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,Background/HUD o

Low Rent Publrc Housrng HUD has stopped the fundrng of new constructron under the Low Rent
Public Housing Program which built most of the Public Housing across the country. Except in the-
cases involving the demolition of large scale developments in urban areas, HUD is allowing the
replaoement of a reduced number of low rise units. Vouchers are being given to cities to replace most
of the demolished units. Housing Authorities (and not for profits) continue to develop subsidized -

housing using a variety « of fundrng sources which can vary oy [ocation, though natronally sources are
very lrmlted :

HUD wants to transform Public Housrng as |t is viewed as inefficient. Housrng Authorltles argue HUD
rules make Housing Authorities inefficient and that comparisons to private sector costs are not valid.
HUD recommends Housing Authorities go beyond property management but marginally fund
programs to address the multitude of needs (case management, employment and tralmng, eduoatlon
medrcal and mental health care, etc) of publrc housing reSIdents :

Locally the. CDA Housing Operatlons demographlos are similar to housmg authorltles at the statewrde o

- and national levels. At HUD conferences and seminars we find we have a lot in.common with other -
housing authorities. The CDA is the largest subsidized housmg provrder in Dane County, servrng

approxrmately 2400 households : = .

Capital Fund Program: The Caprtal Fund program is a formula allocatlon awarded to housing
authorities to make major capital improvements (roofs, boilers, etc) to its portfolio. HUD recognizes
that the needed improvements are significantly underfunded, however there is no expectation that
funding will be increased. HUD will be requiring that all housing authorities have a Green Physical
- Needs Assessment performed, to document the need. This may lead to additional funding or the
demolition or disposal of existing public housing.

Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program: Congress had been appropriating more money. to the HCV
(better known as Section 8) program. They decided to get away from the troubled hi rise “projects”;
promote more dispersions of low income, allow for people to move throughout the country to go

. where the jobs were, and involve the private sector in housing the low income. This approach proved
to be popular with Congress and so appropriations grew. They grew to the point that Congress pulled
back and limited the budgets allocated to Housing Authorities. In previous years a certain number of
vouchers were allocated to housing authorities with a reimbursement of whatever those expenses
were. Spending, however, increased to the point HUD/Congress decided to also limit the
reimbursement, which resulted in fewer vouchers being issued.

Wisconsin Housing and Economic Development (WHEDA) Multi Family Housing — Parkside and
Karabis : These are generally included when we refer to CDA’s public housing, however they are -
. funded differently and are not included under HUD’s Low Rent Public Housing program. Under HUD s
s 'program the CDA recelves a per unrt subsrdy amount based ona formula that estrmates reglonal



‘costs to operate a development then subtracts out rental i income earned by the housing authonty
The housing authority is. supposed to receive the difference between the two. However, if Congress
does not appropriate sufficient funding then a pro-rated subsidy is awarded to the housing authority. -

~ Under WHEDA'’s program the CDA receives Housing Assistance Payment (HAP) funding for each

- unit similar to what we pay landlords under the Section 8 program The HAP payments are
significantly higher than the subsidy. . o

| City Polrcy Issue: What is the role of thevCDA’s'Publio Housing?

The CDA and HUD have always maintained that public housmg is not the housmg of last resort The
courts have on occasion not permitted an eviction as the household would have nowhere to go. One
of our not for profit partners has suggested an approach of never evrctmg, but instead to provnde more
. services to those in danger of evrotlon '

In 2011 the CDA provided Housing Assistahoe to ‘ap'proximately 2,448 families, 1,582 Vouchers and -
866 Public Housing units. The CDA is required by HUD. to screen for criminal activity. The CDA does
so at the initial applicant certification for eligibility. Many are denied, most often for criminal

background or poor landlord histories. Once in CDA’s programs, the number of families who face the
loss of their housing assistance is relatively small. It is unfortunate when this happens. The CDA
works with a variety of social service agencies to try and head off these situations. However, when
they occur, the CDA must act to insure the integrity of the program and the safety of Madison’s
residents. This is especially true in regards to criminal matters, the CDA works c|osely with the
Madlson Police Department and the Clty Attorney s Offlce in thrs area.

Table 1 below outlines by year the number of households which have been terminated under the
Housing Choice Voucher Program (Sectlon 8) or whrch have been evicted from Public Housing due to
criminal activity in the household - :

Table 1 - : ‘ ‘
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

HCV 4 13 13 9 9 5 5

PH 0 2 0 0 2 0 0

The numbers above do not reflect the number of families who have faced eviction or termination for
other reasons such as unreported income or unauthorized guests, hoarding, some families who face
eviction or termination voluntarily leave the program. Also the CDA may initiate terminations and
eviction action, but may drop proceedings based on a resolution of the matter. Additionally the CDA
~ may initiate a termrnatlon or eviction action but in our appeal process a hearing officer may reverse

the decision of the CDA to terminate. Finally, in addition to the CDA S appeal process a local court
“may reverse the CDA decision to evrct or terminate.

Demographics of who we serve: See attached Resident Characteristics Report
~CDA Properties: See attached chart of Public Housing & Multi Family Housing

Financial History: See attached chart of 2007-2011 Income/Expense




2007-2011 CDA Housing

. income/Expense
Revenue 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Rental Income 2,397,251 2,390,695' 2,433,635' 2,425,097 2,397,248 |
HUD Operating Subsidy 2,041,078 2,126,623 2,210,102 2,010,396 2,144,7:85
HUD Capital Grant 1,402,241 894,244 1,168,964 2,252,957 | 1,241,134
Investment Income 75,689 71,018 74,465 | 34,495 114,503
Other rental Income 193,446 160,588 194,480 149,699 176,058
Operating Transfer In 50,329 48,819 102,987 47,172 369,774
Other Income 143,302 {(8,038)] (6,504} 144,602 33,§17
Total Revenue 6,303,336 5,683,949 6,178,129 7,064,418 6,477,3‘19
Expenses .
Salaries 1,512,990 1,547,475 1,517,455 1,437,144 1,363,592
Benefits 547,211 563,491 531,058 560,870 556,610
Utilities 774,867 867,920 786,286 814,100 836,7;59
Insurance ] 51,497 55,116 |. 58,607 50,340 58,7:75
Other Purchased Services 1,259,827 1,252,597 1,793,759 | 2,709,667 | 1,744,350
Supplies ' 416,997 439,696 356,154 400,146 341,i96
PILOT- 162,945 146,257 163,203 158,628 147,477
Inter-D Charges 287,932 255,116 282,839 250,837 269,221
Transfers out 0 0 0 14,221 227,231
Interest 174,831 169,920 150,844 172,706 265,§60
1Total Expenses 5,189,097 5,297,588 - 5,640,205 6,568,659 5,810,771
Net Profit (Excluding Depreciation) 1,114,239 386,361 537,924 495,759 666,548
Depreciation - ' 1,183,410 1,162,141 1,096,824 1,054,790 1,260,683
Net Profit (69,171) (775,780) (558,900) (559,031) (593,535)
Cash - Parkside (215,315) (194,682) (177,031) (146,478) (28,502)
Parkside cash held at WHEDA 853,572 909,397 - 954,866 898,418 828,§05
Cash Karabis 634,311 714,754 807,526 V 908,446 742,§82
Cash.- Public Housing 190,308 224,105 139,933 1,425,465 608,152

Note - 2010 Cash Public Housing reflects Trust Fund Loan Revenue, but not expense which occurred in 2011
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R Resndent Characterustlcs Report ]As of October 31 2012
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