General Monitoring – Issue Paper 1: 

1. Issue Statement:  (What is the specific issue and related problem?)

Make PHAS scoring similar to the one used in HUD’s Multifamily Programs.

2. Background:  (What is the history of the issue; has it always been an issue?)

Unlike PHAs, Multifamily entities scoring between 31 and 60 get another opportunity for an inspection.  REAC comes out to the property within 60 days.   If the property has corrected its deficiencies, no further action is taken.  To “level the playing field”, PHAs should be afforded the same opportunity.  Also, Multifamily high performers get a three-year break on inspections.  Again, to level the playing field, the same benefit should be provided to high performing PHA AMPs.

3.  Proposal and Recommendations:

a. Proposal:  LIPH should strive for a general consistency with the Department’s Multifamily regulations.  PHAs should get the same opportunity to correct inspection flaws as HUD’s Multifamily Division.  High performing AMPs should get a 3 year break on inspections.  (See Beverly Miller’s Memo dated October 8, 2004).

b. Recommendations:

· Make conditions of the PHAS scoring the same as Multifamily.

· Give high-performing AMPs a three-year inspection interval.

· Improve the inspection protocol to eliminate point deductions for irrelevant items or things the Department should not be concerned with.  Inspection standards should be based on an improved HQS and/or UPCS system. Additionally, we recommend the formation of a study group to review, analyze and develop an improved inspection system for public housing. 

· "Annual inspections" of public housing units, systems and equipment should be considered timely if conducted at least once during each year (fiscal or calendar), but not more than eighteen months after the last annual inspection. 

· Do not score VUTT (Vacant Unit Turnaround Time) if occupancy is high.  If it is necessary to score VUTT, set the maximum at 95%  (like Multi-Family) rather than the current  97% required for LIPH.  (Please note – resident organizations have expressed disagreement with this.)

· Prevalence reports are not overly useful to PHAs.  They are not timely and HUD’s limited resources may be better spent by refining the inspection reports that could be presented to the PHA immediately after the inspection.  An immediate initial summary would be more beneficial.  It would be very helpful to have a preliminary listing of defects within 48 hours of the inspection – perhaps off the web.

· Bring more value to capital needs assessments so that they provide specific directions for improvement.   

· Address all relevant discrepancies between monitoring Public Housing and Multifamily Housing.  If the Department is going to an asset management model based on HUD’s Multifamily Housing guidelines, then the considerations should be similar where appropriate. 

· Overall scoring shall be limited to LIPH program only.  If HUD does not fund it, HUD should not monitor/score it.  Currently, PHAs are scored on initiatives that are locally funded or funded by another agency.  HUD should not be involved in evaluating these initiatives and PHAs should not be penalized by HUD.

· No HUD intervention in respect to a specific AMP unless the entire PHA is troubled.

· Develop a working group of Headquarters, Field Office, industry representatives and tenant organizations to revise or create an appropriate inspection protocol that provides useful inspection data and measures the right things.

· Replicate the Multifamily inspection program to ensure consistency between HUD-subsidized programs.

4. Outcome/Results:  (What are the advantages and disadvantages to this proposal)

PHAs will be able to address their inspection flaws and problem areas more quickly.

5. Regulatory/Statutory Reference:  (What regulations./statutes/handbooks/governance would need to be changed to implement this proposal?)

PHAS physical inspection requirements need to be reviewed and, where appropriate, changed to make them consistent with Beverly Miller’s memo.

      6.  Stakeholder Impact:  (Who is impacted +/- by the proposal?)

· This change would result in more fairness to PHAs and is consistent with the Department’s Multifamily Program.  

· Residents would benefit also because physical deficiencies would be addressed within 60 days. 

      7.  Other Factors for Consideration:   N/A

General Monitoring – Issue Paper 2

Issue Statement:  (What is the specific issue and related problem?)

HUD’s Implementation of asset management should be organized/timely and the following concerns need to be taken into consideration:

· What’s the hurry in rolling out new regulations? Is it because of funding?

· Staffing concerns to both HUD and the industry associated with transitioning to asset management

· Transitioning to Asset Management is more expensive for HUD and the PHAs, eg. (1) fee-for-service billing, accounting, (2) staff training/ manager training; (3) computer and accounting system changes, (4) organizational restructuring, and (5) justifying fees for services.   

Background:  (What is the history of the issue and has it always been an issue?)

Ensuring that the implementation of Asset Management monitoring is fair and equitable to the Department and its PHAs.

Proposals and Recommendations:  (Describe the proposal in detail for addressing the issue)

1. Performance assessment should take into account the negative impact of under-funding the operating and capital fund subsidies.  HUD determines the appropriate funding levels and should, therefore, fund at these determined levels.  Reducing the funding lowers the level of adequate administration and services to the tenants.
2. Rule needs to take into account that PHAs do not have to transition until 2011.  Implement transition advisory scores until 2011. 
3. Make the Capital Fund bonus available to all High Performing PHAs, including those with High Performing transitional scores.  

4. Monitoring checklists and required upfront information should be provided to PHAs in advance of the reviews.  This practice will enable PHAs to ensure compliance with LIPH program requirements, improve administration and provide technical guidance for effective management.
5. On-site Management and Occupancy (MOR) reviews should not occur more frequently than every 3 years for High Performers and 2 years for Standard Performers.  (HUD-9834 revised checklist).
6. On-site MOR should take no more than one day.  Multiple and time-consuming reviews are very disruptive to PHA management functions.  Coordinate risk assessment/monitoring tools to keep down the number of HUD reviews and time spent at a PHA.  
7. Field Office Reports for monitoring reviews should be sent to PHAs within 45 days.
8. Results of all reviews and audits conducted by outside contractors should be made available to local PHAs.  

9. HUD should be sensitive to other monitoring taking place at a PHA.

10.  Multifamily performance criteria should be same for PH from a FASS perspective

11. Don’t measure unnecessary performance indicators (i.e., salary schedules, comparability, etc.).
Outcome/Results:  (What are the advantages and disadvantages to the proposal?)

More efficient and cost effective monitoring of PHAs.

Program Cost/Savings:  (What is the cost benefit analysis of the suggestion?)

Will be cost effective at HUD and local levels.

Regulatory/Statutory Reference:  (What regs./statutes/handbooks governanace would need to be changed to implement your proposal?)

To be determined.

Stakeholder Impact:  (Who is impacted +/- by the proposal – PHA, Resident, Industry, HUD, Taxpayer)
All stakeholders.

Other Factors for Consideration:  N/A

General Monitoring – Issue 3

Issue Statement:  (What is the specific issue and related problem?)

LIPH and AMP program assessments

2. Background:  (What is the history of the issue; has it always been an issue)

Sec 990.160(a):  The PEL reflects the costs of services and materials needed by a well-run PHA to sustain the project.
3. Proposals and Recommendations:

AMP and LIPH program assessments
a) Will flexibility/fungibility be lost going to asset management?  
b) Will one bad AMP sway the designation?
c) Why do we care about limiting fungibility?  Fungibility should be determined at the PHA level, not controlled by HUD.
Recommendations:

1. Repeat recommendation - If HUD doesn’t fund it, don’t evaluate it.
2. Repeat recommendation - Provide full funding!  HUD determines the appropriate PEL but funds at a significantly lower level which could result in diminished property conditions.  A successful conversion to Asset Management requires full funding.

3. Repeat recommendation - Overall scoring shall be limited only to federal LIPH programs.

4. 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).

5. Allow more flexibility/fungibility for High Performers/Standard Performers.  Allow PHA fungibility between AMPS without restriction to improve performance through local discretion.
6. There should not be HUD intervention in respect to a specific AMP unless the entire program is troubled.

7. Allow PHAs to use outside revenues without penalty.

8. Allow PHAs to use CFP for COCC costs.  A viable central office is vital for effective oversight and quality control of public trust funds.

9. Property assessment should continue roll-up to the LIPH program level.  

Outcome/Results:  (What are the advantages and disadvantages to the proposal?)

Improved PHA management and services to tenants.

Regulatory/Statutory Reference:  (What regulations/statutes/handbooks governance would need to be changed to implement the proposal?)

To be determined.

Stakeholder Impact:  (Who is impacted +/- by the proposal – PHA, Resident, Industry, HUD, Taxpayer?)

HUD, PHAs, residents, tabpayers.

Other Factors for Consideration:  N/A

General Monitoring – Issue Paper 4: 

3. Issue Statement:  (What is the specific issue and related problem?)

Punitive measures, deadlines and requirements

4. Background:  (What is the history of the issue; has it always been an issue?)

Excessive penalties for missed deadlines.  (e.g. late presumptive failures, sanctions, loss of funding, unnecessary onsite visits from HUD staff)

HUD should monitor its programs, but is there a better way to ensure compliance without such drastic penalties?

For example, the following situation is a significant issue for small agencies:  Because of limited capacity and staffing, most small agency audits identify a lack of effective internal controls.  This finding (in most cases) is beyond the control of the small agencies due to limited staffing, funding, etc., yet this finding does have a negative impact on the agency’s FASS score.

Proposal and Recommendations:

a. Allow ability to cure within reasonable time periods for missed deadlines and other non-compliance.  Take into consideration the level of severity and the resources to correct. 

b. Allow field office discretion for corrective actions. Since field offices work closely with their PHAs, they are well equipped to determine appropriate penalties.
c. Build more flexibility into the requirements, with considerations for emergency situations and circumstances beyond the PHAs’ control.

Outcome/Results:  (What are the advantages and disadvantages to this proposal?)


Improved program management.


Improved HUD/PHA partnerships.

Regulatory/Statutory Reference:  (What regulations./statutes/handbooks/governance would need to be changed to implement this proposal?)


To be determined.


   

     Stakeholder Impact:  (Who is impacted +/- by the proposal?)

     
PHAs, residents, industry organizations, HUD, taxpayers.

General Monitoring – Issue Paper: Resident Satisfaction (RASS)

1. Issue Statement:
(What is the specific issue and related problem)
RASS (Resident Assessment Sub System; PHAS)

2. Background:
(What is the history of the issue; has it always been an issue)
a. PHA certifications.  Annually REAC requires PHAs to certify addresses of all public housing units, then certify that the PHA has notified residents of upcoming survey (“HUD Needs To Hear From You” posters, etc.).  After the survey is completed by a HUD contractor, results are posted on REAC website.  If PHA scores below 75% on any of the RASS areas, then the PHA has to complete an implementation plan describing what actions they will take to address those areas.

b. RASS is always late.  The RASS survey has never been conducted during the PHA FY being assessed.  It has gotten later most years.  This year RASS is even farther behind schedule, contributing to delays in overall PHAS Scores.   For this year, the “RASS Business Calendar” has been revised repeatedly, most recently to remove all projected dates after July 2007.  PHAs with FY’s ended 12/31/2006 still do not have RASS scores.

c. RASS results not used by PHAs?  Although the survey results are detailed (project-level breakdowns for categories and individual questions), many agencies do not believe they provide useful or timely information.  

3. Proposal(s):
(Describe your proposal in detail for addressing the issues)
a. Proposal: 
Replace RASS with a simpler, cheaper, more timely, locally-designed vehicle for resident comments on PHA performance.  Eliminate the current RASS process ( 2.a. above).  Each PHA must adopt one or more methods IN CONSULTATION WITH THE RAB AND RESIDENT ORGANIZATIONS, and make the results available to resident organizations and to the public, as an ongoing or annual process
b. Resident satisfaction sampling method and results should be discussed with RAB and resident organizations during the annual Agency Plan update process and included in the Plan (as an attachment), so the public can view it.  

The PHA must retain all survey response forms completed by residents for one year, so resident organizations or others may review them.  PHAs may not disclose private data connected with the survey, such as individual respondents’ names or addresses. 
The PHA will briefly state its method in the Agency Plan.  HUD will not judge the method or the results. 
Resident Advocates recommend that the following language be added:

i. The locally-driven vehicle for measuring resident satisfaction must meet national minimum content requirements to be developed by stakeholders (including ample resident representation).

ii.
HUD must consider RAB or resident organization appeals regarding the adequacy of the PHA’s resident satisfaction sampling methods or the interpretation of the results.  

4. Outcome/Results:  (What are the advantages and disadvantages to your proposal) 

Advantages:  

Flexibility. Residents can be given opportunities to register their satisfaction/dissatisfaction with PHA performance in a variety of ways not available through RASS.   E.g., sample residents’ satisfaction with maintenance response, management response, recertifications, etc.  

PHA can adapt sampling or survey questions from year to year to improve understanding of resident satisfaction.

Questions can be tailored to individual developments, based on conditions – recent modernization, specific safety and security concerns, satisfaction with new PHA procedures, etc.

Timeliness.  PHAs can use one or more methods throughout the year, or at the same time each year (e.g. last quarter of FY).  No waiting for REAC and its contractors.

Lower or no cost to HUD/REAC; some potential cost to PHAs, depending on the methodology chosen and any “minimal content requirements” that may be adopted nationally.        

Disadvantages: 

Methods and results will not be comparable across jurisdictions.  National averages and trends will not be available.  (Anecdotal reports indicate that PHAs do not use that RASS information now.)  

Some residents/advocates may believe residents will not give candid responses directly to the PHA – fear of reprisal, etc.

5. Program Cost/Savings:  (What is the cost benefit analysis of your suggestion; include implementation costs)
Whatever HUD/REAC is spending on RASS could be saved, starting the date RASS is eliminated.  (Rulemaking required.)          

6. Regulatory/Statutory Reference:  What regs/statues/handbooks governance would need to been changed to implement your proposal.  24 CFR Secs. 902.50-902.55; 902.60(d), 902.63; 902.68(c), etc.  

7. Stakeholder Impact:  (Who is impacted +/- by your proposal - PHA, Resident, Industry, HUD, Taxpayer)
+  The PHA, its residents, the community and advocates could obtain more timely, relevant, usable information about resident satisfaction with specific PHA policies, practices and performance.  

-  HUD, the PHA and others would lose the opportunity to make direct comparisons to identical resident surveys at other PHAs, and from year to year.

+  HUD would save the expense of administering the current RASS process, including the costs for contracting out sending, receiving and analyzing the surveys.

+  HUD would be spared the annual embarrassment of worsening delays in the RASS process.  (For this year, the “RASS Business Calendar” has been revised again to remove all projected dates after July 2007.)

8. Other Factors for Consideration:  

Resident satisfaction sampling method and results should be discussed with RAB AND RESIDENT ORGANIZATIONS during Agency Plan update and included in the Plan (attachment), so public could view it

The Administrative Reform Initiative General Monitoring group identified the following topics that are of great concern to PHA administrators, industry organizations and HUD staff.  We offer these for your consideration.  

HOT TOPICS NOT TO BE FORGOTTEN

(Parking lot)

1. Preservation of public housing properties is paramount.  
2. Value in performance designations:  CFP bonus, regulatory relief, additional flexibility (less frequent monitoring, reporting to HUD, less frequent inspections …)

3. Are we really deregulating PHAs?

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

5. 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.
6. 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.  

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.

###

