Public Housing Administrative Reform

Development and Asset Repositioning I

Main Conclusions

· The level of HUD oversight should be proportional and in sync with the level of HUD investment in a project.

· There should be one-stop shopping within HUD offices, as there is in the Office of Housing, OMHAR.  For example, within the Office of Public Housing Investments, it was recommended that there be one application which could be used for submitting a mixed-finance proposal or a capital fund financing proposal or applying for demolition or disposition approval.

· There should be an effort to streamline the project-based Section 8 program so that it is easier to use in combination with the mixed-finance development of public housing units.
· There should be some provision for local flexibility in setting fees associated with asset management.

· Self-certification, proposed as an alternative to submitting documents, is a good thing, but the certification itself, typically signed by an Executive Director of a PHA should not be onerous.

Next Meeting:

July 31, 2007, 9:00 am to 3:30 pm

Potomac Center

550 12th Street

Meeting Room to be announced, Conference call-in number to be provided

Agenda for July 31st Meeting

· Review Project-Based Section 8 regulations to make suggestions on how increased flexibility could be provided;
· Review fees that are set out in Financial Management Handbook and make recommendations regarding additional flexibility in these fees;
· Review Office of Public Housing Investments Streamlining regulations for HUD’s review and approval of mixed-finance projects.

Additional discussion points on July 19, 2007

· Public housing authorities (PHAs) serve a very complex population and house people who do not have resources.

· Public housing should be seen as an asset to the community.

· As HUD frequently provides a small amount of funding to a development project, its role in regulating that project should be proportional to the amount of funding it provides.  HUD’s role in regulating and monitoring a project is frequently out of proportion to its financial risk.

· HUD does not ask for full funding of operating subsidy from Congress and this creates hardship for PHAs.

· While the concept of asset management is generally accepted as a good one, many PHAs are skeptical about asset management as it is being required by HUD.  There needs to be additional flexibility in fees that may be charged.  

· HUD is trying to get housing authorities to conduct business like the private sector, but then is not providing the flexibility that the private sector has.  HUD should realize that the private sector has efficiencies that PHAs don’t have.

· HUD is not providing enough funds for HAs to reposition their assets.  Where small PHAs receive a small amount of Capital funds and do not have access to HOPE VI, this is difficult. 
· Family properties are not marketable and will not survive under asset management.

· Small PHAs are struggling with how to make asset management work.  They have many distressed units that have deferred maintenance.  Units will never produce cash flow under asset management .

· PHAs are created by state law and must follow state requirements and this sometimes conflicts with HUD regulations and requirements.
· OPHI’s mixed-finance cost controls and safe harbor standards have been around for a while.  PHAs and the affordable housing industry are comfortable with them and how OPHI applies them in mixed-finance projects.  There is not the same level of comfort with the asset management regulations and fees that are set out in the financial management handbook.  There is uncertainty about how PHAs will fare under asset management and then how HUD staff will monitor PHA performance under asset management. 
