











Amended and Restated Moving to Work Agreement
Summary Record of Public Comments & VHA Response

The VHA held a public hearing on March 10, 2008 at which it received public comment. The
VHA also received written comments from two organizations and one Housing Choice Voucher
participant. Copies of the March 10 meeting notes and the three letters are attached. The
following is a summary of the comments received and the VHA’s response.

Issue

Response

Concern about the potential impacts of the
proposed 10-year Amended and Restated
Agreement and adopting the Agreement
before SEVRA or other legislation
reauthorizes the MTW Demonstration
Program

VHA believes that HUD is authorized to
extend the MTW Agreement. Moreover,
HUD has been working on a 10-year
Agreement for several years and was
almost ready to launch it in December
2006. Because Congress was working on
legislation that included a MTW-like
program, HUD waited all of 2007 for
Congress to act. Absent such action, HUD
published the Amended and Restated
MTW Agreement in late December 2007.

Objection to the new Attachment A,
particularly including Section 8 funding in
the block grant.

Summary Record of Public Comments & VHA Response
Amended and Restated Moving to Work Agreement

VHA received the new Attachment A from
HUD in March and it was posted on the
VHA'’s website and distributed to a list of
stakeholders. VHA’s request to HUD for a
revised Attachment A, including the
request for including Section 8 funding in
the block grant, was included in the
Revised 2008 MTW Annual Plan, which
was published for comment on February 7,
2008. By including Section 8 funding, the
VHA is afforded greater flexibility and
greater predictability in the funding level
so that we are better able to use scarce
resources to meet the growing housing
needs of this community. The VHA’s
Director of Finance worked with HUD
staff to thoughtfully develop the block
grant formula and we do not believe that it
will in any way adversely impact the VHA
or the community we serve. To the
contrary we believe that it will provide us
with the flexibility to adapt to changing
community needs.
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Comment that SEVRA precludes the need
for a New Agreement.

Last year SEVRA passed the House of
Representatives but not the Senate. This
year the Senate has introduced a bill
without HIP — the House proposed
replacement for MTW. In addition it is
highly unlikely that SEVRA in any form
will pass Congress this year. The
Amended and Restated MTW Agreement
provides stability and the opportunity to
plan strategically over a longer period of
time to best meet the affordable housing
needs of this community.

Support for New Agreement and the
flexibility it provides.

Summary Record of Public Comments & VHA Response

Amended and Restated Moving to Work Agreement

VHA appreciates the support and agrees
that the New Agreement will provide
flexibility and new opportunities to meet
the housing needs of this community.
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Revised 2008 VHA Moving to Work Annual Plan
Summary Record of Public Comments & VHA Response

The VHA held a public hearing on March 10, 2008 at which it received public comment. The
VHA also received written comments from two organizations and one Housing Choice Voucher
participant. Copies of the March 10 meeting notes and the three letters are attached. The
following is a summary of the comments received and the VHA’s response.

Issue

Response

No action should be taken until HUD
provides VHA with the financial resources
and technical assistance needed to
rigorously evaluate MTW initiatives.

Although funding has not kept up with
demand over the past few years, HUD has
awarded VHA the funds authorized by
Congress. Although the VHA endeavors to
evaluate initiative outcomes it also strives
to achieve a balance between resources
expended for evaluation and value added.
During 2008 the VHA does intend to
review its evaluation processes and
determine the type of data and reports that
would be useful.

VHA needs to seek more stakeholder input

Summary Record of Public Comments & VHA Response
Revised 2008 VHA Moving to Work Annual Plan

The Amended and Restated MTW
Agreement was signed by HUD on
December 21, 2007 and received in the
VHA offices on January 7, 2008. The
VHA published the Agreement on
February 7, 2008 for a 30-day comment
period. Copies of the new Agreement were
available at the VHA Main Street offices
and at the RISE & STARS Community
Center. Copies of the new Agreement
were e-mailed to stakeholders during late
January and early February. The new
Agreement was also available on the
VHA'’s website beginning on February 7,
2008. Four notices (February 6, March 5,
March 8 and March 9) and one short article
(March 7) appeared in the Columbian, the
daily newspaper for Vancouver and Clark
County. A public hearing was held on
March 10, 2008. The VHA Board of
Commissioners received public comment
and took action at their regularly scheduled
March 26, 2008 meeting.
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The VHA needs a Resident Advisory
Board

The VHA uses the Clark County Residents
Council (CCRC) as its resident advisory
board. During 2008 the VHA will work
with the CCRC or its successor to review
by-laws and to establish membership
appointment by nomination. The CCRC or
its successor will be open to all residents of
public housing and all participants in the
Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program.
Membership on the CCRC or successor
board will include both public housing and
HCV residents. To ensure a greater
likelihood of success, VHA will assist the
resident board with administrative support
and provide leadership training
opportunities.

VHA needs to make sure any new MTW
initiatives are consistent with the Clark
County Ten-Year Homeless Housing Plan
and other state, regional and local housing
plans.

The VHA participates in the Continuum of
Care and the 10-Year Plan to End
Homelessness planning processes. We
have worked collaboratively with these
planning processes since their inception.
The VHA also participates in other state,
regional, and local housing planning
processes and is perceived as a willing
partner in carrying out this community’s
goals for providing affordable housing.

Support for a “Transitional” FY 2008
MTW Plan

In the sense that 2008 is the year VHA will
make the transition from its original MTW
Agreement signed in 1999 to the Amended
and Restated MTW Agreement this is a
transition year. However, the VHA intends
to fully participate in the MTW program
and carry out the initiatives described in
the Revised 2008 MTW Annual Plan.

Support for several innovative uses of
MTW authority that will benefit program
participant.

Summary Record of Public Comments & VHA Response
Revised 2008 VHA Moving to Work Annual Plan

We appreciate the support for project-
based Section 8, first-time homebuyer
programs, and local admission preferences.
We intend to design the implementation of
these initiatives to benefit program
participants and the larger community.
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Concern over excessive rent burden.

During 2008, the VHA will evaluate the
impact of its rent policies to determine the
causes for and extent of rent burden and
determine if current practices should be
changed. During this evaluation process
we will consider input from stakeholders,
particularly residents. The current policy of
allowing tenants to spend 45% of their
income for rent has been very popular and
has afforded greater housing choice. We
will particularly seek input from Housing
Choice Voucher participants on this policy.

Concern about limitation of number of
interim eligibility reviews.

VHA will assess impacts and determine
appropriateness of interims under various
circumstances, including changes in
payment standard.

Concern about mandatory self sufficiency
requirements.

The VHA has proposed reviewing current
program policies to determine if some
elements of the Self Sufficiency or other
Resident Programs should be mandatory
for residents who are employable but
currently unemployed. We believe such a
review will help us to better serve our
residents and encourage them on the path
to self sufficiency. Such a review will
include input from stakeholders,
particularly residents.

Fear of losing units of subsidy if public
housing units are demolished or converted.

Summary Record of Public Comments & VHA Response
Revised 2008 VHA Moving to Work Annual Plan

Currently the VHA plans to evaluate the
inventory of single family public housing
units to determine if some of these units
should appropriately be offered to residents
for home ownership. If the decision is
made to convert these units, then either a
replacement unit or a replacement voucher
will be sought. We will provide relocation
assistance if the VHA is responsible for
displacing a tenant due to demolition or
conversion of a public housing unit.
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Concern over small size of FSS program.

The VHA currently operates a small FSS
program in its Housing Choice VVoucher
program. The VHA intends to review this
program to determine the appropriate size
and configuration. The VHA also offers
self sufficiency activities through other
programs and we will also review the
outcomes for these programs.

Concerns about the community service
requirement.

HUD requires that public housing residents
not exempt from the community service
requirement participate in community
service or self sufficiency activities. To
comply with this requirement VHA intends
to offer residents the opportunity to
participate in community service and/or
self sufficiency activities/opportunities. We
will seek stakeholder input to assist with
identification of opportunities for
community service or training that meets
the requirements.

Comment thanking the VHA for the
extensive outreach provided to the
community to comment and provide input
on the Revised Annual Plan and the New
Agreement.

We appreciate the positive comment and
recognize that for some the outreach more
than met their needs but for others they
may have wished for more outreach.

Support creating a Move to Work Advisory
Committee to work collaboratively with
VHA staff.

The VHA appreciates the support and
believes that working with a well defined
MTW Advisory Committee will result in
excellent outcomes for the community.

VHA has been instrumental in creating the
Clark County 10-Year Plan to End
Homelessness — would welcome the
opportunity for future collaboration.

VHA intends to include 10-Year Plan
representation on its MTW Advisory
Committee and to continue to work with
the Continuum of Care planning process.

Support rent policies that encourage renters
to rent homes within their means.

As the VHA reviews its rent policies and
tenant rent burden it will take this
proposition into consideration.

Support Section 8 voucher holders to move
to responsible home ownership.

Summary Record of Public Comments & VHA Response
Revised 2008 VHA Moving to Work Annual Plan

Any homeownership program implemented
by the VHA will contain education and
counseling elements and follow up to
promote responsible home ownership.
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Support for self sufficiency activities but
concern over making any activities
mandatory.

We will consult with stakeholders as we
develop new self sufficiency activities or
programs.

Concern about the lack of progress in
implementing the MTW program.

Summary Record of Public Comments & VHA Response
Revised 2008 VHA Moving to Work Annual Plan

This comment appears to relate to the
decision not to go forward with the flat
subsidy proposal at this time. The
commenter appears to equate flat rents
with MTW. The VHA is progressing with
implementation of its MTW authority and
in the Revised 2008 MTW Plan makes
broader use of this authority than in past
years. The VHA does not intend to
penalize people for working, rather it is our
intent to provide programs and policies that
incentivize work. VHA staff will meet with
the resident who provided this comment to
discuss her concerns.
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March 10, 2008 Public Meeting regarding the Moving to Work Annual Plan
and the Amended and Restated Moving to Work Agreement

Meeting Notes

Roy Johnson, VHA Executive Director, introduced himself and the other VHA
staff in attendance: LaVon Holden, Alice Doyle, Saeed Hajarizadeh, Diane Stites,
Mike McGuire, David Overbay, and Connie Sherrard. He asked people to sign in
on the attendance sheet circulating around the room and pointed out that
agendas were available on the back table.

Mr. Johnson explained the purpose of the meeting was to present the MTW
Annual Plan, and the 10-year extension to the MTW contract. He reviewed the
various sections of the Plan and pointed out the page numbers in the plan that
contain the specific MTW initiatives. Mr. Johnson said he wanted to draw special
attention to a number of the proposed initiatives.

The VHA may look at project basing a number of vouchers and Mr. Johnson
explained how that might work and how it would serve special populations or
locations. He also noted the proposal for both Section 8 Homeownership and
Public Housing. Public Housing homeownership could involve taking scattered
units and making them available for homeownership by tenants. Section 8
homeownership may involve using the housing assistance to pay for part of a
mortgage.

Mr. Johnson noted a clarification in the section stating VHA would apply for any
Vouchers that become available. Veterans Vouchers (VASH), if available, would
not be available to the VHA and would have to be administered by the Portland
Housing Authority, who could use them in Clark County.

Mr. Johnson stated that he wants the VHA to be consistent with community goals
and that VHA will use a community stakeholders group to help identify some of
the best practices in using authority under MTW. He stated that MTW provides a
lot of opportunities and that VHA staff want to maximize the capacity we have
and that will be through involvement of stakeholders in the community.

Mr. Johnson pointed out that this plan does not carry forward the flat rent
proposal from the earlier plan. He stated that VHA will be reviewing some
different strategies, but that nothing definite has been put in place and that a lot
more examination will be done before something is put in place.

Mr. Johnson noted the provision in the plan for smoke-free housing, and the
community service requirements. He stated that the VHA was not exempt from
the community service requirements but that they would only apply to Public
Housing residents who were not exempt.
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Mr. Johnson stated that the new contract will allow for a block grant of Section 8
funding and that would lead to more flexibility in meeting local need for affordable
housing.

Mr. Johnson again stated the purpose for the meeting is to receive comments
and that the VHA would compile them and make any changes to the plan the
VHA felt were necessary. The Plan will go to the Board on March 26". He
asked that comments be limited to three minutes and that the comments, along
with the written comments would be presented to the Board.

A question was asked about whether, under project basing, would any existing
tenants be required to move. Mr. Johnson stated that only a portion of a
building’s units would be changed over to project based and the majority would
stay the way they are now.

Mr. Johnson introduced Mike McGuire to talk about the Capital Fund and asked
people to hold their comments until both he and Alice Doyle were finished.

Mr. McGuire explained that the Capital Fund is for major construction and
remodeling of Public Housing units and was for items above and beyond regular
maintenance covered by the operating fund. He stated that an elevator
modernization was planned for Van Vista that will cost $312,000. A sewer clean
out is planned for Skyline Terrace, and at some scattered sites some kitchen,
bath, and electrical upgrades are planned. Some fence replacement is also
planned at some scattered sites where the current fencing is 30 years old. Also
included in the Capital Fund is program administration and support for the
Community Center.

Alice Doyle stated that she wanted to expand on a few of the points already
presented. The rent simplification proposals include a limit on the number of
interim reviews a person could have, limits on the amount of a rent increase from
earned income, maybe to $100. VHA may exclude assets under $30,000 when
computing rent and would probably include the income earned from assets over
$30,000.

A question was asked about what would a person do if they had more than
$30,000. Ms. Doyle explained that only the income earned, the interest, would
be included.

Ms. Doyle stated that the VHA would be transitioning to asset-based
management of Public Housing and that this was a HUD requirement. The VHA
has divided the 515 units of Public Housing into four groups, each one of which
will be managed as an asset.
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Ms. Doyle stated that the smoke-free housing proposal will be going to the board
on March 26™ and the effective date will be July 1%. and that it only effects a few
Public Housing Projects; Skyline Crest, Van Vista, Columbia House (a Section 8
New Construction project), and units on 54" street. After July 1% any new person
moving into those properties would have to agree to not smoke in the unit or
anywhere on the property.

A question was asked about smoking on balconies. Ms. Doyle said not on
balconies.

Ms. Doyle explained the community service requirements. A person who is not
exempt would have to work 8 hours per month on a public service project or on a
self sufficiency program.

A question was asked about the start date of community service. Ms. Doyle said
there was not a start date yet.

A question was asked about the smoke-free policy; would it affect existing
tenants? Ms. Doyle said it would affect them when they renew their leases.

A question was asked about the proposed limit on the number of interim reviews
a person could have. Ms. Doyle stated that hadn’t been decided yet and was just
one possible proposal

Greg Provenzano asked about the bi-annual review process, how it was
transitioned in, and how does it effect the payment standards. Ms. Doyle asked
David Overbay to answer the question. Mr. Overbay explained that the proposal
for every-other year reviews made in 2006 anticipated being under the new MTW
contract before implementation. As the new MTW contract is only now
completed, the VHA implemented every-other year reviews in accordance with
the provision to do so in the original MTW contract. The population of tenants
was divided in two based on the first letter of the last name of the head of
household. The first group will have an annual review in 2008 and the second
group will not have an annual review until 2009. It's at the annual review that
adjustments are made to the payment standard and utility allowance. Mr.
Provenzano asked, did that mean then, that some people who did not have a
change in the payment standard in 2007 would not then get another adjustment
to the payment standard until 2009. Mr. Overbay said that was correct, but they
also would not have any other change in their rent until then either.

Ms Doyle said that VHA was now ready for comments on the plan.
Marguerite Carbone asked if what Alice stated was true that the rent would not

go up by more than $100 if her grandson, for instance, went to work since his last
review. Ms Doyle said yes.
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Greg Provenzano from Columbia Legal Services stated that he sent in written
comments and would not have time to go through all of his concerns but wanted
to highlight a couple things. First, he applauded the VHA for dropping the last
plan and providing a transitional plan with a menu of items to look at, and he
applauds the Housing Authority for including stakeholders which he defines as
Public Housing residents, Voucher holders, and other community partners. He’s
particularly pleased that VHA moved away from flat subsidies at least for this
fiscal year. He is still concerned about the fact that some Voucher holders are
paying far in excess of 40% of their monthly income for rent and he was hoping
that there would be something in the plan to at least look at that. The new every-
other-year policy is delaying an increase in the new payment standard for up to 4
years and that’s a problem. He has concerns and reservations about the other
document, the 10-year contract. He has serious questions about HUD’s authority
to extend participation for 10 years. Under the current contract, if the Housing
Authority makes changes in the rent calculation they are required to prepare an
impact analysis, a hardship policy, and a transition plan. In the new contract only
the hardship policy is required. He wants to see those provisions back in the
contract. He also wants to see language that VHA will use a controlled trial if they
make any changes. The last concern is that VHA is going back into a block grant
for the Voucher subsidy. The VHA was under a block grant before and in the first
4 years it caused a number of fiscal problems. The VHA had to under-lease and
adopt lower payment standards and cut back on some of the financial incentives
such as the earned income disregard and a cap was placed on escrow funds.

He is concerned that is going to happen again and he needs assurances that
VHA will receive enough funding. There’s a lot of information that he has not
seen and he will be in touch and will ask more questions later.

Ms. Carbone asked that if people get a rent increase limited to $100, would they
still get medical deductions. Ms. Doyle said yes.

Amy McCullough from the NW Justice Project asked and encouraged the
Housing Authority to start publishing information on it's website on a regular
basis so that stakeholders and tenants could see it's progress and see just what
the housing authority is actually doing with it's authority. She also asked if the
homeownership program would have a replacement Voucher for people who
need rental vouchers. Mr. Johnson explained that the Voucher was still used for
the assistance to pay the mortgage and there is no replacement until it's not used
for mortgage assistance anymore. The Board may place limits on how many
Voucher are used for homeownership per year and there are HUD limits on how
long a voucher lasts. Ms. McCullough then asked if the VHA would be
considering how the homeownership program would impact the waiting list, it's
really large, and she is concerned that if VHA goes down this path that we will
still get people off the wait list.
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A question was asked that now we have to 60 day notice to raise rent, would we
still have to do that. Mr. Johnson said there would still be a need to give a rent
change notification to give people time to make a decision to stay or go.

Mr. Johnson asked if there were any other comments and thanked everyone for
coming.

Meeting Notes — March 10, 2008, Public Meeting Page 5 of 5



Otympia Office

Columbia Legal Services ‘j

711 Capitol Way 5 #304
Qlyrmpia, WA 28501
(360) 943-6260

{800) 260-46260

{340) 754-4578 {fax)

John midgley, Direclar

March 10, 2008
VIA EMAIL AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Roy A. Johnson

Executive Director
Vancouver Housing Authority
2500 Main Street, Suite 200
Vancouver, WA 98660-2697

Re:  Revised Annual MTW Plan for FY 2008 & Amended and Restated MTW Agreement

Dear Mr. Johnson:

I am writing this letter on behalf of my clients who participate in the Vancouver Housing
Authority’s Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program. Please include this letter in the record
of the hearing and share it with your Board of Commissioners and staff. I also ask that the Board
and staff take our comments, concerns, and recommendations into consideration before
finahzing the draft Revised Annual MTW Plan for FY 2008 or entering into the Amended and
Restated MTW Agreement with HUD.

As a preliminary matter, we are pleased to support VHA’s decision to adopt a transitional
annual MTW plan for FY 2008 and to more thoroughly evaluate what MTW initiatives will work
best for our community. As will be discussed in further detail below, however, we are concerned
about the potential impact of the proposed ten year Amended MTW agreement, the proposed
block grant funding, and VHA’s failure to engage in the type of meaningful public process
mandated by these kinds of changes. Furthermore, as discussed in detail in my October 22, 2007
letter to the Board, we believe that VHA should not undertake any new MTW initiatives until:

1. Congress, through the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act (SEVRA) or other legislation,
reauthorizes the MTW Demonstration Program or replaces it with another
demonstration program;

I\
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Roy A. Johnson

Vancouver Housing Authonty
March 10, 2008

Page 2

2. Congress and HUD provide VHA with the financial resources and technical
assistance needed to rigorously evaluate whatever new MTW initiative it chooses to
DUTSUE;

3. VHA has made a significant effort to seek and consider stakeholder input, and
adequately considers the recommendations of a properly appointed Resident
Advisory Board that includes Section 8 Voucher participants; and

4. VHA has made sure that any new MTW initiative 1s consistent with the Clark County
Ten-Year Homeless Housing Plan and other state, regional and local housing plans.

I. THE REVISED ANNUAL MTW PLAN
A. We Support a “Transitional” FY 2008 Annual MTW Plan

As we discussed at our meeting on Thursday, February 28, 2008, we are pleased that
VHA has drafted the type of “transitional” Annual MTW Plan for FY 2008 that we and others
originally suggested last October. As we read the revised Annual MTW Plan, VHA plans to
consider a wide array of new MTW initiatives during the coming fiscal year, but will not embark
upon any particular MTW initiative without significant stakeholder input. We are hopeful that
through such stakeholder input, we can ensure that future MTW Initiatives further the purposes
of the MTW Demonstration program, address the needs and concerns of Public Housing
residents and Section 8 Voucher participants, and are consistent with our state and local
homeless and affordable housing plans.

It is also our understanding that VHA will not undertake any of the new MTW initiatives
mentioned in the Revised Annual Plan without holding at least one public hearing and amending
the MTW Annual Plan. If this is not your intention, we ask that you state this in writing prior to
any Board action on the plan.

For all the reasons mentioned in my October 22, 2007 letter to the Board of
Commissioners, we were particularly pleased to see that VHA is no longer planning to
implement flat subsidies in ite Section 8 Voucher program this fiscal year. We are also excited
to see that VHA plans fo form 2 Move to Work Advigery Committee to conside
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waiting lists, their advocates, and other interested stakeholders in its decision making process.

B. VHA Has Identified Several Innovative Uses of Its MTW Authority That Will Benefit
Program Participants

Regarding the Revised Annual Plan, we have few substantive concerns at the present
time. As we read the Revised Annual MTW Plan, it does nothing more than set forth a menu of
possible MTW initiatives that VHA and its stakeholders will consider during the remainder of
this fiscal year. There are several MTW areas for innovation that, if properly designed and
implemented, we will eagerly support. These include:

A
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Roy A. Johnson

Vancouver Housing Authority
March 10, 2008

Page 3

= A plan for using project-based Section 8§ Vouchers to meet local housing needs.

» Development of first-time home buyer opportunities for both Public Housing and Section
8 Voucher families, provided these programs are designed so that as these families
become home owners, their federal housing subsidies can be used to serve extremely
low-income households now in desperate need of such assistance.

» Adoption of additional local admission preferences for those served by transitional
housing programs for the homeless, domestic violence victims and other special needs
populations, consistent with our local Ten-Year Plan to End Homelessness.

C. The Annual Plan Fails to Address Excessive Rent Burdens

At the same time, we remain apprehensive about any new MTW initiatives that might
result in fewer federal housing dollars flowing into our community, diversion of these resources
from those with the lowest incomes and greatest housing needs to those with relatively higher
incomes or less need, excessive rent burdens, fewer housing choices, the displacement of current
Public Housing tenants or Section 8 Voucher participants, or that are inconsistent with
community efforts to eliminate homelessness and address the affordable housing needs of our
lowest income residents in Clark County.
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Vancouver Housing Authority
March 10, 2008
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Of particular concem is the lack of any indication in the Revised Annual Plan that VHA
will be taking steps to address the excessive rent burdens that now exist in its Section 8§ Voucher
program. As we discussed last week, VHA failed to regularly adjust its Section 8 Voucher
payment standards from January 1, 2005 through July 31, 2007. As a result, a very large number
and percentage of households are paying significantly more than thirty percent of their monthly

adjusted income towards their share of housing and utility costs.

Percentage of Vancouver Housing Authority
Section 8 Voucher Households Rent Burdened
As Defined by Congress and HUD Using July 2007 Dataset

30%
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5%

<=30.00% 30.01-35.00% 35.01-40.00% 40.01-45.00% 45.01-49.99% 50.00% or More
Rent Burden Intervals
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As shown by the above chart, more than ninety percent (90%) of VHAs Section 8
Voucher participants pay more than thirty percent (30%) of their adjusted monthly income
toward their share of rent and utilities. Fifty-three percent (53%) pay more than forty percent
(40%) of their monthly adjusted income towards their housing costs. In fact, some thirty percent
(30%) pay more than half their monthly adjusted income for housing. This occurred despite the
fact that during this same time period, VHA accumulated more than $2.3M in unspeni Section §
housing assistance funds.

We recommend that VHA use its MTW authority to immediately address these excessive
rent burdens by adjusting the housing assistance payments of households overly rent burdened
because of its failure to previously increase its payment standards. VHA should also reconsider
whether it was a mistake to waive the 40% rent burden cap set forth in 24 C.F.R. §982.508.
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Vancouver Housing Authority
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D. Other MTW Initiatives Could Be Problematic.

There are a number of other MTW initiatives in the Revised Annual Plan that could be
problematic:

» Limitations on the number of interim eligibility reviews that a program participant may
request in a 12 month period.

¢ Mandatory FSS requirements.

» Demolition or conversion of Public Housing units without one for one replacement and
relocation assistance for affected tenants.

Additionally, the Revised Annual Plan does not address the relatively small size of its voluntary
FSS program (41 families). VHA should use its MTW Authority to increase the size of this
program. Rather than mandating participation, it should look for ways to put together a program
that families want to join.

Finally, it is our understanding that HUD has mstructed VHA to take steps to implement
the Public Housing community service requirement mandated by Section 12 of the Housing Act
of 1937. We look forward to the opportunity to work with you as you put together a plan to do
50.

E. YHA Must Appoint a Resident Advisory Board That Includes Section 8 Youcher
Participants

VHA is legally obligated to make a real effort to involve both Public Housing residents
and Section 8 Voucher participants in its annual MTW planning process. This means that VHA
must: 1) appoint a Resident Advisory Board (RAB) that includes Section 8 Voucher participants;
2) actively involve program participants and the RAB in 1ts annual MTW Plan and annual MTW
Report process; and 3) conduct outreach activities to promote comprehensive participation in its
planning process by program participants and the community at large.'

Based on the information that VHA has provided us to date, we do not believe that the
Clark County Resident’s Council (CCRC) has any Voucher members on its board or is
adequately representing Voucher families’ interests. IF CCRC is unable to meet the needs of
Voucher families, we request that VHA form a separate RAB comprised of Voucher members.

' I am in receipt of your March 4, 2008 letter acknowledging the concerns 1 raised my March 3, 2008 letter. T am
hoping that we can discuss these issues further and reach some eoncrete agreement on what efforts VHA will make
in the future to appoint an adequate Resident Advisory Board and involve them and other stakeholders in its annual
planning process. In the meantime, I am afraid we will have to respectfully disagree on whether YHA has done
enough to foster Vouchet holder participation and to publicize the March 10, 2008 Public Hearing or the documents
now under consideration.
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F. VHA Must Broaden its Efforts to Involve Program Participants and Other Community
Stakeholders.

As we have discussed, we are concerned that VHA's efforts to publicize the March 10,
2008 public hearing and the two documents now under consideration are inadequate. VHA
should not rely on legal notices in the classified section of The Columbian or its own website as
the sole methods of reaching tenants. And although VHA did include an article in its March
Neighbor to Neighbor newsletter, this was not distributed until recently, giving tenants far less
than thirty days notice as required by federal law. Equally important, this article provided very
little information about the significance of the actions being proposed by VHA.

The importance of a meaningful public discussion of the import of the Revised MTW
Agreement and Revised Annual Plan cannot be sufficiently underscored. Through this
Agreement, HUD is offering to extend the Vancouver Housing Authority’s participation in the
MTW Demonstration Program for an additional ten (10) years. This agreement also
contempiates that HUD will block grant VHA s Section 8 Voucher funding, which will have a
long term impact on the level and numbers of subsidies VHA wiil be able to offer in the future.
The magnitude of these proposals require a thorough public discussion of the cost, benefits, and
risk of further participation in this demonstration program and of block granting Section 8
Voucher funding.

Regrettably, however, VHA has not engaged in the type of outreach needed to secure
meaningful public involvement. VHA staff only notified its community partners of this issue by
email on March 5, 2008. In doing so, it clearly left the impression that HUD’s recent agreement
to block grant VHA’s Section & Voucher funding was “good news” without mentioning any of
the risks involved in such a subsidy calculation. It also left us with the impression that VHA
plans to extend its MTW participation for ten more years and block grant its Section 8 Voucher
funding regardless of any concerns that we or others might raise.

In light of the above facts, we respectfully request that VHA make additional efforts to
publicize the Amended MTW Agreement and Revised Annual Plan and hold another public
hcaring before asking the Board to take any action on these documents.

I, THE AMENDED MTW AGREEMENT

As demonstrated below, we have significantly greater concerns, questions and
reservations about the Amended MTW Agreement.

A, Whether HUD Has the Legal Authority to Extend VHA’s MTW Participation Beyond
March 31, 2009 is Questionable,

First, there is a serious legal question whether HUD has the legal authority to extend
VHA’s participation in the MTW Demonstration program beyond the expiration of its current
MTW Agreement on March 31, 2009 as contemplated by the Amended and Restated MTW
Agreement. As your staff may recall, VHA’s current MTW Agreement was last extended until
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March 31, 2009 as a direct result of Congress’s deciston to enact Section 320 of the HUD
Appropriation Bill for FY 2006, Pub. L. No. 109-115, 119 Stat. 2396, 2465-2466 (November 30,
2005). As part of this bill, however, Congress placed explicit limits on how tong HUD could
extend MTW Agreements that would otherwise expire on or before September 30, 2006. The
statute was explicit:

SEC. 320. (a) EXTENSION.—The Secretary of Housing and Urban Development
shall extend the term of the Moving to Work Demonstration Agreement entered
into between a public housing agency and the Secretary under section 204, title V,
of the Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and Appropriations Act of 1996 (Public
Law 104-134, April 26, 1996} if--

(1) the public housing agency requests such extension in writing;

(2) the public housing agency is not at the time of such request for extension in
default under its Moving to Work Demonstration Agreement; and

(3) the Moving to Work Demonstration Agreement to be extended would
otherwise expire on or before September 30, 2006.

(b) TERMS.—Unless the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development and the
public housing agency otherwise agree, the extension under subsection (a) shall
be upon the identical terms and conditions set forth in the extending agency’s
existing Moving to Work Demonstration Agreement, except that for each public
housing agency that has been or will be granted an extension to its original
Moving to Work Agreement, the Secretary shall require that data be collected so
that the effect of Moving to Work policy changes on residents can be measured.
(c) EXTENSION PERIOD.—The extension under subsection (a) shall be for such
period as is requested by the public housing agency, not to exceed 3 years from
the date of expiration of the extending agency’s existing Moving to Work
Demonstration Agreement.

(d) BREACH OF AGREEMENT.—Nothing contained in this section shall limit
the authority of the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development to terminate
any Moving to Work Demonstration Agreement of a public housing agency if the
public housing agency is in breach of the provisions of such agreement.

119 Stat at 2465 -2466. (Emphasis Added). While HUD has apparently decided to ignore the
limitations on its authority, it has not provided any sound rationale for doing so. In our view, the
statute is clear and unequivocal. Unless Congress enacts further legislation, HUD may not
extend VHA’s participation in the MTW Demonstration program beyond March 31, 2009.

In light of the above provisions, VHA should not execute the Amended MTW Agreement
or embark upon any new MTW initiatives unless and until Congress through SEVRA or other
legislation reauthorizes or replaces the MTW Demonstration program or gives HUD authority to
extend VHA’s MTW Agreement beyond March 31, 2009. Given the history of the MTW
Demonstration Program and all the criticism that has revolved around the program (See our
October 22, 2007 leiter), Congress must clarify whether this demonstration program is to
continue, and if so, spell out clearly what its expectations are for the program.
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If Congress does not authorize HUD to extend VHA’s participation in the MTW
Demonstration program beyond March 31, 2009, its authority to continue to operate any MTW
initiatives beyond this date will be suspect. If VHA moves forward now on any new MTW
initiatives, it may have to start over once such legislation is enacted. In our view, it makes no
sense to devote scarce resources on designing and implementing a new MTW initiative that may
have to be abandoned or significantly revised to meet any new statutory requirements imposed
by Congress. And, as you are well aware, no one can predict with any certainty what this
Congress or a new Congress or future administration is likely to do.

B. At a Minimum, VHA Should Renegotiate the Terms and Conditions of the Agreement

To the extent that VHA decides to accept HUD’s offer to extend its participation in the
MTW Demonstration program before Congress decides on the future of the program, VHA
should at a minimum renegotiate several terms and conditions of the Amended and Restated
MTW Agreement. As explained below, the Section & Voucher funding subsidy calculation
provisions should be reworked to minimize the risk that the community will lose scarce federal
housing funds that would otherwise go to Clark County. Furthermore, language should be added
to ensure that Public Housing and Section 8 Voucher tenants will not be excessively rent
burdened should VHA decide to simplify rent calculations or adopt an alternate rent structure.

C. YHA Should Not Block Grant Its Section 8 Voucher Funding Without A Provision in
the MTW Agreement that VHA will Not Get Less Funding Than It Would Get Under the
Funding Formula Applicable to Non-MTW Jurisdictions

We are particularly concerned about the VHA staff recommendation to block grant
VHA's Section 8 Voucher funding, rather than rely on the Voucher funding formula applicable
to non-MTW jurisdictions. During the first four years that VHA participated in the MTW
Demonstration program, its Section 8 Voucher funding was block granted, which led to a fiscal
crisis. VHA’s funding fell far short of what it would have otherwise gotten from HUD under the
Section 8 funding rules applicable to non-MTW public housing agencies nationwide. This
occutred despite assurances in the MTW statute itself and in VHA’s MTW Agreement that its
Section 8 Voucher funding would not be diminished by its decision to participate in the
demonstration program.2

BRecause of this funding shortfall, VHA found that its Section & funding did not keep pa

with its needs or the funding that it would have otherwise received under the rules applicable to
non-MTW jurisdictions. In response, VHA:

el
()
(a1}

* The MTW statutes provides: The amount of assistance received under section 8, section 9, or pursuant to section
14 by a public housing agency participating in the demonstration under this part shall not be diminished by its
participation. Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and Appropriations Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-134, 110 Stat
§321), dated Apnl 26, 1996. The statute can be found at: http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/icgi-
bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=104_cong_public_laws&docid=f:publi34.104 pdf.
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¢ Chose not to reissue vouchers upon turnover, serving fewer households that it was
authorized to do so. In FY 2003, its utilization rate dropped to 85%.°

» Lowered or refused to increase its Section 8 Voucher payment standards despite
increases in the applicable Section 8 Fair Market rents. In October 2001, the
payment standards for two bedroom and larger units dropped to 83% of the
applicable Section 8 Fair Market rents in violation of a federal mandate that they
not be below 90%.*

» Repealed a discretionary earned income disregard that it had originally made
available to both Public Housing and Section 8 Voucher participants.

e Placed a cap on rent escrow accounts that would not otherwise apply to the
Family Self-Sufficiency program.

Eventually, VHA (like several other MTW jurisdictions, including the Housing Authority of
Portland) negotiated an amendment to its MTW Agreement that took effect April 1, 2003 going
back to the Section 8 Voucher funding methodology applicable to non-MTW jurisdictions. See,
Amendment No.l to MTW Agreement.

Given the above history, we think it is a mistake to once again block grant VHA’s
Section 8 Voucher funding. We understand that VHA staff has taken steps to negotiate a
different subsidy formula than used previously that they believe will not result in any funding
shortfalls. We remain unconvinced. As we understand it, staff has recommended that VHA
block grant its Section 8 Voucher funding for two stated reasons. First, staff believes that block
granting will protect VHA from the Section 8 funding formula crises of the last four years.
Second, staff has indicated that block granting VHA’s Section 8 Voucher funding will allow it to
serve more households than it might otherwise be permitted to do so. In our view, these claims
do not withstand scrutiny. First, in the last two appropriation bills, Congress has taken steps to
restore financial stability to the Section 8 Voucher program. It has rejected HUD’s funding
formula and moved back to a predictable funding formula that takes into account increases in a
public housing agency’s average per unit HAP costs during the previous calendar year, adjusted
for inflation. All indications are that Congress will permanently adopt these changes through the
enactment of the Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2007 (SEVRA) sometime after the upcoming
election and change in administrations.

Second, under SEVRA as enacted by the House of Representatives, Congress has
repealed the current prohibition on “overleasing” and in the future is likely to allow public
housing agencies to assist additional households within the constraints of each agency’s funding.
See, Section 6 of Section 8 Voucher Reform Act of 2007, H.R. 1851 which can be found at:
http://thomas.loc.sov/cgi-bin/query/F2c1 10:4: /temp/~c1 1OMIm9Jy:e38851.

* VHA FY 2004 MTW Annual Report at 15.
18ee 42 US.C. 1437f(0)(1)(B); 24 C.F.R. §982.503.
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Voucher funding is because VHA has accumulated almost $2 3M in unspent housing assistance
funds (as a result of its failure to adjust its payment standards for over two years) from January 1,
2005 through December 31, 2007 that it hopes to avoid losing under the Section 8 funding
formula included in the HUD appropriation bill for FY 2008. 1 have asked VHA to confirm this
but am still waiting for a response to my inquiry.

To the extent that VHA would benefit in the short term from block granting its Section 8
Voucher funding, it must weigh this against the long-term risk associated with the proposed
block grant, subsidy calculation. A block grant subsidy calculation is problematic for a number
of reasons. Under the two most rccent HUD appropriation bifis (and under SEVRA, if enacted),
a public housing agency basically controls its future funding. If it decides to deepen per-voucher
subsidies, to reduce rent burdens, or to offset rapid increases in local housing or utility costs, it
will get the additional funding it needs to do so from HUD the following year. By contrast, a
public housing agency whose Section 8 funding is block granted cannot respond to excessive
rent burdens or increasing housing or utility costs, except within the constraints of HUD’s
typically out-of-date inflation factor.

Under the funding formula applicable to non-MTW junsdictions, public housing agencies
have a financial incentive fully utilize their funding and to assist as many households as possible.
They also have the ability to provide assisted families with a deep enough housing subsidy to
avoid excessive rent burdens. Under the proposed block grant, VHA no longer will have a
financial incentive to fully utilize its funding or assist as many households as possible. More
importantly, they will be under no pressure to reduce rent burdens and may not have the ability
even if they wish, to do so. We are particularly concerned about the proposed block grant
subsidy calculation because in a rapidly growing community like Clark County, housing and
utility costs may rise faster than HUD’s annual adjustment factor for inflation.

While VHA might lose some of their unspent housing assistance funds under the current
Section & funding methodology, they should be able to recoup this loss in future years by using
their remaining reserves to increase payment standards and to serve additional households.

There is one remaining financial issue that we have not yet had an opportunity to discuss
or less administrative fees under the proposed subsidy calculation than it would get under the
rules governing non-MTW jurisdictions. This is an important question that could have bearing
on the long-term financiai stability of the program.

While we would prefer not to see HUD recapture any of VHA’s unspent housing
assistance funds because these are needed to reduce severe rent overburden, we do not think
VHA should risk future funding shortfalls (either in its housing assistance funds or
administrative fees) by block granting its funding. At a minimum, VHA should bargain for a
provision in its MTW Agreement that ensures that Clark County does not receive less Section 8
Voucher funding than it would if it was not a MTW participant. As noted above, the MTW
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statute states that MTW agencies will not have their funding diminished because of participation
in the program.5 In other words, VHA should negotiate a provision in Attachment A,
Calculation of Subsidies, that states that for subsequent years, the HAP subsidy will be
equal to the previous year’s HAP subsidy eligibility adjusted by the current year’s AAF
and applicable proration factor percentage or the funding it would receive in accordance
with the funding methodology applicable to non-MTW housing authorities, whichever is
larger. If HUD will not agree to such a provision, VHA should refuse to enter into the Amended
and Restated MTW Agreement.

If the Board makes a decision to block grant VHA’s Section 8 Voucher funding, it should
state on the record that (1) it will not assist fewer households than currently assisted or
authorized; and (2) that it will provide deep enough rental subsidies so that program participants
are not excessively rent burdened as that term has been historically defined by HUD. In other
words, no more than a modest percentage of its Section 8 Voucher families should spend more
than thirty or forty percent of their monthly adjusted income towards their share of the rent and
utility costs.

D. VHA Should Include Protections In the Amended Agreement To Ensure That Section 8
Participants Are Not Excessively Rent Burdened.

In reviewing the Amended MTW Agreement, we discovered that this document
eliminated two of three critical tenant protections contained in VHA’s current MTW agreement,
which are clearly intended to ensure that any alternative rent policy must be reasonable as
required by the MTW statute. These provisions required that before VHA’s board authonzes
any new rent policy, VHA would complete a rent impact analysis and adopt a rent transition plan
for existing residents. The current MTW Agreement provides:

The Agency may adopt and implement any reasonable policies for setting rents
for public housing, or rents or subsidy levels for tenant-based assistance,
notwithstanding the U.S. Housing Act of 1937, provided that the Agency submits
the policy to HUD annually, and upon any material change to the policy, and
provided that:

1. the Agency's board approves of the policy, and any material changes, and
approved an analysis of the impact of the policy on current households, and
households on the waiting list, including an analysis of the severity of rent
burdens on such households (such as an estimate of the number of households that
would have rent burdens greater than 30 percent of adjusted income);

2. the Agency reevaluates its rent and subsidy level policies annually, including
preparing a revised impact analysis;

3. the Agency adopts a policy for addressing hardship cases;

* See footnote 2.
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4. the Agency provides a reasonable transition period for rent increases for
existing tenants; and,

5. a public heaning is held regarding the policy; provided however, that in the
first year of the demonstration, this may be the same public hearing that was held
reparding the Agency's MTW application, as long as the policy was included in
the MTW application.

The rent policy, or any material changes to the rent policy will be effective upon
submission to HUD of a board resolution as provided above. In the first year of
the MTW demonstration this may be the same board resolution as that approving
the MTW Agreement.

By contrast, the Amended MTW Agreement, while retaining the requirement that there be a
policy for addressing hardship cases, omits any requirement that there be a rent impact anaiysis
or transition plan.® We ask that VHA enter into negotiations with HUD to reinsert these
provisions into the Amended MTW Agreement.

We would also like to see the Amended MTW Agreement strengthened in two additional
respects. First, we think VHA should again borrow from H.R. 1851 and agree that 1t will
consider alternative rent structures only to the extent that they protect extremely low-income
families from excessive rent burdens. Secondly, we think that VHA should modify the
Agreement to include a commitment to rigorously evaluate future alternative rent structures
through the use of a randomized controlled tnal. Utilization of such a trial is essential if VHA 1s
to generate results that could be used for evidence-based policy making nationwide. See, The
Importance of Integrating Rigorous Research Objectives into any Reauthorization of the
“Moving to Work” Demonstration, by Jeffrey Lubell and Jon Baron (March 2, 2007) which can
be found at: http://www.nhc.org/pdf/pub chp mtw 0307.pdf.; Subsidized Housing and
Employment: Building Evidence About What Works to Improve Self-Sufficiency, by James A.
Riccio, Joint Center for Housing Studies, Harvard University (March 2007) at
http://www . jchs harvard.edu/publications/rental/revisiting_rental symposium/papers/rrQ7-

6_riccio.pdf.

E. VHA Sheuld Strengthen the MTW Annual Report Requirements and Regularly Publich

Performance Measuremeni Information on its Website

As part of any new MTW Agreement, VHA should also agree 1o strengthen the MTW
Annual Reporting requirements to ensure that Public Housing tenants and Section 8 Voucher
participants are able to effectively monitor VHA’s performance. We also ask that VHA agree to
publish on its website, on at least a quarterly basis, what some refer to as a “dashboard” of
defined performance measures. For example, VHA should regularly report on the tenant

% Notably, the House of Representatives included a rent impact analysis requirement in Section 36 of the Section 8
Voucher Reform Act of 2007, H.R. 1851.
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characteristics, including income levels, of newly housed Public Housing tenants and those
families getting newly issued Vouchers. VHA should also report on its efforts to meet its
obligation to allocate at least 75% of all newly issued vouchers to extremely low-income
households. VHA should also provide information (by family size and type) on its efforts to
comply with federal law and its MTW Agreement to maintaining a comparable mix of families
under the MTW Demonstration program as it would have had it not been participating in the
program.

We are also interested in monitoring VHA’s performance in operating the Section 8
Voucher program. At the present time, we are concemed that there is a high number and
percentage of Section 8 Voucher families who are excessively rent burdened and want to ensure
that this problem is addressed and does not occur again. We think performance measurement
and dissemination of program information is particularly important if VHA decides to block
grant its Section 8 Voucher funding. We ask that, as a minimum, VHA regularly report on:

1. The amount of Section 8 Voucher housing assistance funds it gets under its block grant
subsidy calculation and what it would get if it was funded under the same funding
methodology as non-MTW jurisdictions nationwide;

The number of authorized Section 8 Vouchers;

The number and characteristics of Voucher households under lease;

Its Section 8 voucher utilization rate;

The amount and percentage of housing assistance funds that have been expended;
The available Section 8 Voucher reserves;

The number of Section 8 Voucher terminations;

" The Section & voucher turnover rate;

The number of families newly issued vouchers, together with their income levels and
other household characteristics;

. The voucher success rate, i.¢. the number and percentage of families issued vouchers who
successfully lease housing under the program, preferably by voucher size assigned;

11. The average length of Section 8 lease up from 1ssuance of the voucher to execution of a

housing assistance payments contract;

12. The average time to inspect a unit once a family makes a request for lease approval;

13. The current payment standards and how they compare to the most recently published
Section 8 Fair Market Rents;

14. The current Section 8 utility allowances and date last revised;

15. The actual rent burdens of Section 8 Voucher participants as historically measured by
HUD, i.e. tenant rent and utility allowance as a percentage of monthly adjusted income;
and

16. Other agreed upon performance measures.

1000 NS B W
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III. CONCLUSION

In summary, we recommend that the Board approve the draft Revised Annual Plan. This
should be done with the understanding that during the remainder of this fiscal year VHA staff,
together with agency stakeholders and a properly appointed Resident Advisory Board, will look



Roy A. Johnson

Vancouver Housing Authority
March 10, 2008

Page 14

at a variety of options that VHA has under the MTW Demonstration program. The Board should
state, however, on the record, that it will not move forward with any new MTW nitiatives until
Congress has reauthorized the HUD MTW Demonstration Program and the federal govermnment
provides VHA with the financial resources and technical assistance needed to design and
rigorously evaluate any MTW initiatives that 1t chooses to ultimately undertake.

We also respectfully ask that the Board not approve the Amended MTW Agreement or
any subsequent MTW extension until Congress authorizes HUD to enter into such program
extensions. At a mimimum, the Board should insist that VHA staff renegotiate several provisions
of the Agreement to ensure that VHA does not forego scarce federal housing funds that would
otherwise go to Clark County and that Section 8 Youcher households are not harmed by
excessive rent burdens. 1t should not agree to block grant its Section 8 Voucher funding unless
HUD agrees to provide VHA with at least as much funding as it would get under the funding
methodology applicable to non-MTW jurisdictions. VHA should also insist that the tenant
protections in its current MTW agreement be included in any Amended and Restated MTW
Agreement. 1t should also include in any new Agreement provisions to ensure that its tenants
and Section 8 Voucher participants are not left excessively rent burdened. Lastly, VHA should
strengthen the Annual MTW Reports and agree to publish performance information on its
website regularly to keep community stakeholders informed of its MTW performance.

We look forward to working with you and other interested stakeholders during the
coming year to put together new MTW initiatives that we can all support.

Sincerely,

Columbia Legal Services

Gregory D. Provenzano
Attomey at Law

Northwest Justice Project

Amy MecCullough
Attorney at Law



March 10, 2008

Ray Johnson, Executive Director of the Vancouver Housing Authority

RE: Moving to Work Program
Dear Mr. Iohnson:

This is the third letter I have written to the VHA. This letter shares my deep concem regarding the tack of
progress in implementing the MTW program. As you know, this plan would help some individuals in our
community who are striving to live independently and improve their lives despite having disabilities
ranging from mild to severe.

I have been actively involved in promoting the MTW program for the past 1-1/2 years, but it appears that
the program has stopped due to indecision and the inebility to work through various issues,

Unfortunately, individuals who could benefit from this program will now be negatively impacted. As you
know, individuais who choose to work iose food, energy, and perhaps medical supplements or a portion
thereof, and now their rent,

Here are the questions and issucs that I would encourage you to address at our meeting today.

1. What has changed at the VHA from where your organization started progressively supporting the
MTW Program to a place where the program implementation has virtually stopped?

2. Why do wo have to penalize those working individuals with less rent subsidy as their income increases
when our ultimate goal is to have them become self sufficient and leave the program? How can they
increase their income, build savings, and improve their standard of living by reducing their rent subsidy
over time?

3. Plensc explain the obstacles certain individuals on Section 8 have that prevent them from working at
least three hours per week to supplement the increase in rent that they might incur if MTW is
implemented. By working only three hours a week at $8.07 would give them $104.10 per month minus a
few dollars for taxes enough to cover any rent increase.

4. Tam deeply disappointed. Tt seems that any program the government is involved in behaves in a
dysfunctional way — it gives on one hand and takes away with the other, constantly keeping people in
poverty. Discouraging incentives to work is irresponsible.

5. How can we, as concemed members of the community, assist VHA in implementing this very
important program?

Mr. Johnson, thank you very much for your time, consideration, and support. I would like to take this
time to thank the staff that has worked very hard on this program. [ look forward to working with you as
we move forward.

Sincerely,

{360) 695-4752
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possﬂnlity p.nd at the véry ledst.créate-opporturiifiss for-families tobecome self: |
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“"“S’Sfem st te 10-Yeat Fli priorities; is workinig o, prevént hmneownérs fmm )

losmg thteu ham,es~ Proposals wuhm this plan that entopitage présent Sactio;l
s1bic homa owner Shlp wé Supptm

The sblf sﬁ‘ﬁmenw acuv{tles tﬁe’i)lan"can e 5 stmng mieans fnr creatmgﬂush "

Thaugh We‘are npt in favgrof mandating i progiatiy e. would
) ' ‘rtenanfStoutlhzct‘pls pro%ramt?fwfgll "

m1t1atweé w1thin ¢h¢ community,ﬁncludmé the much touted Bndg 5407 HouSmg

Program mitlatives thatﬂre geared towa:& I’alsmg farmly mcom.es whﬁb prowdmg SEE.
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) 'Agzﬁn thank you for ’the;‘ pportumty 10.1 bmment on your’ new Pl;an anﬁ Arnenﬁed
Agreemnt We'have' g‘;‘at hopc that fhie ﬂexlblhty you have built into tl:us Plan and-

- the 5mgndﬁd Agreement will give: all of Jour ‘stakcgholders ammip ,’bppuffmutres to:
deveiop amew strajegy 16 prowdmg much needed Section § vouchers'to onr . ’

{extont. The utilization of this Program'is cerisistent with Gther 10-Year Plan- * . 4" "
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" ,rSumlarly, Wﬁ k:gow that ma.ny new home buyérs in the pastfew years "VQréxtended’ . S &
thcmselves a:n& te’ uﬁablc to ma,mfam fhe .mortgages resultl.‘lig in reclosmes and R I

nelghbors, ad prowdmg these” ne1gh‘bors Wik, upporttmmcs to be seifarehan; Wé - L
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ook forward to-éxecution of this Agxemnenbso Wwe: qan ]omrmth your fellofw R T
. ,stakeholdcrs in crcatwe and c;ollabdratlve planmng PR L
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