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Integration of Housing Assistance with Workforce Development and Regionalism

This memo briefly identifies a range of policy options and makes recommendations on three inter-related issues: 

< 
locating assisted housing resources in areas that have high rates of growth and/or high levels of employment for less-skilled, less-educated workers, 
< 
integrating assisted housing resources with workforce development resources, and 
< 
coordinating housing and workforce related plans. Because these issues are inter-related several options in each section could be listed in one or both other sections but are not.

Two major themes or premises weave throughout the paper. First, as explicated later, national, state, and local housing policy consciously or explicitly skews funds away from job-rich, job-growth areas — thereby providing few if any assisted housing resources to areas that have relatively large numbers of jobs for less-skilled, less-educated people. Solving this issue requires more than making marginal adjustments or tinkering with current policy and practice. While perhaps the major strategic challenge to national housing policy is connecting housing with employment and earnings, the challenge will be difficult to meet, requiring both courage and, perhaps in no small way, self-sacrificing leadership.


Second, and associated with the first, current housing policy and practice does a relatively poor job (there are exceptions) of connecting housing resources with human capital investment resources, leaving aside special needs populations.a Part of the explanation for this is that housing is relatively isolated from the mainstream workforce development resources. Also, the focus of housing performance is on outputs and not outcomes. That is, units produced and occupied is usually the sole criterion of performance. Finally, for a variety of reasons identified later, housing resources uneasily fit with human service resources.


Key recommendations:

1. Create a new housing delivery system and program, herein called “Regional Housing Asset Program,” based somewhat on regional workforce investment boards, that has two key purposes: 1) to develop a housing policy making and resource allocation process compatible with the geographic scope of labor and housing markets and 2) to foster connections between housing assistance and workforce development/human capital investment. This policy option is recommended because it much more effectively addresses the broadest range of housing problems and issues covered by this memo — such as:

< 
providing assisted housing in localities where jobs for assisted households are most plentiful to increase their employment and/or earnings opportunities, 
< 
potentially reducing commuting costs or time and the segmentation of land use that significantly contributes to traffic congestion and sprawl, 
< 
often improving the neighborhood environment for families and especially children, and 
< 
increasing the level of human capital investment of assisted housing occupants so as to reduce over time their need for housing subsidies — than other options listed in the paper and without upsetting current practice as much as most other options. 

2. Amend the low income housing tax credit legislation by creating a basis adjustment similar to the Qualified Census Tract for areas that have high levels of job growth. This option is recommended because if enacted it would provide the only incentive in the tax credit program for high job growth - job level areas and will help balance the tax credit’s current bias in favor of older urban areas.


3. Modify the HOME funding formula to base distribution of HOME funds heavily on population and jobs and, to a lesser extent, housing costs. Currently, the HOME funding formula mimics that of a CDBG program for rental rehabilitation. Changing the formula would provide more housing production funds in entitlement localities with high levels of jobs for less-skilled, less-educated persons. 


Other recommendations are noted in the text.

Background/Context

Housing and community development has a delivery system (i.e., the organizations that manage housing funds and develop housing), a fund distribution system (i.e., formulae or competitive scoring systems that allocate funds to geographical areas), and a set of planning processes (consolidated plan, public housing agency plan) that primarily emphasize small-scale (intra-local jurisdictional) geography.


As a matter of conscious choice, housing and community development policy has settled on a geographic perspective that encompasses a single locality and, more operationally, smaller neighborhoods or communities within a single locality. Although there are some exceptions (e.g., multi-county housing authorities, state government, and special demonstration projects), the delivery system of housing and community development strongly invests in organizations — primarily cities, counties, and community based organizations — that by their nature have a limited ability to focus significantly beyond a single jurisdiction.


Historically and currently, housing policy generally allocates and distributes scarce assisted housing funds to places where poorer people live (using such variables or factors as percent or number of people in poverty or per capita income), where poorer housing conditions exist (using such proxy factors as housing built before 1940) and/or where poorer renter households are rent-burdened, that is, pay more than 50 percent of their income for housing. If one simply views housing as unconnected to anything else, such allocations make sense in that they provide resources to areas with the greatest housing needs, with needs usually defined as housing in poor condition or renter-burdened households.


But housing is not simply off by itself, unconnected; it is an integral part of a household’s life fabric, mostly or especially for children. Very importantly for most people, the location of housing 

significantly influences their access to employment, and earnings significantly influence the kind and location of housing occupied by a household. During the advent and development of the federal governments first sets of housing programs, such as public housing and 236, 221d3, and perhaps even the very early days of Section 8, socioeconomic data raised few questions about the location of assisted housing resources and such important life variables as good neighborhoods and employment and earnings.


However, by the mid-1980s, readily observable socioeconomic changes began to challenge significantly the viability of housing and community development’s delivery system and conceptual mental models. Chief among these changes was the location predominantly outside of central city counties (and therefore outside of most older, inner city suburbs) of employment requiring minimal or very modest skills and education levels and, even more significantly, the much higher rate of increases occurring outside the central city counties of such jobs. Notwithstanding the recognition of the location pattern of employment and employment growth and the creation of a very large number of multi-county workforce (Private Industry Councils under JTPA and now workforce investment boards under the Workforce Investment Act) and transportation (Metropolitan Planning Organizations) delivery systems, housing and community development policy consciously continued its small-scale geographic focus and its historical skewing of fund distribution. All indications are that employment growth for less-skilled, less-educated workers will occur in the foreseeable future  mostly outside of central city counties.



Tables 1 and 2 at the end of this memo illustrate the mismatch between the distribution of assisted housing resources and the distribution of modest jobs for the Richmond, Virginia metropolitan area, while Table 3 focuses solely on the low income housing tax credit allocations in the Baltimore, St. Louis, and Richmond regions. Table 4 shows the 2001 allocation for the HOME program for participating jurisdictions in the three regions by per capita, per job, and per child in poverty.

The Location Nexus

The current characteristics of housing and community development policy present a challenge of getting affordable housing resources into jurisdictions that now have relatively little such housing and yet have a large level, and growing number, of jobs for less-skilled, less-educated persons (herein after called modest jobs). This is a two-part problem: a problem of fund distribution and a problem of the location of delivery organizations. The fund distribution problem is key because in the longer term delivery organizations will eventually appear where there are funds to deliver.

Fund Distribution: CDBG

The CDBG fund distribution gives priority to older localities due to the pre-1940 housing stock variable, although a dual formula is used (that is, if a single formula was used that did not use a pre-1940 housing variable, less old areas would get more funds and older areas would get fewer funds than under a dual formula). Additionally, the population lag variable in the formula also skews fund distribution to older localities. The heavy weighting of the poverty variable tends in many instances to provide a skewing towards older localities. The extent to which this is a problem, however, depends on how one views the primary purpose of the CDBG program.  Probably, public policy generally sees the CDBG program primarily as a resource to help older localities deal primarily with their physical redevelopment problems. In this case, the current CDBG fund distribution formulas may be more or less appropriate.
Fund Distribution: HOME

From this paper’s perspective, the HOME funding formula may be seen as especially egregious. Its six-part funding formula provides some bias to localities with higher construction costs, but this variable is overpowered by variables similar to those used in CDBG: poverty, housing problems, and units built before 1950. The HOME program’s fund distribution primarily mimics a program designed to rehabilitate older rental housing, and in this sense operates as a companion program to CDBG. Because of its formula, when HOME funds are provided to local entitlement jurisdictions with high job growth rates and high job levels (such as Chesterfield and Henrico counties in Virginia), the funding, measured on a per capita basis, or a per job basis, or a per person in poverty basis, is less than the funding provided to central cities with much fewer jobs per person in poverty — see notes to Table 2.

Fund Distribution: Low Income Housing Tax Credit

Solely from the perspective of funding formulae, the low income housing tax credit is most compatible with location of jobs, but only very grossly. The tax credit is allocated on a per person basis and a per person allocation is the simplest way to allocate housing resources generally consistent with the location of modest jobs (at least at the county level). However, three aspects of tax credit legislation probably adversely affect its ability to put assisted housing funds into areas with high levels of jobs and high job growth rates, especially given the competition for credits. 


First, the law requires that an allocation preference be given to projects that are part of, contribute to, a community revitalization plan. Community revitalization efforts are unlikely to occur significantly in areas of job growth, and such a preference, other things being equal, tends to skew awards to projects located in older cities and in central city counties.


Second, the law requires that a preference be given to projects that agree to give rent preference to public housing occupants or those on public housing or voucher waiting lists. Some, perhaps many, high job level/job growth areas do not have housing authorities or are not well covered by Section 8 administrators.


Third, the law mandates designation of “Qualified Census Tracts,” which may be problematic to assisted housing - job location matches. QCTs skew the distribution of tax credits in favor of central cities and other older, denser cities. For example, the Richmond, Virginia metropolitan area has 38 QTCs — 36 are in the central city or inner suburbs (Richmond has 26, Petersburg City, 7, and Hopewell, 3), while the major job generators, Henrico and Chesterfield Counties, each has one; seven counties and one city in the Richmond metropolitan area have no QTCs.


Further, state tax credit allocation policies seem strongly biased in favor of projects located in inner cities or older cities and seem strongly biased against family projects located in suburban areas. [See John Sidor, “Context Paper for Integrated Service and Delivery,” The Helix Group, August 2001 for more detail on state allocation policies.] For example, the 2001 credit allocations in Virginia funded 8 projects in the Richmond metropolitan area. Six of these projects were in the inner cities (five in Richmond and one in Petersburg City) at a total credit allocation of $1.77 million for 519 units. The allocations funded two projects in Henrico County at a credit allocation of $836,101 for 168 units.


Finally, tax credits seem to produce the kinds of developments that seem less amenable to suburban (used in lieu of job growth localities) areas. The 1995 American Housing Survey suggests that nearly half the rental developments in the suburbs have four or fewer units per structure, while this is true of less than 20 percent of suburban tax credit units. Cummings and DiPasquale indicate that non-USDA subsidized tax credit developments average 75 units per development, while the median is 50. Also, Cummings and DiPasquale indicate only 2 percent of the units in the average tax credit development are market rate. (Jean Cummings and Denise DiPasquale, “Building Affordable Rental Housing: An Analysis of the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit,” City Research, February 1998.)   


It is difficult to determine whether these outcomes are due inherently to the nature of the tax credit program (e.g., investors may see mixed-rate developments as more risky) or whether they are due primarily to state tax credit allocation policies (e.g., cost standards that preclude the creation of developments with small numbers of units). Assuming that mixed-income housing developments or developments with, say, 25 units or less, are more amenable to high job level/growth rate localities, the tax credit may be producing units unattractive to these areas.

Fund Distribution: Fair Share Vouchers

The primary factor in determining how many fair share vouchers a PHA receives is HUD’s fair share formula allocation, which identifies a city or county’s number of households with incomes at or below 50 percent of area median paying 50 percent of their income or more for rent (the January 2000 needs factors still relies primarily on the 1990 Census and includes only places with a 1990 population of 10,000 or more.) The only eligible applicants are PHAs that are currently administering housing choice vouchers or certificates. 


The methodology for allocating vouchers tends to 1) penalize areas that have had significant population growth since 1990 and with with a 1990 population of less than 10,000, and 2) reward areas with significant number of rent burdened households (that is, other things being equal, areas with more renters, areas with significant numbers of low income households, and areas with higher rental costs). Areas that score highly on fair share are probably areas with fewer jobs for less-skilled, less-educated persons, especially on a per person in poverty basis, and many are probably areas with low or even negative job growth rate and areas with higher unemployment rates. For example, as shown in Table 2 Chesterfield and Henrico counties have nearly 50 percent of the region’s modest jobs, but in a strict fair share allocation would receive only 31 percent of the region’s vouchers.


A. Policy Options — 


1. — A Regional Housing Delivery System

The recommended option is to create a new housing delivery system and program. Such a delivery system/program, here called the Regional Housing Asset Program (RHAP) just to give it a name, would be somewhat modeled after workforce investment boards, and would have two key purposes. One purpose of RHAP would be to bring housing policy making and resource allocation in line with housing and labor markets  — institutionalizing a regional perspective in housing to help overcome the current geographical fragmentation that permeates housing policy. The second purpose is to foster connections between housing assistance and workforce development and human capital investment.

While it is now impossible to go into much detail on RHAP, the following are recommended key components: 1) RHAPs would have to be multi-county unless a state could demonstrate that the labor market and the housing market are single-county; 2) each RHAP would be responsible for preparing a regional housing plan and strategy that focuses primarily on regional housing needs that are not being well met by state and local government and on improving the earnings of assisted households, 3) each RHAP would review and comment on the workforce, transportation, and adult education (Perkins III, Family and Adult Literacy) plans prepared by entities in its region, including the state, and the RHAP’s comments on these plans and the responses to them would have to be included in these plans as they are submitted to cognizant federal agencies, and 4) each would review and comment on the consolidated plans and public housing agency plans prepared within their region and their comments on these plans and the locality’s or PHA’s responses should accompany the plans’ submission to HUD.


Each RHAP would have three sets of resources: 1) its own housing funding through congressional appropriations, somewhat similar to the HOME program but much more flexible (e.g., including a provision that up to 20 percent of funds could be used for human capital investment for assisted housing recipients and that these funds could contribute as local match to other federal programs and permitting each regional board to time limit housing assistance) — note: any new or substantially revised housing program should adopt the principles of the TANF program, which i) identifies specific national objectives, ii) identifies specific ineligible activities, and iii) then pretty much lets the grantee to use funds to address the national objectives —  ; 2) it would receive through a formula all incremental (fair share) vouchers authorized by Congress subsequent to the enactment of legislation; and 3) it would receive from each state technical assistance reservation of he incremental share of state tax credits in the expansion of tax credits beyond the former $1.25 per capita cap.


The formula allocating its congressionally appropriated funds could be based 50 percent on the number of households in the region with incomes at or below 200 percent of the federal poverty standard, 20 percent each on the number of private sector jobs and the population in the region, and 10 percent on a housing cost factor.


The RHAP would have performance measures that address changes in earnings and amount of housing subsidy of its housing beneficiaries along with measures of human capital investment inputs.


The primary advantage of RHAP is that it directly deals with the regional and housing - job location issues that plague national housing policy and it does so with relative minimal new resources (a new program that would probably have to be funded at least at the level of the HOME program and shares of tax credits and vouchers). The resources provide the RHAP with a range of flexible housing tools (grants and loans, tax credits/equity, and vouchers) as well as resources that permit it to develop operating relationships with human capital investment policy makers and resources, especially those at the regional level. Finally, it provides housing with an institutionalized seat at the growing and increasingly significant related ad hoc regional structures that are being created in response to our changing economy, especially the rapid changes in information and communications technology. The bulk of current housing resources (all special vouchers and turnover vouchers, public housing, HOPE VI, CDBG, HOME (but see 3. below), 202, 811, preservation and mark to market, homelessness, and 60 percent of the tax credits would remain as they are currently).


The primary disadvantage of RHAP is that it creates another housing resource and delivery system that many would find competitive. State tax credit agencies would not want to devolve and may not want to reserve a portion of their tax credits, and public housing authorities would not want their access to incremental vouchers eliminated. Some of competition and possible confusion could be eliminated easily (e.g., an RHAP is not likely to fund housing construction or rehabilitation in localities with their own HOME program, or even their own CDBG program, without leverage grant agreements; RHAP would not especially focus on much special needs housing); and some of the competition could be allayed through subcontracting (e.g., a RHAP could pay a state tax credit allocating agency for underwriting or a receiving PHA for voucher administration) or through a system where the state allocation agency reserves a portion of its tax credit funds for each region, with the region establishing the scoring system for applications and the state doing the underwriting and contracting (some state agencies work their CDBG program in a similar way as do a few states with their tax credit program).


2a.— Combine the HOME and CDBG program, expand the eligible entitlements to all metropolitan counties, or to all metropolitan counties with populations of 35,000 or more (and perhaps to all cities with populations of 40,000 or more), and require that local entitlement communities spend at least 50 percent of the funds received for housing for lower income persons (50 percent is about the sum of the current CDBG monies spent on housing plus the HOME funds). This option is about the only one that guarantees placing housing funds in localities of high job growth-levels.  However, it does not directly deal with regional markets and workforce development resources.


The funds for the new entitlements would come from the states’ share of HOME and CDBG funds. While the CDBG share of the combined program (about 75 percent of the funds) would be allocated per current CDBG formula, the HOME share could be allocated on the basis of jobs, population, and housing costs. A provision could be enacted stating that in no one year could a locality’s share of the combined funds be less than 90 percent of its share of both CDBG and HOME funds in the prior year; such a provision would mean that new funding levels are gradually approached.


2b. Allocate fair share vouchers in proportion to the allocation of the combined HOME and CDBG funds and allocate these vouchers to state and local grantees of the combined HOME and CDBG program.


The advantages of the combined allocation are 1) it allocates more funds for housing to job-rich or job-growth localities than could be allocated with a simple expansion of HOME participating jurisdictions, 2) it provides suburban job growth localities not only with money that could be used for housing production but with valuable CDBG funds for community infrastructure and facilities, which should make it worthwhile for them to take the housing funds, and 3) it does not harm, or at least significantly harm, current CDBG entitlements and current HOME participating jurisdictions. Another overall attraction could be the streamlining of a combined HOME and CDBG to make it a more flexible and easier program to administer.


This proposal (i.e., 2a plus 2b) would generate opposition by those who do not want to see the HOME and CDBG program combined for either administrative/bureaucratic reasons or those who see the combined program as substantially increasing their housing commitment (the 30 percent of CDBG funds spent for housing is a nationwide figure, and while localities that spend more than 30 percent are apt to continue to spend a higher amount those localities that currently spend much less than 30 percent would see funds for non-housing purposes reduced). States would object to the combination because it would reduce their annual allocations; and some rural communities would oppose the combination because it would reduce the amount of discretionary funds available through the state for nonmetropolitan areas.


Nonetheless, the combining of CDBG and HOME and the expanding of local entitlements is the surest way to get assisted housing funds, especially funds that can be used for production, into areas of high employment/job growth. Further, such a combined HOME and CDBG program could also affect fair share vouchers in the sense that these could be allocated to the same local entitlements and in the same proportion as the combined HOME and CDBG funds. 


3. Alter the distribution formula for the HOME program to put more funds into larger high job level/ high job-growth localities. This option puts more HOME funds into such areas, but it does not provide funding to medium-size, fast-growing suburban counties and cities that are apt to capture a large share of modest job growth in the next decade.


Such a change can be accomplished, for example, by using a formula in which 80 percent of the weight is on population and 20 percent on a housing cost factor, as it generally costs more to put housing into high job growth areas. The change could be gradually implemented by requiring that no local entitlement receive less than 90 percent of its prior year’s funding..


A variation on option 3 is to not only change the fund distribution formula for HOME but also to change the state - local split from 40-60 to 30-70 and use the extra local funds to provide more funding to local entitlements but also to expand the number of local entitlements in the HOME program.


B. Policy Options —

1. Create a job level/job growth analog to the QTCs.

If possible, Job Growth Areas should be based on census tracts and limited to a population cap of 20 percent of a metropolitan area’s population, as are QTCs. If it is impossible to get job data on a census tract basis and a county basis needs to be used, the 20 percent cap should apply to the total population of each state (not be nationwide as are Difficult Development Areas) and all counties, not just metropolitan counties, should be eligible for JGA designation. A JGA should be based on two criteria (something like) 1) areas with a minimum level of 10,000 jobs ranked according to 2) 3-year job growth  rates. For example, if counties had to be used, all counties in a state with job levels of 10,000 or greater would be arrayed based on job growth rate from 1996-1999. The highest ranked counties cut off at the 20 percent of state population mark, would comprise JGAs and be eligible for 130 percent basis. 


The advantage of this option is that it would provide an incentive for developers to build assisted housing projects in areas of high job levels/job growth. The disadvantage rests in the numbers crunching, and a series of criteria and standards should be run first. Good county job data runs about two years behind; for example, tax credit allocations made in 2001 would have to rely on 1996-1999 job data..


2. Annually allocate tax credits to cities and counties with populations of 110,000 and above and permit a one-year rollover of funds. This would provide local governments with a minimum of $192,500 annually in tax credits. States would get the remaining credits and would be able to use them statewide, as the states are able to do with HOME and ESG. (In the Richmond area, based on 2000 Census and using $1.75 per capita, Chesterfield County would get about $455,000; Henrico County, about $459,000; and Richmond, about $346,000.)  


The advantage of this option is that it would give high job-level (and often high job-growth level) localities direct and continual access to tax credits, especially in what Lang and Evans call “Boombergs,” e.g., Chesapeake, Virginia; Grand Prairie, Texas; Bellevue, Washington. (see Robert Lang and Patrick Simmons, “‘Booombergs’: The Emergence of Large, Fast-Growing Suburban Cities in the United States, Fannie Mae Foundation Census Note 06, June 2001.) Most such cities and counties are probably facing an affordable housing crunch and would be willing and able to use tax credits for affordable housing. Most of these local governments would probably support a proposal that would give them regular access to tax credits even if their annual amount would be below a rolling three or five year average, and if this were a problem the allocations could be rolled in so that no locality would get less than 90 percent of its five-year average prior to implementation of the direct local entitlements. Another advantage would be that as localities reach the 110,000 level they would automatically receive tax credits and these growing localities are likely to be high job growth localities, like Hanover County in Virginia or Daly City in California. States could use the balance of credits statewide, just as they currently can with the HOME and ESG programs, and could continue to allocate tax credits to central cities and inner suburbs.


Such a proposal would be opposed by state tax credit agencies. Also, there may be concern that 1) local governments would stay within the 50 percent to 60 percent AMI or use the tax credits for special needs developments, 2) there may not be enough locality-specific good projects to use well the tax credit annually (on the other hand, suburban areas are more likely to fund the kinds of developments amenable to their areas, while this appears generally not to be the case for state funding), and 3) localities may wait for two years worth of tax credits to get a scale large enough to fund the kinds of projects they may want to fund. However, state tax credit allocating agencies could still, as they now mostly do, provide much funding to older, larger cities and counties.



3. Amend the statutory preference for projects that contribute to a community revitalization plan by either 1) deleting it, with the QTC being enough of an incentive (this would still permit tax credit allocation agencies to give preference to such projects, as many did prior to enactment of the statutory requirement) or 2) requiring that a community revitalization plan include job creation/earnings and employment strategies and actions.

Inner city areas, by and large, now get two statutory preferences: QTCs and the community revitalization plan preference. Eliminating the community revitalization plan preference along with creating a Job Growth Area preference may balance statutorily the two preferences. Alternatively, mandating the inclusion of job creation/employment and earnings strategies and activities would try to ensure that assisted housing connects to employment and that community revitalization plans would not be able to consist simply of housing and physical development activities.


4. Allocate fair share vouchers on the basis of job levels and job growth, population, and number of households in poverty and effect the shift with future incremental appropriations. 


This option could be implemented by using, for example, a revised HOME funding distribution as outlined above. A problem with this option is that it would result in vouchers being allocated to some jurisdictions without a public housing authority. In such instances, the local government should have the right of first refusal to administer the vouchers, and if the locality declined HUD could 1) ask states to administer the vouchers within for the specific jurisdiction(s), 2) create a competition among nonprofits and other interested entities, or 3) administer the vouchers through HUD field offices.


5. Cobbling a Regional Framework

Another option is to jerry-rig a regional housing policy or framework using local and/or state entities. There are more than several ways to do this but two will be identified here.


5a. Require states to prepare, or cause to be prepared, regional (as defined by Census) housing needs analyses that focus primarily on the location of assisted housing - jobs issue and require states to address in their consolidated plan how they will attempt to address such issues.  This is a recommended option. 


The analysis should be county-based. The advantage of this option is that the jobs-housing issue — both the degree of the problem and potential solutions — will be articulated in each state. This could be a large extra workload to states and the option should not be pursued unless additional funding is also pursued, as illustrated in later options, for example. Although the issue will be publicized, there is no guarantee that it will be addressed through policy choices. Similar changes could be added for local consolidated plans, with the local plans being required to states how they will address the jobs-housing issue within its own jurisdiction.


5b. Consolidated Plan/Public Housing Agency Plan: amend the plan regulations to require that each plan have an intergovernmental relations component.

High assisted housing to jobs jurisdictions would be required to indicate how they will voluntary address the mismatch. The mismatch could be addressed by a housing-rich jurisdiction allocating some housing resources to a job-rich, housing-poor locality, by the housing-rich locality committing to initiate or expand commutation strategies, or by the housing-rich locality committing to fund job creation and occupational skills development for its assisted housing residents. A PHA could set aside vouchers for those who volunteer to move to a job-rich locality.  While this option may raise the visibility of the problem and get localities to initiate discussion, it may not lead to any corrective action.

Fund Integration

Addressing Non-Federal Barriers

Connecting housing with key supportive services always has been a difficult task. The barriers or constraints that affect integrating housing with services are multiple, and many of them — perhaps the most significant — are probably beyond the direct intervention of the federal government. Probably the most prominent among these are inability of local organizations to overcome turf problems, develop unified visions, create common objectives, understand each other’s languages and programs, and share resources. Nonetheless, the federal government should try to address these barriers and constraints even if its role is indirect and rests fundamentally in education and technical assistance. In this regard, the federal government can do several things.


Option —

Federal agencies should try to model collaborative behavior in part by 


a) surveying regularly their grantees to seek grantees’ observations on problems they might have had in trying to work with other federal agencies and programs, either because of issues within the agency’s legislation, regulations, and administrative guidelines are those of other federal agencies; 


b) sponsoring joint meetings that focus on solving common problems, addressing common issues, and, where possible, using good examples of integrated resources and on the ground collaboration; 


c) have a group of senior managers from several federal agencies meet regularly with representatives of grantees in open forums for the express purpose of soliciting input with regard to good examples of collaboration and of problems with attempted collaboration; 


d) further, federal agencies can establish a location within their web page devoted to seeking input in the problems people face in trying to integrate federal programs; and 


e) federal agencies should at least explore the possibility of developing capacity building that i) addresses all participants in the agency’s delivery system and ii) focuses especially on capacity building that facilitates collaboration and the integration of resources, such as strategic leadership, high performance organizations, developing and sustaining alliances, cross-functional teams, communications.
Addressing Federal Program Barriers

Some barriers to integrating resources among programs do reside in the nature of federal programs, their authorizing statutes, agency regulations, and administrative guidelines. The following 13 characteristics can adversely affect fund integration or program collaboration and were used to develop the recommendations that follow: 1) cross cutting regulations; 2) planning requirements, 3) eligible beneficiaries/applicants; 4) eligible grantees/applicants; 5) discretionary vs entitlement; 6) reporting requirements, including performance measures; 7) eligible activities/uses; 8) match requirements; 9) administrative cost provisions; 10) waivers; 11) geographic requirements; 12) fund transfer; and 13) fund commitment and expenditure deadlines. [See John Sidor, “Context Paper for Integrated Service and Delivery,” The Helix Group, August 2001, for a brief application of these factors to the HOME, CDBG, tax credit, TANF, Workforce Investment, Perkins III, and Adult Education and Family Literacy programs.]


Policy Options — All these options are recommended

1. TANF: amend the regulation so that housing costs that result from a move to gain employment or that are greater than pre-employment costs do not trigger the time clock

2. TANF: amend the legislation to permit a capped (say, 10%) transfer of funds from TANF to one or more state-managed federal grant programs providing that a) the governor approves such a transfer and b) the funds are used by the receiving program to achieve one or more of the four TANF goals.

3. CDBG: amend the legislation to


 a) permit new housing construction as an eligible activity; 


b) permit funds to be used for voucher-type reimbursements to/for people with incomes of 200 percent or less of poverty; 


c) give the HUD secretary waiver authority over specified statutory elements of the program and further provide that the secretary devolve this power to the CEO of a state or local entitlements that shall be self-executing upon receipt by HUD of a waiver plan that i) explains why the waiver authority is necessary to achieve a statutory objective, ii) shows the use of the waiver authority in concert with one or more non-HUD federal or state or local programs, iii) identifies how the grantee will monitor and report on outcome performance, and iv) describes the process used to obtain public comment on the waiver request and plan, the comments received, and the responses to the comments;


 d) permit the CEO to transfer a capped portion (say, 20 percent) of CDBG funds to other HUD grant programs over which the CEO has responsibility; and


 e) in the state administered program, provide states with the ability to use up to 8 percent of the formula funds it receives for statewide research, education, and demonstration activities that i) further one or more of the three national objectives and ii) promote regional solutions to housing and community development problems.

4. HOME: amend the legislation to 


a) increase by at least one year, from two to three years, the fund commitment period; 


b) permit grantees to use up to 10 percent of their HOME funds for i) occupational skills training, ii) adult education, or iii) other services that promote the self-sufficiency of HOME program beneficiaries provided that such funds finance 50 percent or less of the total cost of such services, and permit these funds to be used to meet local match requirements of other federal programs; 


c) provide the HUD secretary waiver authority over non-specified statutory requirements and further provide that the secretary devolve this power to the CEO of a state or participating jurisdiction that shall be self-executing upon receipt by HUD of a waiver plan that i) explains why the waiver authority is necessary to achieve a statutory objective, ii) shows the use of the waiver authority in concert with one or more non-HUD federal or state or local programs, iii) identifies how the grantee will monitor and report on outcome performance, and iv) describes the process used to obtain public comment on the waiver request and plan, the comments received, and the responses to the comments;


d) permit the CEO of a participating jurisdiction or a state to transfer up to 10 percent of HOME funds to other formula allocated HUD funds for which the CEO is responsible; 


e) permit a state to use up to 8 percent of its HOME funds for education, research, and demonstration activities that provide for regional solutions to housing problems; and 


f) eliminate the CHDO setaside requirement or at a minimum revise the requirement to a more general nonprofit setaside requirement.

5. LIHTC: amend the low income housing tax credit legislation to permit without any effect on eligible basis up to 5 percent of rent proceeds to be used for services the promote increased independence of tenants provided that such proceeds fund no more than 50 percent of the total cost of these services and also provide that such funds can be used as a local match for other federal programs.

Planning for Connections  


Relative to cross-domain coordination, the only half-way successful process involve the consolidated plan’s emphasis on special needs populations and the subsequent connections that are sometimes made, especially at the state level, between housing programs for the elderly and disabled and service programs for the elderly and disabled. The continuum of care planning process has had some success at connecting housing resources for homeless people and services, but the services are often funded by a patchwork of housing, CDBG, local, and foundation funds, and not by mainstream service funds.


Several amendments can be made to the consolidated plan regulations that may facilitate inter-program collaboration. Of course, it is also possible, but not included herein, to amend the guidance of other federal plans, such as for TANF, workforce investment, and adult education, to identify how they address housing or mobility related concerns.


Policy Options — This option is recommended

1. Consolidated plan: amend the consolidated plan regulations to 1) specify TANF eligible populations as a special needs population so that the consolidated plan addresses how resources may be used to assist such a population, 2) address how the consolidated plan will address the mobility needs of adults who seek to move to undergo WIA training in occupations that are not in demand in their current places of residence, and 3) include workforce, investment, adult education and family literacy, and vocational education among the entities for which the plan must address coordination.

Table 1: Allocation of HUD-Assisted Housing Units 

	
	PAJ/Poverty
	Public Housing
	Section 8 TBA
	LIHTC
	2000 HOME 
	Sec 8 NC/SR
	Sec 236
	Other
	PAJ per As’td Unit



	Clonl Hgts
	7.70
	0
	0
	144+
	0
	0
	0
	0
	50.99

	Hanovr 
	5.08
	0
	0
	365
	0
	100
	0
	0
	33.83

	Henrico
	3.59
	0
	0
	874
	$650K
	1,207
	1,195
	264
	16.53

	Chstrfld
	3.18
	0
	0
	378
	$405K
	326
	0
	0
	58.20

	 New Kent
	3.12
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	>1,938

	Pwhttan
	2.55
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	>2,798

	Rchmnd
	1.71
	4,539
	2,979
	2,289+
	$1,828K
	945
	1,274
	500
	5.56

	Goochd
	1.67
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	>1,807

	Pr George
	1.25
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	>2,454

	Chas City
	1.20
	0
	0
	36
	0
	0
	0
	0
	21.39

	Dinwde
	1.09
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	>2,599

	Ptrsbg
	0.93
	546
	172
	260
	0
	183
	368
	0
	5.29

	Hopwll
	0.75
	500
	75
	0
	0
	253
	71
	0
	3.67



Table 1 uses HUD’ assisted housing data base for units as of May 1998 to show the distribution of assisted housing stock (eliminating housing developments 80 percent or more occupied by the elderly) among the 13 localities in the Richmond metropolitan area (the four cities of Richmond, Petersburg, Hopewell, and Colonial City and the nine counties of Hanover, Henrico, Chesterfield, New Kent, Powhatan, Goochland, Prince George, Charles City, and Dinwiddie). The first column in the table, “PAJ/Poverty,” shows the number of jobs potentially available to less skilled and less educated persons divided by the number of people in poverty (both estimates for 1998). The last column in the table, “PAJ per As’td Unit,” shows the number of jobs potentially available to less skilled, less educated persons in each locality divided by the number of assisted housing units (not including HOME assisted units unless the units funded through other programs also included HOME funding). [See John Sidor, “The Marginalization of Housing and Community Development,” The Helix Group, March 2001 for more detail.]


The poorest localities in the region (measured by percentage of people in poverty), Richmond, Petersburg, and Hopewell, by far have the least number of jobs per assisted housing unit compared to all the other jurisdictions in the region. The two biggest job generators in the region, Henrico and Chesterfield counties, have three to 17 times the number of jobs per assisted unit than the three inner cities. The county that probably will have the highest average absolute and relative job growth in the first decade of 2000, Hanover County, has three to nine times the number of jobs per assisted housing unit.
Table 2: Percentage Distribution of PAJs, PABJs, and Assisted Housing
	
	% of Region’s PAJs
	% of Region’s PABJs
	% of Region’s Assisted Housing
	% Fair Share for 2000 Vouchers
	Avg Annual Unemployment Rate, 1999

	1. Hanover
	8.0%
	8.1%
	1.8%
	>1%
	1.5%

	2. Colonial Heights
	3.7%
	2.4%
	<1.0%
	1.3%
	2.4%

	
	
	
	
	
	




	
	
	
	
	
	




	3. Henrico [$601,000]
	28.0%
	30.1%
	17.9%
	22%
	1.9%

	4. Chesterfield [$374,000]
	20.5%
	17.3%
	3.6%
	9%
	2.0%

	5. Powhattan
	1.4%
	1.5%
	0%
	>1%
	1.6%

	6. New Kent
	1.0%
	0.7%
	0%
	>1%
	2.0%

	7. Goochland
	0.9%
	1.0%
	0%
	>1%
	1.7%

	8. Richmond [$1,689,000]
	29.0%
	32.1%
	63.4%
	53%
	3.4%

	9. Charles City
	0.4%
	0.4%
	<1.0%
	>1%
	2.8%

	10. Prince George
	1.3%
	1.1%
	0%
	>1%
	2.7%

	11. Petersburg
	3.3%
	3.3%
	7.8%
	8%
	5.2%

	12. Dinwiddie
	1.3%
	1.2%
	0%
	1%
	2.6%

	13. Hopewell
	1.2%
	0.9%
	4.6%
	3%
	4.1%



Table 2 shows the percentage allocation among jurisdictions in the region of 1) jobs potentially available to less skilled, less educated workers, 2) potentially available better jobs for less skilled, less educated workers, 3) assisted housing units (excluding those funded solely by the HOME program), 4) the allocation of vouchers using solely HUD’s 2000 fair share distribution, and 4) the average annual unemployment rate for 1999. Overall, Richmond has less than one-third of the region’s jobs but nearly two-thirds of the region’s assisted housing stock, while Henrico and Chesterfield counties have nearly half the region’s jobs but only about one-fifth of the region’s assisted housing. The central city of Richmond and the inner suburbs of Petersburg and Hopewell have unemployment rates significantly higher than the other localities in the region.

Although data to show HOME assisted units are not available, relative to 1998 HOME allocations Richmond received $29.53 for every potentially available job, while Henrico and Chesterfield received $10.93 and $9.29, respectively.
Table 3
Distribution of Low Income Housing Tax Credit Units and Employment in the Baltimore and St. Louis Regions

	Metro
	Govts  
	Units
	% Units
	M Jobs Per Unit
	Child Poverty/ 

Unit
	2000 Unempl

Rate
	2000 Pop
	Change from 1990
	1999 Emply
	Change from 1990

	Balt.
	Balt City
	5,145
	51%
	57
	11
	8.1%
	651,154
	-84,860
	267,169
	-13,992

	
	An Arndl
	1,861
	18%
	88
	6
	2.9%
	489,656
	62,417
	171,047
	25,277

	
	Balt
	1,890
	19%
	150
	11
	4.3%
	754,292
	62158
	307,955
	5,771

	
	Carroll
	317
	3%
	130
	10
	2.8%
	150,897
	27,525
	42,339
	5,036

	
	Harford
	379
	4%
	145
	15
	3.5%
	218,590
	36,548
	56,618
	17,281

	
	Howard
	595
	6%
	145
	7
	1.9%
	247,842
	60,154
	133,647
	43,337

	
	Q. Anne
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	3.0%
	40,563
	6,610
	8,999
	2,937

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	S. Louis
	S L City
	2,661 
	49%
	90
	13
	6.6%
	348,189
	-48,496
	268,736
	11,205

	
	Crawford
	40
	1%
	117
	36
	5.8%
	22,804
	3,631
	4,912
	130

	
	Franklin
	378
	7%
	82
	8
	3.9%
	93,807
	13,204
	31,717
	6,581

	
	Jeffersn
	177
	3%
	193
	36
	3.3%
	198,099
	26,719
	34,709
	8,444

	
	Lincoln
	100
	2%
	65
	16
	3.5%
	39,944
	10,052
	6,589
	2.391

	
	St. Chas
	186
	3%
	452
	28
	2.2%
	283,883
	70,796
	88,613
	30,304

	
	St. Louis
	1,768
	33%
	307
	16
	2.8%
	1,016,315
	22,786
	582,084
	22,627

	
	Warren
	116
	2%
	48
	7
	3.3%
	24,525
	4,999
	5,662
	1,481

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Richmd
	Richmd
	3,156
	61%
	42
	4
	2.9%
	197,790
	-5,008
	157,169
	-20,497

	
	Petrsbrg
	286
	5%
	45
	11
	3.7%
	33,740
	-3,287
	13,213
	-183

	
	Hopwell
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	3.0%
	22,354
	-747
	8,104
	994

	
	Col Hgts
	144
	2%
	72
	3
	2.3%
	16,867
	803
	10,450
	3,725

	
	Chs City
	36
	1%
	40
	9
	2.5%
	6,926
	644
	1,462
	1,196

	
	Chestfld
	378
	7%
	198
	18
	1.5%
	259,903
	50,339
	77,429
	13,343

	
	Diwddie
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	1.8%
	24,533
	2,214
	4,678
	3,224

	
	Goochld
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	1.3%
	16,863
	2,700
	3,611
	1,.342

	
	Hanovr
	365
	6%
	89
	4
	1.2%
	86,320
	23,014
	33,178
	8,854

	
	Henrico
	1,042
	18%
	123
	7
	1.6%
	262,300
	44,451
	143,249
	58,459

	
	New Kent
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	1.6%
	13,462
	3,017
	1,937
	523

	
	Powhtn
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	1.3%
	22,377
	7,049
	4,110
	2,664

	
	Pr George
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	2.1%
	33,047
	5,698
	4,517
	147



The tax credit units through 1998 are from HUD’s low income housing tax credit data base. In very few instances, this data base did not show the number of units in a project, and when this occurred the assumption was made that the missing project contained the average number of units of other projects in the same jurisdiction. Also, in a few instances, this data base had no geographic code for a project (413 units in the Baltimore region and 188 units in the St. Louis region) and such projects were not entered into the table. The units from 1999 through 2001 are from tax credit award announcements of Maryland, Missouri’s and Virginia’s tax credit allocating agencies. Since the table focuses on the geographic nexus between jobs and tax credit units, counting only family units would be most desirable. However, this is not easily done with HUD’s data base and could not be done using Maryland’s award announcements. However, only family projects are included in the tax credits for Missouri from 1999 - 2001 and for all the tax credit units in Virginia.


The population numbers are from the 1990 and 2000 Census. The employment numbers are private, non-farm employment from the 1990 and 1999 County Business Patterns of the Census Bureau. The jobs in the “M Jobs per Unit” column are job figures from the 1999 CBP less jobs in the information and management industries, which rarely, if ever, contain modest jobs. Nonetheless, given the nature of central city employment, the job ratios are probably biased in favor of the central city (that is, if time were taken to try to identify more specifically those jobs available to persons with lower levels of skills and education, a greater proportion of these jobs would likely be outside the central city compared to that suggested by the modified jobs per unit ratios).  Also, the change in job numbers column is important because a significant share of all modest jobs that are actually available come from new job openings. The child poverty figures are Census Bureau estimates for the number of children under age 18 in poverty in 1997. The child poverty figures are used because the focus of the table is on jobs.



The low income housing tax credit program is the housing program potentially best able to match, location wise, modest jobs with lower income households because it is not burdened with a distribution formula that skews funds away from areas of high job growth and job levels nor with a delivery system that focuses at or below the local government level. Yet, as Table 3 shows, the tax credit program appears to do a relatively poor job of providing lower cost housing in areas with significant levels and growth of jobs. In the Baltimore region, key job localities, especially looking ahead, are Howard County, along with Harford, Anne Arundel, and Baltimore counties, with Howard County being especially notable because of its recent significant level of job growth and its very low unemployment rate. But Howard County has received only 6 percent of the region’s tax credit units, while having 13 percent of the region’s employment. Baltimore City, despite a population loss of nearly 85,000 people, a job loss of nearly 14,000, and an unemployment rate of over 8 percent, received over half of the region’s tax credit units. Baltimore, Carroll, Harford, and Howard counties have ratios of modified jobs to tax credit units nearly three times higher than Baltimore City’s but have received in the aggregate less than a third of the region’s tax credit units while having over half the region’s employment. Also noticeable, is the relatively narrow range among in the localities in the ratio of child poverty to tax credit units, with Harford County having the highest ratio — it is not as if these suburban counties are without poor households..


The St. Louis region shows a parallel illustration. Considering the unemployment rate and the recent level and rate of job growth, the key employment county for the future seems to be St. Charles County, with St. Louis County also being very important, and, much more so in the future than now, Jefferson County as well. But St. Charles County has only three percent of the region’s tax credit units although it has 9 percent of the region’s jobs. It’s ratio of jobs to tax credit units is over five times as large as St. Louis City. St. Louis City has nearly half the region’s tax credit units, although it shows a population loss of nearly 50,000 and an unemployment rate of 6.6% (unlike Baltimore City, however, St. Louis City gained a modest level of jobs in the decade of the 90s). The St Louis region has a much wider range of ratios for both child poverty per tax credit unit and modified jobs per tax credit unit than does the Baltimore region. On both ratios, St. Charles County seems especially low in the number of tax credit units compared to the City of St. Louis.



The Richmond region shows even a more substantial skewing of tax credit projects towards the central cities of Richmond and Petersburg, which together account for about two-thirds of the region’s family tax credit units but only 37 percent of the region’s jobs — yet, these two localities lost nearly 21,000 jobs and more than 8,000 people in the 1990s. Chesterfield, Henrico, and, especially for the future, Hanover counties are key job generators in the region. Together, these three counties provide 55 percent of the region’s jobs but have only 31 percent of the region’s family tax credit units. Unlike the Baltimore and St. Louis regions, a significant number of jurisdictions in the Richmond region have no family tax credit units. For example, Dinwiddie, Goochland, New Kent, Powhatan, and Prince George counties have no tax credit units although they comprise 10 percent of the region’s population and about 5 percent of the region’s jobs — however, they also accounted for over 11 percent of the region’s net job growth in the 1990s. With regard to the ratio of tax credit units to children in poverty, Richmond, the hot job growth county of Hanover, and the nearly all white inner suburb of Colonial Heights have the lowest ratios in the region. The two largest job contributors, Henrico and Chesterfield counties, have much higher ratios. Richmond, Petersburg, and Charles City County have the lowest jobs to units ratios. Chesterfield’s job/tax credit unit ratio is nearly 5 times that of Richmond’s while Henrico’s is about 3 times as large and Hanover’s, more than twice as large.

Table 4
HOME 2001 Allocations for Participating Jurisdictions in the Baltimore, St. Louis, and Richmond Metropolitan Areas

	Metro
	City/County
	2001 HOME Funds
	HOME $ Per Capita
	HOME $ Per Job
	HOME $ Per Child in Poverty

	Baltimore
	Baltimore City
	$9,054,000
	$13.90
	$30.47
	$158.04

	
	Anne Arundel
	$858,000
	$1.75
	$5.02
	$72.14

	
	Baltimore County
	$2,347,000
	$3.11
	$7.62
	$112.10

	
	Harford 
	$538,000
	$2.46
	$9.50
	$92.55

	St. Louis
	St. Louis City
	$5,612,000
	$16.12
	$20.88
	$159.93

	
	St. Louis County
	$2,793,000
	$2.75
	$4.80
	$101.21

	Richmond
	Richmond
	$2,028,000
	$10.25
	$12.90
	$135.19

	
	Chesterfield
	$448,000
	$1.72
	$5.79
	$64.38

	
	Henrico
	$721,000
	$2.75
	$5.03
	$96.34


	�In this paper, human capital investment and workforce development are used interchangeably and refer to 1) Title I of the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (the successor to JTPA and which includes training for youth, dislocated workers, and adults), which is referred to as workforce investment; 2) TANF, 3) the Adult and Family Literacy Act (AEFL), and 4) vocational education (Perkins III). The housing programs on which the paper focuses are HOME, CDBG, tax credits, and vouchers.






