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MEETING MINUTES

(Issued7/17/07)
Date:  July 12, 2007
Attendees: Alanda Jackson; Blair Schiff;  Caroline Clayton; Carrie Dobbins; Dale Gravett; Dominique Blom; Eric Brown; Gary Rosen; Holly Edwards; James McCreight; Jennifer Lavorel; Joe Schiff; John Wilson; Kathleen Foster; Leroy Ferguson; Marcel Slag; Maria Maio; Maria Marquez; Reginal Barner; Satinder Munjal; Shawn Sweet; Tara O'Neill; Vivian Bryant
RE: Meeting of July 12, 2007 at the REAC
Tentative Dates/Goals:

· September 27, 2007:  Read-out of group’s ideas, suggestions, etc.

· September 20, 2007:  Final review of read-out report  

· September 13, 2007:  Final read-out report is completed

· Conference calls each Tuesday at 10:00 AM (Eastern) starting July 24, 2007

Action Items:

· Review 24 CFR 941 and provide comments/observations/ideas as how to improve the process; Part 970, Part 983 (Project Based HCV) and 85.36 will be reviewed at a later date  

· Do people want to meet on September 12, 2007, and if so, where?

Main Discussion Items:

· Flexibility is primary concern; process/regs seem restrictive and PHAs are receiving less funding from HUD each year

· It’s recognized that HUD must exercise oversight and monitoring; what is the minimum amount of oversight required?

· Philosophy:  Where are we now and where are we going? Dollars drive where we’re going and what we can do.

· Identify problems and solutions.

· PHAs working with nonprofits is one option for preserving affordable housing.

· Identify ways to save costs to enable better use of fees.

· Regulations pose restraints for repositioning: need flexibility in an as-yet unidentifiable way. Business needs to be done differently because PHAs cannot afford to keep non-performing projects.

· Asset management affects everything

· PHAs have Capital Finance Funding Program (“CFFP”); it would be helpful to have a notice implementing using operating subsidy to pay debt service.

· Regulations are needed for fully implementing the Quality Housing and Work Responsibility Act (“QHWRA”); it was noted by HUD that regulations for CFFP will be coming out soon, and additional guidance will be issued as well.
· Suggested Approach to identify problems and solutions is to a) identify trends; b)  identify areas of needed flexibility, e.g., what is needed; and c) end product.

· Trends:

· Less subsidy; need to leverage in order to develop: current regulations are restrictive and create an impediment.

· Who do we plan to serve:

· Very low-income people?

· Low-income elderly?

· Everybody?

· How do we serve others?

· Are we trending away from low income housing public housing?

· Each PHA is unique and has specific needs.

· PHAs are becoming more disparate.

· There should be better meshing of programs (e.g., CDBG, HOME, etc.)

· Comments about 24 CFR 941:

· It takes a long time for HUD to approve mixed finance deals.

· If HUD doesn’t approve deals within a specified amount of time then the deals should be automatically approved.

· There are too many items to submit; it should be more like the HOME program where the objectives are identified and the entity can move forward with each phases approval.

· HUD should look at end results and not the process.

· Identify minimum requirements and then only require the minimum; especially when bank and other entities are reviewing/approving financial documents;

· Internal to HUD: There should be enough staff to review and approve PHA requests.

· HUD Field Offices are not educated (capable?) to process their end of mixed finance deals; they should have training so they are able to understand mixed finance deals and what they need to process/approve.

· HUD doesn’t need to approve deals where no Public Housing monies are involved.

· HUD should review final results, not the process.

· Facilitate /foster sharing staff/resources for development and other areas, as well.

· Asset Management does not allow the funding of grant writers/development specialists.  This should be considered and should be done in a timely manner since not funding such position adversely affects development of new public housing.

· Mixed finance Rental Term Sheets and Safe Harbors have impact on PHAs and also provide predictability.

· What are the fewest documents that need to be reviewed by HUD?

· Comments about 24 CFR 970

· Application for demolition/disposition should be in a format that enables PHAs to complete the applications instead of having to hire a consultant (common amongst small PHAs).

· The electronic submission process does not work.

· With HOPE VI demolition/disposition, it seems that when the Special Applications Center (“SAC”) or HUD Field Offices get involved, the process slows down.

· Disposition should be approved by the HUD Grant Manager.

· Only non-HOPE VI mixed finance demolition/disposition should be approved by the SAC. 

· Relocation:  Can have issues bouncing back and forth between the HUD Regional Office Community Planning and Development (“CPD”) and the SAC. There should be training for all parties (PHAs and HUD) concerned.

· The Public Housing Information Center (“PIC”) does not work.

· More flexibility with proceeds from demolition/disposition: develop affordable housing; project based vouchers, or other applicable housing.  Statutory change should be reviewed so PHAs can use proceeds for affordable housing not just public housing and Section 8 assistance.

· Eminent Domain notice will be coming out soon and will require one-for-one replacement. Statutory change should be reviewed so PHAs can use proceeds for affordable housing not just public housing and Section 8 assistance.

· Comments about 24 CFR 85.36-Procurement

· Make it go away.

· It’s needed and necessary.

· PHAs can procure developer or nonprofit in order to develop PH units; if its nonprofit is procured, the PHA Board must not exercise control over nonprofit.

Next Meeting Scheduled: Tuesday, July 24, 2007, 10:00 AM (Eastern) via conference call


Page 3 of 3

