AMINISTRATIVE REFORM INITIATIVE

General Monitoring

General theme:  The level of monitoring should be relative to the level of risk.  HUD should only monitor what it funds.  The focus should be exclusive to the federal LIPH program and properties.
1. PHAS as it relates to PIH & Multifamily
a) General Consistency between PIH and Multifamily
b) LIPH: Score below 60 requires an Improvement Plan; different in Multifamily
c) Inspections on deregulated schedule as in Multifamily (High Performers inspected every 3 years instead of 2 years)
d) HQS vs. UPCS 
e) Implementation of monitoring should be less robust
f) Why do we care about VUTT (Vacant Unit Turnaround Time) when occupancy is high?
g) Prevalence reports no longer prove useful
h) Bring more value to capital needs assessment
i) Why should we inspect 100% of units and systems every 12 months when the statute allows interpretation?
j) Don’t let PIC dictate when or how often inspections are done
Recommendations:

1) Make results of the PHAS scoring the same as multifamily
2) Give high-performing AMPS a three year inspection interval
3) Give AMPs a second opportunity like multifamily properties to address inspection deficiencies 
4) Address all relevant discrepancies between public housing and multifamily oversight
5) Overall scoring shall be limited to LIPH programs only

6) There should not be HUD intervention in respect to a specific AMP unless the entire program is troubled

7) Develop a working group to rationalize the UPCS scoring process

8) Replicate multi-family inspection program

9) Don’t score VUTT (Vacant Unit Turnaround Time) 
if occupancy is high.

2. HUD’s Implementation of asset management should be Organized and timely; questions about monitoring financial viability  

a) What’s the hurry in rolling out new regulations?  Is it because of funding? 
b) Staffing in the transition to asset management 
c) Transition to Asset management is more expensive for HUD and PHAs, E.g., 
1) Fee for service billing, accounting?
2) Staff training – managers; 

3) Computer and accounting system changes

4) Organizational restructuring 

5) Justify fees for service – quotes, etc.

Recommendations:

6) Performance assessment should take into account underfunding of operating and capital subsidies.
7) Rule needs to take into account that PHAs do not have to transition until 2011. 
8) Transition advisory scores until 2011 
9) Capital Fund bonus will be available to all High Performing PHAs, including those with High Performing transitional scores.  

10) Checklists and upfront information should be provided to the PHAs in advance of the review.
11) On-site Management and Occupancy (MOR) reviews should not occur more frequently than every 3 years for High Performers, 2 years for Standard Performers.  (HUD-9834 revised)
12) On-site MOR should take one day, not more 
13) Coordinate risk assessment/monitoring tools to keep down the number of HUD reviews and time spent at a PHA.  
14) Field Office Reports for monitoring reviews should go to PHAs within 45 days.
15) Reviews conducted by outside contractors should be made available to local PIH
16) HUD should be sensitive to other monitoring taking place at a PHA Multifamily performance criteria should be same as PIH from FASS perspective

17) Don’t measure unnecessary performance indicators (i.e., salary schedules).
3. AMP and LIPH program assessments
a) If HUD doesn’t fund it, don’t evaluate it
b) Will flexibility/fungibility be lost going to asset management?  More for High Performers/Standard Performers
c) Will one bad AMP sway the designation?
d) Why do we care about limiting fungibility?
Sec 990.160(a):  The PEL reflects the costs of services and materials needed by a well-run PHA to sustain the project.
Recommendations:

1) Provide full funding.

2) The focus should be on the financial viability of the AMP.  Financial ratios should not be measured at the AMP level using current program-level criteria.  Balance sheets are a sufficient basis to assess financial viability (if Congress/ HUD provide full funding).  

3) Overall scoring shall be limited to federal LIPH programs only

4) There should not be HUD intervention in respect to a specific AMP unless the entire program is troubled

5) Allow PHA fungibility between AMPS without restriction to improve performance through local discretion
6) Allow PHAs to use outside revenues without penalty

7) Allow PHAs to use CFP for COCC costs

8) Property assessment roll-up to the LIPH program level

4.
Punitive measures, deadlines and requirements

a) Excessive penalties for missed deadlines

b) HUD monitors but do they have to penalize?

c) Late Presumptive failures

d) Sanctions

e) Loss of funding

f) Onsite visits from HUD staff

g) Consistency in penalties

Recommendations:

1) Simple corrective measures with reasonable time periods for missed deadlines

2) Allow field office discretion for corrective actions

3) Build more flexibility into the requirements

HOT TOPICS NOT TO BE FORGOTTEN

(Parking lot)

1. Value in performance designations:  CFP bonus, regulatory relief, additional flexibility (less frequent monitoring, reporting to HUD, less frequent inspections …)

2. Are we really deregulating PHAs?

3. Raise unit threshold to 500 units for converting to asset management.

4. Multifamily fee structure works as proposed because of less regulatory constraints; it doesn’t work for PIH with current regulations (especially since PIH is being funded on a prorated basis) and a broader mission.
5. There is disagreement (between HUD and Congressional leadership?) over the mission of public housing program:  Only Bricks and mortar or bricks and mortar coupled with resident services?

Funding levels must be taken into account.  Demands on PHAs must be rationally related to their funding levels.

· Oversight regimens must take the level of resources into account in final scoring and possible sanctions.  This is a complex subject that requires further discussion.  A working group of HUD and other stakeholders is recommended. 

· Every effort must be made to avoid eliminating existing inventory [that is not severely distressed].  Specifically, so-called “non-performing projects” should not be threatened simply because they have no cash flow.  Because PHAs cannot increase their rents, cash flow is not an accurate indicator of project viability.  

· If PHAs do not receive full operating funding, they should have enhanced fungibility of operating and capital funds.  

6. Preservation of public housing properties is paramount.  
7. Private sector cost-effectiveness measures are not applicable to public housing properties, given the mission of public housing (1937 Housing Act).

Rents and expenses vary between public housing properties based on factors that are not included in the PEL model, including marketability (property age, location, unit configuration (e.g., smaller, odd-shaped hi-rise units). 

Mandatory conversion regs are in place, providing a vehicle to remove properties that are not financially viable.  

PHOCS had a high error rate at the individual property level.  For small PHAs with only a few properties, the margin of error could be significant.
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