opportunities to do that. And you know, we
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could -- we're going to be doing sonme housing quality
standard training with our |ocal operators, and that would
be an ideal opportunity to talk to them about that,
because we wi Il have that group together for that.

M5. CARRI NGTON: That was just as a result of
an SAO audit coment, and it was discussed this norning in
| ooking at the training inplenented by June 1. So | think
we have a couple of possibilities for doing that,
commttee nenbers. And then also | will certainly extend
an invitation to the Regional HUD O fice. And would you
all like to have that presentation by HUD, if possible, at
the May neeting, or --

MR. CON NE: | T woul d be wonder ful .

M5. CARRI NGTON: Okay. Then we will follow up.
MR FARISS: WII| that be at the full --

MR. CONI NE: Board neeting.

M5. CARRI NGTON: At the board neeting.

MR. CONINE: | think the full board needs to

hear that.
MR. FARISS: Yes, sir.
MR. CONI NE: That okay with you, Ms. Anderson?
| don't want to drive this thing in the ditch, but
think it's inportant to get you nore pieces of

information. Any other questions? Thank you very nuch.




25

| appreciate your testinony.
M5. CARRI NGTON: Thank you. We will follow up.
MR. CONINE: The Progranms Comm ttee stands

adj our ned.
(Wher eupon, at 11:43 a.m, the neeting was

concl uded.)
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