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Context Paper For Integrated Planning and Delivery

This paper provides a context or background for the policy options memo on integrated planning and delivery. It focuses on three inter-related major issues: 

$ 
providing assisted housing in areas that have high levels of and/or high growth rates of jobs for less-skilled, less educated people (hereinafter called modest jobs); 

$ 
connecting or integrating housing assistance with workforce development services; and 

$ 
using planning to coordinate workforce and housing resources and various levels of government.*

The overarching rationale for the issues discussed in this paper is that assisted housing for working or work-available households should be connected with workforce development. The reasons for such a connection are two-fold. First, assisted housing policy and the tens of billions of dollars spent annually by the federal government should be used to the extent feasible to promote the self-sufficiency of the people who directly benefit from the assisted housing. The norm of reciprocity, the value of self-sufficiency, has become a well-accepted norm in most domestic policy, but has yet to make a significant impact on housing policy. Effecting such a norm in housing will not only increase public support for assisted housing, which is often tenuous, but more importantly can contribute to improving the lives of poorer people and, especially, help lay a foundation for today’s poorer children so they might better prosper as adults.  


Second, if assisted housing contributes to increasing human capital investment and promotes greater self-sufficiency, the velocity of use of assisted housing can be significantly increased. For the foreseeable future many more people will need housing assistance than can be directly assisted. Simply put, we are very unlikely to have the magnitude of resources to help at once all those who need housing assistance. An important way to increase the efficiency of limited housing resources is by reducing more quickly the extent of resources needed by those who are assisted so that more needy households can begin to use their assisted housing resources.


Fundamentally, housing can connect with workforce development through three complementary strategies. First, assisted housing can be located in area proximate to modest jobs. Second, assisted housing investment can be linked or integrated to workforce development assistance to benefit its occupants. Third, assisted housing investment can be an integral part of a community revitalization initiative that focuses primarily on earnings and employment. Unfortunately, neither of these three strategies is a common aspect of current housing policy and practice.


The scope of this paper is necessarily limited to a primary focus on the geographical strategy, and to a lesser extent on connecting assisted housing with workforce development resources.**
I. The Regional Nexus: The Location of Jobs and Housing TC \l1 "I. The Regional Nexus: The Location of Jobs and Housing
A. Background TC \l2 "A. Background 

Since nearly its beginning, housing and community development policy has focused on a locality (city or county) level and, more especially, on a sub-locality (neighborhood or community within a locality) level. Nearly all housing authorities, as they were created in the 1930s through the 1950s, were single-jurisdiction in authority. The urban renewal programs of the later 1940s and 1950s focused on relatively small areas within a city or county. The advent of the Model Cities program in the 1960s emphasized this small-scale geographic approach as did the CDBG program of the 1970s. Although the major housing production programs of the 1960s and 1970s relied on the private for-profit sector and not local government, the focus, geographically, was simply on the project, with little concern, from an activities perspective, about the neighborhood or community. The sub-locality emphasis grew in the 1970s and 1980s as community based organizations become more active and more numerous, spurred by the development of national intermediaries and foundation funding.


As a matter of conscious choice then, 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 — cities, counties, community based organizations, and public housing authorities — that by their very nature have a limited ability to focus beyond a single jurisdiction. Arguably, the current housing and community development delivery system has little strong interest in multi-jurisdictional policies and operations, and, more arguably, such a broader geographical focus may seem antithetical to their organizational best interests and perhaps even viability. 


Two long-standing conceptual aspects of policy reinforce the small-scale geographical focus of housing and community development. One is that the impact of housing is very local: the creation of a housing development or the demise of a housing development is (and from this perspective, almost exclusively) felt primarily on the street and immediate environs of the development. In part, although less intensively, the localness of zoning and other land use practices fits within this very local concept of housing. Second, the goal — the end view — of assisted housing is to provide decent, affordable, and permanent shelter to people, namely the households who occupy the housing. In other words, the current mental models of housing policy comport well with the small-scale geographic focus of the delivery system.


By the mid-1980s, significant socioeconomic changes became readily apparent and raised questions about the viability of fully relying on housing and community development’s current delivery system and conceptual mental models. Chief among these was the predominance outside of central city counties (and therefore outside of most older, inner city suburbs) of modest employment and even more starkly the high rate of increase of such jobs outside the central city county. Supplemental Table 3 in Appendix A identifies this job decentralization for 11 metropolitan areas. Additionally, most research indicates that modest jobs tend to be more decentralized than better paying jobs that require high levels of skills or education.


And much before the mid-1980s, two key domestic policy initiatives largely (not wholly by any means) embraced a larger scale (primarily multi-county) geographic focus: employment training and transportation. Both initiatives recognized and responded to the facts that labor and transportation markets are regional and transportation is a seamless web of infrastructure that embraces largely a multi-county area — yet, the presence of many single county and even some single city workforce investment boards and Metropolitan Planning Organizations attests to the political strength of the local government delivery concept. Additionally, during the last 10 years or so many states (e.g., Florida, Vermont, Iowa) have created regional (multi-county) adult education and literacy delivery systems, often to match regional workforce boards, and some states have decentralized some TANF and/or child care policy making and implementation to regional entities (e.g., Florida, Texas, Utah, Washington).


Notwithstanding the recognition of the location pattern of employment and employment growth and the creation of a very large number of multicounty workforce and transportation delivery systems, housing and community development policy consciously continued its small-scale geographic focus as witness: 1) the nonprofit setasides in the 1986 low income housing tax credit legislation, 2) the delivery system and fund allocation in the 1987 McKinney homelessness programs, 3) the delivery system and fund allocation of the 1990 HOME program, 4) the lack of geographic breadth and absence of employment linkage in the 1994 development of the consolidated plan regulation, 5) the continued non-practice (only recently and minimally altered) of certificate and voucher portability, and 6) components of the tax credit legislation, such as Qualified Census Tracts and favored consideration of community revitalization projects. 


In summary, housing and community development has a delivery system, a fund distribution system, and a set of planning processes (consolidated plan, public housing agency plan) that emphasize small-scale geography. 


These characteristics of housing and community development policy present three significant problems or challenges:

$ 
how to get assisted housing funds and affordable housing into jurisdictions that have relatively little such housing now and at the same time are the location or close to the location of growing number of modest jobs (fund distribution);

$ 
how to get some degree of collaboration or connection among key resource plans and processes, such as workforce development (employment training and adult education), transportation, and, to a lesser extent, TANF-related assistance; and

$ 
one not necessarily fully related to the planning, how to get connections, or program collaboration, among programs with different geographies of delivery and decision making.

B. Fund Distribution TC \l2 "B. Fund Distribution

The first-mentioned problem, how to get affordable housing funds and affordable housing into areas that have little such housing now yet are generators of employment, is a two-part problem. One problem concerns fund distribution, namely, among the localities that receive funds which localities  obtain the relatively dominant share of funds — what is the current public policy bias or skewing in fund distribution. The related problem concerns the location of the delivery organizations — namely, some localities may receive no housing funds because there are no or few organizations to seek or even to receive them. But the fund distribution problem is the greater problem because once an area regularly gets housing funds will eventually have housing development entities.


This section reviews the current fund distribution of four key housing programs: the low income housing tax credit program, the HOME housing investment program, Section 8 vouchers (resident-based assistance), and the Community Development Block Grant program. Most attention will be devoted to the low income housing tax credit program since it is often cited as the primary rental production program within the housing policy arsenal. 

1. Low Income Housing Tax Credit  TC \l3 "1. Low Income Housing Tax Credit 

Solely from the perspective of funding formulae, the low income housing tax credit is grossly compatible with the location of jobs. 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 on a county level. Of course, the tax credit is allocated on a state basis, so the actual proximity of tax credit units to modest job location depends largely on the policies set by state tax allocating agencies. There are, however, three aspects of tax credit legislation that probably adversely affect its ability to put assisted housing funds into areas of modest jobs and job growth, especially given the competition for credits. 

Statutory Issues  TC \l4 "Statutory Issues First, the law requires that an allocation preference be given to projects that are part of, contribute to, a community revitalization plan. In perhaps most cases, this recent change in law reinforced the practices of most state tax allocating agencies, but it did affect a number of such agencies that had no prior history of giving preferences to such housing. It is very unlikely that community revitalization efforts are significantly occurring in many areas with high levels of job growth, and such a preference, other things being equal, is apt to skew tax credits to projects located in larger cities, 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/job growth areas do not have housing authorities, and those that do may have a limited number of developments, often for elderly households, or may only administer a small number of vouchers. A tax credit developer from a locality with no housing authority or one that has no relevant waiting list may not submit an application that shows such a preference. A developer may be able to seek and obtain such an agreement from a nearby housing authority, and this would tend to promote assisted housing - job connections, but it would also be a clear signal that the developer consciously intends to import poor tenants to the locality, and such a statement could be very problematic to the locality’s interest in the project.


Third, the law mandates designation of “Qualified Census Tracts” and “Difficult Development Areas,”*** and these may be problematic to assisted housing - job location matches. Projects in each of these special areas are eligible for an increase of 130 percent in their eligible basis, with a concomitant 30 percent increase in the available credit. QCTs are any census tract in which at least 50 percent of the households have an income less than 60 percent of the area median gross income. The law limits each metropolitan area from having more than 20 percent of its population declared as QCTs. QCTs bias the tax credits in favor of central cities and other older, denser cities. For example, the Richmond, Virginia metro 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 in the Richmond metropolitan area have no QTCs.

State Allocation Policies TC \l4 "State Allocation Policies. Further, state tax credit allocation policies seem biased in favor of projects located in inner cities or older cities and against family projects located in suburban areas.**** The scoring factors that tend to bias in favor of inner cities - older cities include 1) scoring preferences for projects as part of community revitalization and/or HOPE VI projects, as well as setasides for HOPE VI projects; 2) preferences for substantial PHA involvement and participation as well as renting preferences to public housing waiting lists, 3) scoring preferences for rehabilitation and/or urban infill projects and/or historic preservation projects; 4) preferences for significant deepening of income targeting, especially to 30 percent of AMI and a substantial percentage of tax units for very low income households; 5) geographical preferences for localities with large numbers of poverty households and large numbers of low income rent-burdened households; 6) larger than required setasides for nonprofit developers and scoring preferences for nonprofit developers; 7) scoring preferences for minority controlled developers; 8) scoring preferences for transit oriented development and for walking access to retail stores, medical facilities, and schools; and 9) scoring preferences and/or setasides for at-risk federally subsidized housing projects.


Allocation preferences that seem to be biased against family suburban or job growth areas include 1) scoring preferences and/or setasides for special needs populations; 2) cost caps that allow for no or very little variation across geographies; 3) requirements for local public leveraging of funds; and 4) strong requirements and/or scoring preferences for local government and other elected official support for projects.


Several states do include allocation preferences that seem favorable to suburban job growth areas, such as 1) scoring preferences for mixed income projects (substantial percentage of market rate units); 2) scoring preferences and/or setasides for small size projects (e.g., under 30 units), including single family homes and duplexes; 3) scoring preferences for low density developments; 4) scoring preferences for projects in localities that have few or no subsidized housing; 5) scoring preferences for eventual tenant ownership. However, states with such preferences tend to have substantially more or more powerful allocation policies that are biased against suburban job growth localities and/or biased in favor of older - inner cities.

Distribution of tax credit units TC \l4 "Distribution of tax credit units. Because the tax credit program finances more rental assisted housing than any other single program, this section examines in detail the distribution of tax credit production in 11 metropolitan areas. To provide the overall  conclusion up front: the tax credit program tends to produce a distribution of assisted housing units that focuses primarily on older, large central or smaller inner cities and has a difficult time providing assisted housing in localities of relatively high levels of modest jobs and, especially, in areas of high rates of growth of modest jobs.

Additionally, the above conclusion needs to be put into context because it focuses only on the distribution of tax credit units. Most localities have a stock of assisted housing that excludes tax credit units. While tax credits may be the primary single financing tool for incremental assisted rental housing production, the stock of assisted housing also generates incremental units in the sense of turnover. That is, although this stock may not be added to in a physical sense, turnover provides assisted housing to incremental or new lower income households. For example, excluding tax credit units and units financed by the HOME and CDBG programs, the city of Richmond in 1998 had 10,237 units of assisted housing (excluding developments 80 percent or more occupied by elderly households). If one assumes that the turnover rate is 7.5 percent and also assumes that this turnover rate includes incremental tenant based assistance (which makes the 7.5 percent probably a conservative estimate), then each year an additional 768 households are able to receive housing assistance. 


According to HUD’s tax credit data base, about 2,290 tax credit units were placed in service from 1987 through 1998 in Richmond, or about 208 per year. Even if the city of Richmond continues to receive 208 tax credit units annually, this net increase in assisted housing would be relatively minor compared to the 768 new households being provided housing assistance due to turnover. Of course, adding tax credit units along with HOME and CDBG financed units to the turnover base adds to the annual amount of housing assistance provided through turnovers. The point of this is that even if future tax credit unit allocations (and future allocations of other kinds assisted housing) were shifted away from Richmond, the city would continue to make available to lower income households a level of “additional” assisted housing much higher than other jurisdictions in the region. For example, the level of similar assisted housing stock was 2,166 in Henrico County and 709 in Chesterfield County. Each year, then, Richmond would make available to new (new to assisted housing) households about 708 units of assisted housing compared to a total of 268 for both Henrico and Chesterfield counties. This point needs to be kept in mind as one reviews Table 1, which focuses solely on tax credit units.

Housing policy rarely, if ever, considers this dynamic. As households increase their real wealth, they desire better (larger, higher quality) housing. Such housing is rarely available in larger, older cities but is relatively much more available in less dense metro areas or the metro fringe area, either as new housing or recently built housing. Households, then, often move up and out to better housing, although many may continue to work in the central city or very nearby locations. On the other hand, assisted housing for lower income households is much more available in the central city, even though most of the jobs that require modest levels of education and skills are outside the central city. Unfortunately, lower income households have a much more difficult time residing in the central city and obtaining and getting to employment in outlying areas than higher income households have in commuting from outlying areas to employment in the city.


Methodological issues TC \l5 "Methodological issues. Before examining this distribution in more detail, however, it is important to clear the way by briefly discussing three key methodological or data issues. This paper’s information on the distribution of tax credit units comes from two primary sources. One of these is HUD’s tax credit data base, which includes tax credit projects placed in service through 1998. The other key source is the data bases and information provided on the web sites of state tax credit allocation agencies.


The primary value of HUD’s data base is that it provides the specific geographical location of tax credit projects and the number of units within each project for just about all the projects placed in service in the first 11 years of the program. For the most part, it also provides information on the number of low income (or tax credit-assisted units); however, in a few cases it provides data on units but not on the number of low income units. More importantly for this paper, however, HUD’s data base is often unable to provide information on the distribution of units by bedroom size. This is important because of the implication of bedroom size on the kinds to tax credit housing. 


Wisconsin has a very good data base of tax credit projects, containing information on tax credit projects from the beginning of the program through 2001 allocations. It also indicates whether a project is designed for families, or for elderly households, or for “other” households, such as other special needs populations. Since this paper’s focus is on employment, family units are critical to its focus. In examining the distribution of family units versus the distribution of non-family (primarily units for elderly households) in the Milwaukee metropolitan area, the difference in the distribution of the two different sets of housing is extraordinary, as shown by Chart 1. Nearly three-fourths of the tax credit units in the city of Milwaukee are family units. On the other hand, the percentage of tax credit units that are family units in the areas outside of the city of Milwaukee range from about one-fifth in Ozaukee County to about one-third in Milwaukee County outside of the city of Milwaukee. Whether or not the Milwaukee area is typical, the inability to determine family from non-family units in many data bases can severely limit analysis of tax credit projects.



Chart 1

Although Indiana’s data do not distinguish family from non-family units, they do provide a complete identification of tax credit projects from the beginning of the program through 2001 allocations and they do identify unit distribution by number of bedrooms. In looking at the distribution of all tax credit units in the Indianapolis and Gary metro areas, the city of Indianapolis contains 67 percent of the metro area’s tax credit credits and the city of Gary, 26 percent. However, in looking at units of 2-bedrooms and larger, Indianapolis’ percentage rises to 72 percent and Gary’s to 30 percent. While some efficiency and 1-bedroom apartments may house working households, many if not most projects for the elderly seem to contain a significant number of 2-bedroom units and some contain a few 3-bedroom units. Consequently, for the second set of metro areas the tax credit units refer only to units of 2-bedrooms or more in an indirect way to try to reduce the bias that may exist due to the inability to differentiate otherwise.


A second problem with tax credit data is that units are not necessarily placed in service in the year they receive tax credit allocations. Very roughly, about one-half of the tax credit units are placed in service the same year in which they receive credits, about one-third are placed in service one year after receiving an allocation, and about one-sixth, two or more years after receiving an allocation. On the other hand, most state data bases do not provide information on tax credit allocations made prior to 1999.  Thus, there are instances where some tax credits allocated in 1998 and to a lesser extent in 1997 (or perhaps even earlier) are neither in HUD’s nor a state’s data base.


Finally, a third problem in tax credit analysis from the perspective of this paper resides not in tax credit data but in the fact that with few exceptions Census data on private employment is available only for counties. The first set of metro areas — Baltimore, St. Louis, and Richmond — contain key exceptions. Employment data is available for unique reasons for the cities of St. Louis and Baltimore although not for other cities in the each of their respective states. And because of city - county separation, employment data is available for all cities and counties in Virginia. Data-wise, therefore, Richmond is a good state for analysis because one can get both employment and tax credit data for inner suburbs, like Hopewell and Petersburg, which characteristics, such as percent poverty population and percent minority population similar to the city of Richmond. Analyses that place jurisdictions like Hopewell or East Cleveland, Ohio, or East Chicago, Indiana in “suburbs” by default skew analysis. 


A good case of this absence of employment data for cities can be made by looking simply at population, which is available for both cities and counties. For example, Orange County, Florida, which contains the central city of Orlando, has 55 percent of the metro area’s population and 60 percent of the metro area’s tax credit units, which suggests a fairly good balance between the distribution of tax credit units and the distribution of population. Yet, on closer examination Orlando has 56 percent of the metro area’s tax credits but only 11 percent of the metro area’s population. Unfortunately, this kind of closer analysis cannot be done for employment (or poverty), and simply taking the employment (or poverty) of the county in which a central city is located can give a very misleading impression of employment levels between the city and the balance of the county.


Distribution of units within metropolitan areas TC \l5 "Distribution of units within metropolitan areas. Table 1 provides information on the distribution of tax credit units in the central city, the balance of the central city, and the remaining counties in the metro areas of Baltimore, St. Louis, Richmond, Milwaukee, Minneapolis/St. Paul, Indianapolis, Gary, Orlando, Atlanta, San Antonio, and Cleveland. The table also shows the number of persons per tax credit unit (total population divided by total number of tax credit units). This persons per unit figure is simply an often used and well known benchmark that suggests the relative density of tax credit units among the population. 


The table also provides three employment-related indices, two of which use 1999 data for employment. One is the number of modified jobs per tax credit unit and the other is the number of net new additional jobs per tax credit unit. The first of these, modified jobs per tax credit unit, gives a sense of the distribution of tax credit units compared to the distribution of modified private sector employment.***** The second of these, net jobs per tax credit unit, essentially compares the distribution of tax credit units (often for nearly all units 1987 through 2001) to the jobs that have been added (or lost as the case may be) to a county between 1990 and 1999. In a dynamic way, it suggests the extent to which the distribution of tax credit units is or is not keeping pace with the net additions to employment.  The last employment-related data in the table is the 2000 unemployment rate. The Bureau of Labor Statistics provides this rate for all counties and for the 50 largest cities. This figure shows two bits of information. First, along with the tax credit distribution figure it shows the relative availability of tax credit units in areas with various  rates of employment, and helps make a determination about the compatibility between the distribution of tax credit units and employment opportunities. Second, when the rate is provided for the central city, one gets some idea of the possible differences between employment conditions within the city and in the balance of the county. For example, the unemployment rate for the city of Cleveland is 8.7%, which compares to the rate of 4.6 percent for the county (Cuyahoga) in which Cleveland is located. Cleveland contains about 34 percent of the population of the county — which suggests that the unemployment rate in the balance of the county must be much, much lower than the unemployment rate in the city and suggests that number of private sector jobs in the balance of the county must be quite high. 


The last variable in Table 1 is identifies the number of children below the age of 18 in poverty for each tax credit unit. This variable focuses on a key issue in housing policy: the extent to which assisted housing is seen primarily as a poverty benefit or as an important foundation for self-sufficiency through employment and increased earnings. One might argue that if this variable is high, then the allocation of assisted housing to a jurisdiction is warranted as a poverty benefit even if the jurisdiction has low job to unit ratios and is a relatively poor locus of employment and earnings opportunities.


Baltimore, St. Louis, and Richmond — In the Baltimore and Richmond regions, the central city contains about one-half or more of the tax credit units in the region. In just about each case, the job to unit ratio is lower in the central city than in the other jurisdictions as Baltimore lost nearly 14,000 jobs between 1990 and 1999 and Richmond, over 20,000.  By and large, tax credit allocations do not well match employment. Richmond contains 52 percent of its region’s tax credit units but only 34 percent of its jobs and 20 percent of its population. St. Louis has 26 percent of regional employment, 21 percent of regional population and 38 percent of tax credit units. Baltimore has 29 percent of regional employment, 31 percent of regional population, and 55 percent of tax credit units.  


This lack of match between the location of tax credit units and the location of jobs becomes acute in looking at the dynamics of job growth in the 1990s. With only one exception among the 24 localities in the three regions, very substantial differences exist between where tax credit units were located 1998-2001 and where job growth occurred 1990-1999. Baltimore received a tax credit unit for

every three jobs lost; St. Louis received a tax credit for every 11 jobs gained, while Richmond 

Table 1
Distribution of Low Income Housing Tax Credit Units and Employment in Eleven Metropolitan Areas 

	Metro
	Govts  
	Units
	% Units
	Persons/

Unit
	M Jobs Per Unit
	Net Jobs/ Unit
	Child Pov/ 

Unit
	2000 Unemp

Rate

	Balt.
	Balt City
	4,494
	55%
	145
	62
	-3.1
	12.7
	8.1%

	
	An Arndl
	903
	11%
	542
	180
	28.0
	13.2
	2.9%

	
	Balt County
	1,467
	11%
	514
	195
	3.9
	14.3
	4.3%

	
	Carroll
	303
	4%
	498
	135
	16.6
	995
	2.8%

	
	Harford
	305
	4%
	717
	178
	56.7
	19.1
	3.5%

	
	Howard
	647
	8%
	383
	187
	67.0
	6.5
	1.9%

	
	Q. Anne
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	3.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	S. Louis
	S L City
	1,062 
	38%
	328
	221
	10.6
	33.0
	6.6%

	
	Crawford
	52
	2%
	439
	89
	2.5
	27.8
	5.8%

	
	Franklin
	294
	11%
	319
	104
	22.2
	10.7
	3.9%

	
	Jeffersn
	233
	8%
	850
	146
	36.2
	27.7
	3.3%

	
	Lincoln
	120
	4%
	333
	54
	19.9
	13.0
	3.5%

	
	St. Chas
	158
	6%
	1,797
	529
	191.8
	33.0
	2.2%

	
	St. Louis
	796
	29%
	1,277
	670
	28.4
	34.7
	2.8%

	
	Warren
	48
	2%
	511
	116
	30.9
	17.1
	3.3%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Richmd
	Richmd
	2,567
	52%
	77
	56
	-8.0
	5.8
	2.9%

	
	Petrsbrg
	341
	7%
	99
	38
	-0.6
	9.6
	3.7%

	
	Hopwell
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	3.0%

	
	Col Hgts
	144
	3%
	117
	71
	25.9
	2.8
	2.3%

	
	Chs City
	24
	<1%
	289
	61
	49.9
	13.6
	2.5%

	
	Chestfld
	672
	14%
	688
	198
	35.3
	18.4
	1.5%

	
	Diwddie
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1.8%

	
	Goochld
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1.3%

	
	Hanovr
	300
	6%
	288
	108
	29.5
	4.7
	1.2%

	
	Henrico
	918
	18%
	286
	134
	63.7
	8.2
	1.6%

	
	New Kent
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1.6%

	
	Powhtn
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1.3%

	
	Pr George
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	2.1%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Milwauk
	Milwaukee 
	1,610
	55%
	371
	NA
	NA
	NA
	6.7% 

	
	Milw Bal
	763
	26%
	450
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Milwaukee County
	2,373
	81%
	396
	184
	-1.1
	28.7
	4.7%

	
	Ozaukee
	142
	5%
	580
	255
	72.1
	5.0
	2.2%

	
	Washington
	131
	4%
	897
	341
	104.6
	11.5
	2.7%

	
	Waukesha
	287
	10%
	1,257
	710
	219.4
	12.8
	2.5%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Minn/St Paul
	Minneapolis
	515
	9%
	743
	NA
	NA
	NA
	3%

	
	St Paul
	726
	13%
	396
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Hennepin Bal
	568 
	10%
	1,292
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Ramsey Bal
	834
	15%
	268
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Hennepin
	1083
	19%
	1,031
	697
	138.3
	35.7
	2.6%

	
	Ramsey
	1560
	28%
	328
	167
	22.6
	15.1
	2.9%

	
	Anoka
	614
	11%
	485
	151
	6.6
	11.4
	2.6%

	
	Carver
	303
	5%
	232
	83
	30.2
	3.2
	2.1%

	
	Chisago
	282
	3%
	282
	64
	20.5
	7.6
	4.0%

	
	Dakota
	439
	8%
	811
	310
	127.9
	15.3
	2.2%

	
	Isanti
	116
	2%
	270
	59
	16.8
	8.5
	3.9%

	
	Scott
	160
	3%
	559
	166
	79.8
	8.5
	2.6%

	
	Sherburn
	364
	6%
	177
	37
	16.2
	3.8
	3.2%

	
	Washington
	337
	6%
	597
	166
	62.1
	9.3
	2.2%

	
	Wright
	481
	9%
	187
	47
	19.6
	4.6
	3.5%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indianap
	Indianapolis
	4253
	72%
	186
	NA
	NA
	NA
	3.0%

	
	Marion Bal
	190
	3%
	361
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Marion
	4443
	75%
	194
	113
	17.2
	9.1
	2.9%

	
	Boone
	32
	1%
	1,441
	367
	92.7
	25.8
	1.7%

	
	Hamilton
	297
	5%
	619
	224
	121.1
	6.8
	1.4%

	
	Hancock
	100
	2%
	554
	130
	41.3
	9.9
	2.1%

	
	Hendricks
	244
	4%
	427
	98
	49.6
	6.7
	1.7%

	
	Johnson
	0
	0%
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	1.9%

	
	Madison
	330
	6%
	404
	125
	-4.3
	16.4
	3.3%

	
	Morgan
	156
	3%
	427
	448
	16.1
	13.2
	2.4%

	
	Shelby
	297
	5%
	146
	54
	14.3
	4.1
	3.2%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gary
	Gary
	609
	30%
	169
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Lake Bal
	717
	36%
	533
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Lake
	1,326
	66%
	365
	128.3
	6.3
	20.1
	4.6%

	
	Porter
	687
	34%
	214
	70.5
	15.4
	4.8
	3.2%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Orlando
	Orlando
	12,194
	56%
	15
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Orange Bal
	1,040
	5%
	683
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Orange
	13,234
	60%
	68
	39
	13.0
	3.2
	2.5%

	
	Lake
	1,550
	7%
	136
	32
	9.3
	6.3
	2.5%

	
	Osceola
	3,626
	17%
	48
	13
	4.0
	2.4
	2.8%

	
	Seminole
	3,538
	16%
	103
	34
	11.4
	3.8
	2.5%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Atlanta
	Atlanta
	6,884
	39%
	60
	NA
	NA
	NA
	5.1%

	
	Fulton Bal
	1,422
	8%
	306
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Fulton
	7,662
	44%
	107
	82
	24.9
	7.1
	3.7%

	
	DeKalb Bal
	983
	6%
	642
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	DeKalb
	1,851
	11%
	360
	158
	15.2
	17.8
	3.4%

	
	Barrow
	48
	<1.0%
	961
	186
	42.4
	45.2
	3.1%

	
	Bartow
	266
	2%
	286
	97
	32.7
	14.1
	4.1%

	
	Carroll
	204
	1%
	428
	126
	6.0
	25.8
	4.1%

	
	Cherokee
	889
	5%
	160
	30
	16.2
	3.9
	2.0%

	
	Clayton
	1,015
	6%
	233
	82
	32.0
	13.3
	3.6%

	
	Cobb
	1,533
	9%
	396
	177
	76.3
	10.0
	2.5%

	
	Coweta
	200
	1%
	446
	112
	39.7
	20.1
	3.4%

	
	Douglas
	251
	1%
	367
	104
	43.5
	14.8
	2.7%

	
	Fayette
	 180
	1%
	507
	150
	75.7
	8.4
	1.9%

	
	Forsyth
	188
	1%
	523
	146
	106.0
	9.9
	1.5%

	
	Gwinnett
	1,286
	7%
	458
	193
	100.7
	10.1
	2.3%

	
	Henry
	405
	2%
	295
	60
	35.4
	5.6
	2.1%

	
	Newton
	618
	4%
	100
	23
	7.4
	5.6
	3.3%

	
	Paulding
	350
	2%
	233
	24
	13.5
	7.7
	2.2%

	
	Pickens
	169
	1%
	136
	27
	7.0
	6.3
	2.7%

	
	Rockdale
	340
	2%
	206
	85
	35.7
	8.1
	2.6%

	
	Spalding
	199
	1%
	294
	93
	15.2
	20.9
	4.9%

	
	Walton
	86
	1%
	706
	113
	42.2
	37.3
	3.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	San Antonio
	San

 Antonio
	3.831
	86%
	299
	NA
	NA
	NA
	3.8%

	
	Bexar Bal
	306
	7%
	811
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Bexar
	4,137
	93%
	337
	122
	35.3
	25.7
	2.5%

	
	Comal
	2
	<1%
	39,011
	11,679
	4,507.5
	1,490.5
	2.5%

	
	Guadalupe
	309
	7%
	288
	59
	20.2
	16.5
	2.5%

	
	Wilson
	20
	<1%
	1,620
	137
	55.1
	99./0
	2.5%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cleveland
	Cleveland
	5,108
	77%
	94
	NA
	NA
	NA
	8.7%

	
	Cuyahoga Bal
	713
	11%
	1,284
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Cuyahoga
	5,821
	88%
	239
	119
	9.8
	12.4
	4.6%

	
	Ashtabula
	99
	2%
	1,038
	300
	48.4
	56.1
	5.5%

	
	Geauga
	92
	1%
	988
	317
	75.5
	19.3
	3.0%

	
	Lake
	191
	3%
	1,191
	485
	69.6
	24.0
	3.6%

	
	Lorain
	245
	4%
	1,162
	370
	48.4
	47.4
	5.1%

	
	Medina 
	208
	3%
	726
	233
	89.4
	12.5
	3.5%


Note: Where possible only units with 2 or more bedrooms are included, except for Wisconsin where only family units are counted. For all states except Wisconsin and Indiana, HUD’s low income housing tax credit data base is used to identify units placed in service in 1998 or earlier. For Wisconsin and Indiana, state data bases are used to identify all units. Minnesota,  Texas, and Maryland had no data bases for units allocated prior to 1999, so in these states units that were placed in service after 1998 but were allocated credits prior to 1999 are missing. In all states, projects with names that obviously denoted non-family housing were eliminated from the low income unit count.

______

received a tax credit unit for every eight jobs lost. 


Considering all employment indicators, tax credit units are poorly allocated to the centers of job growth. For example, Howard County in the Baltimore region had nearly 40 percent of the region’s net job growth and its unemployment rate was the lowest in the region (1.9 percent compared to the city of Baltimore’s 8.1%), yet it received only one tax credit unit for every 187 net jobs created, compared to the city of Baltimore’s one unit for every 3.1 jobs lost and Baltimore County’s one unit for every 3.9 net new jobs. The jurisdiction in the Baltimore region with the most meaningful highest rate of job growth, which one would expect to become the key job generator in the first decade of 2000, is Harford County, which received one unit for every 56.7 net new jobs.


In the St. Louis region, the key job generators are Charles County, which obtained over two-thirds of the region’s net job growth and had an unemployment rate of 2.2%, and St. Louis County, which had over one-fourth of net job growth and had unemployment rate of 2.8%. St. Louis County’s receipt of tax credit unit per net job was one unit for every 28.4 jobs created compared to the city of St. Louis’ one unit for every 11.6 new jobs. However, the ratio for St. Charles County, which appears to be the future key job generator, was only one tax credit unit for nearly every 192 new jobs. This numbers become even more meaningful when one considers that the city of St. Louis has an unemployment rate of 6.6%.


The significant job generators in the Richmond region are Henrico County (unemployment rate of 1.6%), which had nearly a third of the region’s new jobs, and Chesterfield County (unemployment rate of 1.5%), which had nearly 20 percent of the region’s new jobs. Henrico received one tax credit unit for nearly every 64 new jobs and Chesterfield, one for nearly every 20 new jobs. Further, four counties that accounted for about 11 percent (nearly 8,000 jobs) of the region’s net job growth have no tax credit units.


The poverty variable also shows an interesting story. The city of Baltimore’s ratio is 12.7 children in poverty per tax credit unit, which is about the same as Baltimore County’s and lower than Harford County’s 19.1, yet Harford County is also a key job generator. Only Howard County has a child poverty ratio much lower than the city of Baltimore’s.


In the St. Louis region, only Franklin County, 10.7 children in poverty for every tax credit unit; Lincoln, 13.0;  and Warren County, 17.1 children in poverty for every tax credit unit, have child poverty ratios lower than the city of St. Louis, 13 children in poverty for every tax credit unit. Both the key job generators in the St. Louis region have child poverty ratios higher than or equal to the city of St. Louis: St. Louis County has 34.7 children in poverty for every tax credit unit, while St. Charles County has 33.0.


A similar scenario plays out in the Richmond region. The two key job generators have higher child poverty ratios than does the city of Richmond: Henrico County has 8.2 children in poverty for every tax credit unit and Chesterfield County, 10.4, compared to Richmond’s 5.8. Keep in mind that in the three regions (and almost everywhere else), tax credits represent a very small portion of assisted housing stock.


In summary, even if assisted housing is seen primarily or even exclusively as a poverty benefit, it may be difficult to support the current distribution of tax credit units in these three regions.


Eight Other Metro Areas — The eight other metro areas and central cities in Table 1 are more diversified then are Baltimore, St. Louis, and Richmond. Although most generally show a pattern similar to Baltimore, St. Louis, and Richmond. As noted earlier, however, this analysis is clouded by the unavailability of employment and child poverty data for cities and of unemployment rate data for many central cities.


Milwaukee, Indianapolis, Orlando, San Antonio, and Cleveland each has more than one-half of their region’s tax credit units, with the shares running from a low of 55 percent in Milwaukee to high of 86 percent for San Antonio. These central cities, especially Orlando, also have much lower persons per unit ratios than the other jurisdictions within their regions. The Milwaukee metro area is especially noticeable in that Milwaukee County, which includes the city of Milwaukee, has one unit for each net job gained compared to one unit for every 72, 105, and 219 net jobs gained in the counties of Ozaukee, Washington, and Waukesha, respectively. If job data were available solely for the city of Milwaukee, the unit per net job would have probably been in the relatively high negative numbers because the city of Milwaukee lost over 31,000 people from 1990 to 2000 while the balance of Milwaukee County gained about 12,000 people; additionally, the city of Milwaukee’s unemployment rate of 6.7 percent suggests poor employment prospects compared to the rest of the region, as is the case in most of the metropolitan areas for central cities. The key job generator in the Milwaukee region is Waukesha County, which gained about a 70 percent share of the region’s net job growth. Waukesha has one tax credit unit for every 710 jobs and one for every 219 net jobs gained compared to 184 and 1.1, respectively, for Milwaukee County. However, Milwaukee has a very high concentration of child poverty. Although Milwaukee County has 81 percent of the region’s tax credit units, it still has about 29 poor children for each unit compared to 5, 12, and 13 for Ozaukee, Washington, and Waukesha counties, respectively.


Cleveland’s situation is similar in some respects to that of the city of Milwaukee’s. Cuyahoga County, which includes Cleveland, has a net job per unit ratio of 10, while the other counties ratios range from a low of 48 to a high of 89. Similarly, its job per unit ratio is 119 while the other counties’ ratios run from a low of 233 to a high of 485. However, the ratios in Cuyahoga County are low not so much because of low net job growth or low levels of jobs (Cuyahoga — and one would assume primarily the area of the county outside of Cleveland — is the main job generator in the region) but because of the extraordinary high number of tax credit units in Cleveland. Additionally, Cuyahoga’s child poverty to unit ratio is among the lowest in the region. 


The counties that include Indianapolis, Orlando, San Antonio, tend to have job per unit and net job per unit ratios smaller than most of the other jurisdictions in their regions. At the same time, their child poverty per unit ratios are often in the middle compared to other jurisdictions. For example, Marion County’s (which includes the city of Indianapolis) ratio of 9 poor children for every tax credit unit is similar to Hamilton County’s 7 and Hancock County’ s 10, but is much lower than the ratios in Boone, Madison, Morgan, and Shelby counties.


From the perspective of central cities, Minneapolis and St. Paul seem more balanced than the others. For example, Minneapolis has 13 percent of the region’s population and 9 percent of the region’s tax credit units, while St. Paul has 10 percent of the region’s population and 13 percent of the region’s tax credit units. As a result of a relatively low number of units and a strong economy, the net job per unit and job per unit ratios for Hennepin and Ramsey counties are higher than the other jurisdictions in the region. However, the key issue in the Minneapolis/St. Paul metro centers on the city of Minneapolis versus the balance of Hennepin County, and the unavailability of job and poverty data for the cities may cover substantial discrepancies. For example, the population in Hennepin County outside Minneapolis is  greater than the population in the city. At the same time, there are fewer units outside Minneapolis. Consequently, Minneapolis has 743 people per unit compared to 1,292 people per unit for the balance of Hennepin County.


Similarly, the city of Gary has 16 percent of the region’s population and 30 percent of the region’s tax credit units. On the other hand, Lake County outside Gary has 60 percent of the region’s population but only 36 percent of the region’s units. Although Porter County has 23 percent of the region’s population and 34 percent of the region’s units, because it has been the locus of net job growth it has 15 net jobs per unit compared to 6 net jobs per unit for Lake County.


The Atlanta metro area is by far the largest of the 11 metro areas referenced in Table 1, in terms of both population and area. The city of Atlanta has over 416,000 people but represents only 10 percent of the region’s population. Atlanta, however, has nearly 40 percent of the region’s tax credit units, and its ratio of 60 people per unit is much lower, often much, much lower, than the ratios of other jurisdictions. Atlanta is split into two counties, DeKalb and Fulton, with most of the city’s population being in Fulton County. Consequently, Fulton County has nearly 44 percent of the region’s tax credit units and 20 percent of the region’s population. As with Gary and Minneapolis, major differences exist between the city of Atlanta and the balance of Fulton and DeKalb counties as the balance of DeKalb county has 642 people for each tax credit unit and Fulton, 107.


The Atlanta region has several key job generators, including Fulton, Gwinnet, and Cobb counties, with Gwinnett County having the highest job growth rate among the three. Although starting from a much smaller base, the job growth in Forsyth County has been explosive, rising by nearly 20,000 jobs, from about 8,500 in 1990 to over 28,000 by 1999. Fulton County has 25 net new jobs per unit, compared to 76 for Cobb, 101 for Gwinnett, and 106 for Forsyth. Again, no poverty data is available by city, but the job non-central county job generators have higher child poverty per unit ratios than does Fulton County: Fulton County has 7 poor children per tax credit unit compared to 10 for Cobb, Gwinnett, and Forsyth. 

2. HOME TC \l3 "2. HOME

From the perspective of this paper, the distribution of funds in the HOME program 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 that are similar to those used in CDBG: poverty, housing problems, and units built before 1950. The HOME program’s fund distribution primarily mimics that of a housing 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 counties with high job growth rates and high job levels, the funding, measured on a per capita basis or a per job basis or a per child in poverty basis, is less than the funding provided to central cities with much much fewer jobs per person in poverty.


In part because of the smaller appropriations for HOME, the number of local entitlements in the HOME program is far fewer than in the CDBG program: in 2000, CDBG had 991 entitlements (838 cities and 153 counties — not including consortia, and including consortia would increase the number of localities regularly receiving CDBG funds, although the amounts of money would be fairly small) compared to HOME’s 594 (which also includes consortia). From the perspective of this paper, this is opposite of what would be desirable. Given where modest jobs are located and especially given where these jobs have high growth rates, housing policy would seemingly want to get assisted housing into less populous but growing localities with high job counts and, especially, high job growth rates at the edges of central cities and limit community development to large, older localities.  


Table 2 shows the 2001 allocation of HOME funds among the participating jurisdictions in 11 metro areas. The table also shows HOME funds per capita (2000 Census), and for some of the jurisdictions, HOME funds per job (1999 private non-farm employment, modified), HOME funds per net new job (net job growth between 1990 and 1999), and HOME funds per child in poverty (Census estimates for 1997).


What jumps out immediately are the very large differences in nearly all the above variables between those of the central city and those of other large jurisdictions in the same metro area. For example, Baltimore City received nearly $14 per capita, while the other three participating jurisdictions in the metro area received $1.75, $3.11, and $2.46 per capita. These proportions fairly well held in HOME funds per modified job, as Baltimore City received over $30.47 per job compared to the other jurisdictions’ $5.02, $7.62, and $9.50. The figures become dramatic in terms of HOME funds per net new job as Baltimore City received about $647 for each job lost in the 1990s compared to the other jurisdictions receiving $343, $407, and $31 for each job gained. Interestingly, however, the central cities also received more HOME funds for each child in poverty, as Baltimore City, for example, received $158.04 for each child in poverty compared to the other jurisdictions’ $72.14, $112.10, and $92.55. As explained earlier, these outcomes are an explicit objective of national policy, which is to provide more funds, by and large, to areas with high levels of rent-burdened and poverty households.

Table 2

HOME 2001 Allocations for Participating Jurisdictions in Eleven Metropolitan Areas

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

	Baltimore
	Baltimore City
	$9,054,000
	$13.90
	$30.47
	-$647.08
	$158.04

	
	Anne Arundel
	$858,000
	$1.75
	$5.02
	$33.94
	$72.14

	
	Baltimore County
	$2,347,000
	$3.11
	$7.62
	$406.69
	$112.10

	
	Harford 
	$538,000
	$2.46
	$9.50
	$31.13
	$92.55

	St. Louis
	St. Louis City
	$5,612,000
	$16.12
	$20.88
	$500.85
	$159.93

	
	St. Louis County
	$2,793,000
	$2.75
	$4.80
	$123.44
	$101.21

	Richmond
	Richmond
	$2,028,000
	$10.25
	$12.90
	-$98.94
	$135.19

	
	Chesterfield
	$448,000
	$1.72
	$5.79
	$33.58
	$64.38

	
	Henrico
	$721,000
	$2.75
	$5.03
	$12.33
	$96.34

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Milwaukee
	Milwaukee 
	$9,410,000
	$15.76
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Milwaukee County-
	$1,177,000
	$3.43
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Milwaukee County+
	$10,587,000
	$22.52
	$24.30
	$4,179.63
	$155.31

	
	Waukesha
	$1,367,000
	$3.79
	$6.71
	$21.71
	$372.07

	Minn/St Paul
	Minneapolis
	$4,088,000
	$10.68
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	St Paul
	$2,583,000
	$9.00
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Hennepin-
	$1,916,000
	$2.61
	$7.03
	NA
	NA

	
	Hennepin+
	$6,004,000
	$5.38
	NA
	$40.10
	$155.27

	
	Dakota
	$2,342,000
	$6.58
	$17.52
	$41.72
	$349.50

	Indianapolis
	Indianapolis
	$5,026,000
	$6.35
	NA
	NA
	NA

	Gary
	Gary
	$1,453,000
	$14.40
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Lake-
	$669,000
	$2.51
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Lake+
	$3,321,000
	$6.88
	$19.60
	$398.52
	$125.16

	Orlando
	Orlando
	$1,240,000
	$6.67
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Orange-
	$2,038,000
	$2.87
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Orange+
	$3,278,000
	$3.66
	$6.42
	$19.11
	$77.46

	Atlanta
	Atlanta
	$4,362,000
	$10.47
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Fulton-
	$1,208,000
	$2.78
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Fulton+
	$5,166,046
	$6.33
	$8.26
	$27.10
	$95.47

	
	DeKalb-
	$2,256,000
	$3.58
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	DeKalb+
	$2,623,952
	$3.94
	$8.96
	$79.50
	$93.27

	
	Clayton
	$764,000
	$9.21
	$9.21
	$12.98
	$56.74

	
	Cobb
	$1,519,000
	$2.50
	$5.60
	$12.98
	$99.37

	
	Gwinnett
	$852,000
	$1.45
	$3.44
	$6.58
	$65.40

	San Antonio
	San Antonio
	$7,888,000
	$6.89
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Bexar-
	$581,000
	$2.34
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Bexar+
	$8,469,000
	$6.08
	$16.78
	$57.94
	$79.80

	Cleveland
	Cleveland
	$8,908,000
	$18.62
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Cuyahoga-
	$2,784,000
	$3.14
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Cuyahoga+
	$12,319,000
	$8.84
	$17.83
	$215.39
	$171.06

	
	Lake
	$555,000
	$2.44
	$5.99
	$41.72
	$120.94



Note: A minus sign after county means balance of county (includes no city participating jurisdictions); a plus sign means entire county (including city participating jurisdictions but not the central city). 

3. Section 8 Fair Share Housing Assistance Vouchers TC \l3 "3. Section 8 Fair Share Housing Assistance Vouchers

 The second part of the problem — that is, the availability of housing delivery organizations —  focuses more on public housing and local housing authorities (and, to a lesser extent, on the low income tax credit and community based organizations). Public housing funds (with the exception of HOPE VI, these funds are now used almost exclusively for operations and capital repairs) and vouchers are allocated to public housing authorities. Localities with no public housing authorities have no public housing units and receive no vouchers unless they receive such funds through a state PHA. Most states are not PHAs and many states that are PHAs limit or prioritize distribution of their public housing (nearly wholly vouchers) funds to special needs populations. 


The primary (but not only) 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 rely 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, 2) directly provide no vouchers to areas not served by an existing section 8 administrator, and 3) reward areas with significant numbers 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 scoring highly on fair share are probably areas with fewer modest jobs, 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.


The second to last column of Table 3 shows a fair share voucher distribution based solely on rent burden among localities in the Richmond, Virginia metro area. Voucher distribution almost seems negatively correlated with modest job availability.

Table 3

 Percentage Distribution of PAJs, PABJs, Assisted Housing, and Fair Share Voucher Allocation
	
	% 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 
	28.0%
	30.1%
	17.9%
	22%
	1.9%

	4. Chesterfield 
	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 
	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%



Note: Table 3 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 of CDBG programs), 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.

4. CDBG TC \l3 "4. 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 were 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 biases fund distribution to older localities. The poverty variable also may tend to bias fund distribution toward older areas. 


The extent to which this is a problem, however, depends on how one views the primary purpose of the CDBG program. If it is viewed primarily as a program to help older places deal with obsolescence and disrepair, it makes sense to bias funds in favor of older places. However, if the primary purpose is to help poorer people and their localities deal with their housing, facilities, and infrastructure problems, then it makes sense to bias fund distribution in favor of places with poorer people (and much more heavily weighting the poverty variable than do the current formulas). Finally, if the primary purpose of the CDBG program is seen as providing funds to poorer localities to deal with their housing, facilities, and infrastructure problems, then it biasing fund distribution in favor of fiscally poorer governments makes sense (for example, by using a tax effort variable or a surrogate variable such as per capita income).


Public policy probably sees the CDBG program largely 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.

II. Program Collaboration TC \l1 "II. Program Collaboration
A. Dealing with Non-Federal Barriers TC \l2 "A. Dealing with Non-Federal Barriers

Connecting housing with key supportive services for occupants, such as health care, education, and training, 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 beyond the direct intervention of the federal government. Among these are the relative lack of strategic leadership and the relative absence of characteristics of high performance organizations among many state and local government agencies, nonprofit organizations, and other parts of the delivery system of housing and related resources. To connect housing well with supportive services requires a well articulated vision of the advantages and strategic long term benefits of making such connections, common objectives, an understanding of each other’s languages and programs, sharing of resources, senior leadership constantly attending to and pushing at connections, and the organizational characteristics that facilitate successfully establishing and sustaining these connections, such as internal learning and team building. Without question, strong and sustained leadership at the state, local, and community levels is a necessary, although perhaps not a sufficient, condition for program collaboration. 


The natural state of affairs, the momentum of practice, lie opposite to collaboration. People often believe that the programs they operate or manage are good programs, providing desirable and even necessary outputs in and of themselves. Because collaboration is costly simply from the perspective of time and is communications-ntensive work and because administrators of housing and service programs are often extended in doing specifically what they are paid to do, which often includes preventing and putting out fires, collaboration becomes a major effort that usually requires strong impetus at the beginning and sustained support throughout its life. The importance of program and the program’s regulations and guidance systems often direct people in determining what is important and what needs to be paid attention to. 


Accompanying this are issues of turf, of protecting what you have and that which gives status and legitimacy (and probably even rewards and advancement as personnel evaluation and/or merit systems usually pay little attention to collaboration and inter-agency communications and teamwork, which means that time and effort taken away from performance in one’s specific program area or tasks is often detrimental and not positive to immediate career interests). Issues of turf may be programmatic (someone from a different program or issue area will determine how my specific program is implemented) as well as geographical (what goes on in this neighborhood is our turf, our decisions to make, and not those of an outside organization, no matter how benign intentions may be).


“Absorptive capacity” captures an additional and significant barrier to connecting services and housing. Absorptive capacity refers to the capability of an organization, and people within the organization, to seek out, access, interpret, and use new and different information. Part of this is a matter of interest (e.g., to what extent are housing people interested in learning about workforce development) and part of this is a matter of one’s intelligence and stock of knowledge (the more one knows about a topic the easier it is to learn about the topic — for example, when a transportation engineer first starts to read or hear about subsidized housing it may appear to be an impenetrable topic, certainly something he or she will not be able to understand easily and quickly). Part of this also goes back to the issue of leadership and high performance organization — once an organization seeks out and accesses new information, to what extent can it internalize and use that information in its own products and processes? Certainly, the nature of most public programs, such as their use of acronyms and the importance of detailed regulations, interpretations and guidance, often causes significant collaboration barriers, makes the initial learning step quite difficult. Also, it can often lead, intentionally or unintentionally to mis-communication, misunderstandings, and erroneous beliefs about what other programs or resources can and cannot do.


Fund allocation decisions are often another barrier to collaboration that often exists independently of federal requirements. Usually, resources are less than need and cannot be provided to all that want them or even need them. Organizations and agencies therefore have to make decisions about how to allocate funds. Some may allocate funds on a first-come first- served basis; some may establish need priorities (based on the degree of need of a person or family and/or geographic area); some may organize competitive applications with various application windows; and still others may use a lottery. Different procedures for fund allocation may impede collaboration.


The point of the foregoing is that many barriers, possibly the most critical barriers, to collaboration are relatively independent of federal programs and actions and are, therefore, not directly addressable by the federal government. Nonetheless, the federal government should try to help alleviate these barriers and constraints even if its role is indirect and rests fundamentally in education and technical assistance.


B. Federal Programmatic Barriers TC \l2 "B. Federal Programmatic Barriers

Some of the barriers or inhibitions to integrating resources do reside in the nature of federal programs, their authorizing statutes, agency regulations, and administrative guidelines. Usually, or at least often, the most common barriers are the following.


1) cross-cutting regulations — A single law can produce different regulations, each of which requires different things while supposedly based on the same law. For example, several federal programs may be subject to Davis-Bacon wage requirements, environmental/historical reviews, 504 requirements for disabled persons. When the cognizant federal agencies have different requirements or procedures for each of these cross cutting requirements — or when they apply to some programs and not to other similar programs — on the ground integration becomes more difficult. Sometimes these differing requirements are based in statute but most often they are based in regulations or in agency procedures, often because “that is the way we have always done it.”


2) planning requirements— most federal programs require the preparation and approval of plans before funds are released to grantees (sometimes discretionary programs may have plan requirements as well). These plan requirements may inhibit integration if a) they require specific details on how the money will be used as opposed to general guidelines, principles, and objectives, b) they are time consuming and expensive to prepare (e.g., requiring the obtaining and analysis of much data, requiring extensive participation, and commitment to a lengthy period of time), c) they are not easy to amend (i.e., amendment requirements are similar to initial plan requirements, such as requiring participation and advance notice), d) they require including specific performance requirements against which performance will be measured and the receipt of future funds possibly influenced by how well a grantee measures up to the performance requirements included in the plan, d) the lead time required between inclusion of an activity or project in the plan and the funding of that project or activity. 


To the extent that planning requirements contain these characteristics the more they become barriers to integration. Sometimes, the opportunity window for integration is small and if participants need to amend their plans before they can financially commit to a collaboration, the window may be shut. Similarly, the opportunities for collaboration may have short lead times, and if one or more of the players needs to amend a plan, the collaboration may be lost. If a potential collaboration will affect the performance measures in a player’s plan, that organization or agency may be reluctant to commit to a collaboration. Similarly, if a project or activity must be in a list or otherwise identified in an approved plan and it takes two or more years for that project or activity to be funded, an organization may have to forgo collaboration. Integration problems can also arise if various integration participants are on different time frames and cycles with their plans. Finally, organizations with different geographic scope or scale may be the only designated planning agency, and this may cause integration problems: e.g., a multi-county Metropolitan Planning Organization, a local housing authority, a county government, a local school district, a multi-county Workforce Investment Board (with a different configuration than the MPO).


3) eligible beneficiaries/recipients — To the extent eligible beneficiaries or recipients are narrowly defined or even differently defined, the more problematic integration of resources may become. One program may be able to assist only the frail elderly, another children under six years of age, another only juvenile offenders, another only persons with incomes below the federal poverty standard, and so on. Not only is it difficult to pull these resources together, the programs may often dictate the solution or the definition of the problem. That is, participants may seek the common denominator, and that common denominator, regardless of its significance, becomes the purpose of the collaboration.


Another aspect of this problem occurs when there is a generically common eligible recipient but the detail requirements vary. For example, although all the following programs mostly focus on low income people, the specifics vary: Title I of the Workforce Investment Act uses a percentage of the Lower Level Standard Income Level, TANF uses a percentage of the poverty standard, and housing programs use a percentage of area median income (and among and even within various housing programs different standards of area median income are used and in some instances even different definitions of “area”).


4) eligible applicants/grantees — To the extent that various programs have different eligible applicants or grantees, collaboration becomes more difficult, especially when these grantees are narrowly defined. For example, public housing funds and Section 8 vouchers can go only to entities legally meeting a definition of public housing authority; CDBG funds must be granted only to units of general purpose local government; community action program funds must be allocated only to community action agencies; certain education funds must go to local school districts; a certain percentage of HOME funds must go to CHDOs, a special kind of nonprofit entity; the 15 percent flexible setaide in Title I of WIA goes only to state governments; certain kinds of funds for the elderly can go only to a qualified “area office on aging.” In some instances, a grantee may be able to subcontract to another kind of organization or agency, but in some cases not. 


The different applicants or grantees lead to a number of problems. One may be different geographic scale or territorial scope for entities that have decision making authority: simply having different territorial scale: multi-county (and perhaps two or more different multi-county configurations), state, county, city, and part of a county or part of a city. Another may be the large number of organizations that must be brought together and agree to collaboration. If eligible grantees and applicants are different and subcontracting is difficult or not practiced, the scope of the entities involved may be such as to limit effective collaboration. A third problem may be different organizational styles and procedures independent of the specific federal programs. For example, government agencies may have one set of styles, cultures, and requirements (and even within large government agencies there may be multiple cultures that make collaboration difficult); quasi public authorities a second, private for profit entities another; and nonprofits still another. And even within each of these broad categories substantial differences often occur (as, for example, among a large traditional nonprofit along the lines of the United Way, a small territorial nonprofit with a significant tradition of advocacy, and another community based nonprofit operating primarily from programmatic or technical position).


5) eligible uses/activities — To the extent that federal programs have narrow scopes of eligible uses of funds, integration may become much more difficult while at the same time more desirable.  One program may only allow funds to be used for medical services, another only for counseling, a third only for the rehabilitation of housing, a fourth only for transportation for specific kinds of users, and so on. The more narrow the eligible activity the more closeness of fit becomes important — the integration of funds need to be very finely tuned; there is not any room for slight adjustments. Also, the more narrow the scope of eligible activities, the greater the number of actors that must be brought together to ensure an effective collaboration.


6) fund transfers — An important aspect of uses/activities relative to collaboration is whether fund transfers are permitted — that is, the extent and ease to which the grantee can transfer funds from one federal program to another federal program. Fund transfers can increase significantly the flexibility of program use. Congressionally appropriations for various activities may reflect a nationwide priority, but often these priorities are not similar to local, regional, or statewide priorities and fund transfers provide an opportunity to make local adjustments to meet needs better.


7) discretionary versus entitlement — Some federal programs are formula programs which have a substantial degree of predictability in who gets the funds, when the funds are received, and the amount of funds received. This kind of funding stream makes it easier to plan ahead and to schedule uses of funds. Organizations and agencies that use formula funds, all other things being equal, will usually have a easier time in collaborating than organizations or entities that rely on discretionary funds. Discretionary funds must be applied for: there is no certainty funds will be received (sometimes the chances are much less than 50-50), when they will be received (often, the target date for making funding decisions slips and there is often no consistency between award date and contract date); often the grant amount and the funded activities differ than that proposed in the application. It is difficult to plan systematically around discretionary grant programs. Of course, some programs are formula entitlements to one set of grantees and then become discretionary grants to other applicants (e.g., the state-administered HOME program and the low income housing tax credit program), but usually these are more easily handled on the ground that discretionary federal grants..


8) reporting and data gathering requirements — all federal programs require grantees to gather and report data, and these often require the development of computerized management information systems. Given the differing characteristics of these systems, it is often difficult to link one system to another. Integration that would necessarily lead to alterations in reporting and data gathering often inhibits the integration from being realized because of the difficulties in collecting new data and handling that data in management information systems. 


An important subset of this, already mentioned, concerns the increasing use of quantitative performance measures. If a program heavily uses performance measures based on outcomes and not inputs in determining future funding, an organization or agency may want to keep full control over its expenditures so that outsiders don’t damage performance. In some instances, a reverse situation may exist where an organization may perceive a collaboration as a way to use more effectively its funds (from the point of performance measures) but actually shies away from collaboration for fear that others may receive credit for performance. On the other hand, performance measures may induce collaboration if it leads simply to more resources for achieving performance goals and does not involve decision sharing or the consumption of much time and other resources.


9) match requirements — many federal programs require grantees to match the federal funds at various ratios and some federal programs have more narrow qualifications than others. Match requirements may impede integration because an agency or organization may first and foremost be concerned about raising match and the source of the match may dictate what the money can be used for or where it can be used. 


10) fund commitment/expenditure and other timing deadlines — Federal programs vary in the rate or extent to which they recapture unobligated or unexpended funds. To the extent that the recapture rate is quick, organizations may be less inclined to engage in collaboration because it tends to be very time consuming, especially in up front time (that is, prior to the expenditure of any significant amounts of program funds). Further, once in a collaboration an organization may lose control over the expenditure rate of its program, with a potential consequence of fund recapture or public threats of recapture. (Obviously, no organization, or no organizational leaders, especially public or nonprofit organizations, want to have their funds recaptured.)


Aside from commitment and expenditure deadlines, other timing problems, such as the timing of applications for funds, the timing of award announcements, and the timing of contract completion and funds release may also pose significant barriers to cross-program collaboration.


11) administrative cost provisions — nearly all federal programs provide for some administrative costs to be paid for out of the grant funds. If these fund amounts are relatively small, especially when compared to the administrative costs of operating the program, organizations or agencies may be much less inclined to engage in collaboration because, as often stated, collaboration is time consuming and high in administrative costs. While the heaviest of these administrative costs may be in the early stages of fund integration, prior to the actual obligation of significant fund amounts, they generally continue at fairly high levels during the entire collaboration. Further, low administrative cost provisions, which usually result in minimal staffing, usually inhibit, often seriously, preparing and undertaking creative or innovative initiatives, a category under which collaboration may fall — scarce administrative funds usually dictate routinized patterns and behaviors that are very cost efficient, especially in terms of staffing. 


12) waivers — the ease and extent to which statutory or regulatory requirements can be waived also can aid significantly the integration of programs.


13) geographic requirements/constraints — some federal programs impose or otherwise condition the use of funds based on geographical considerations. For example, certain economic development uses of the CDBG program are easier in some census tracts than in others and may be impossible to use in still others; public housing authorities may convert tenant based assistance to project based assistance in some census tracts and not in others. Varying geographic constraints and priorities may make collaboration more difficult. If on the other hand, the geographic priorities or constraints of various programs are very similar, fund integration is easier in that funds from various programs will float towards the same areas regardless of the conscious, explicit intentions of the program administrators.


Arguably, a case can probably be made that each of the 13 program characteristics identified above are, at least one by one, positive, beneficial, and perhaps to even some degree necessary. Congress may enact a program with very limited beneficiaries because of its perception that other programs that could fund such beneficiaries don’t (e.g., persons with the AIDS virus) or because there is some political value in singling out a very specific beneficiary. Usually, all but program administrators argue for very limited administrative cost provisions to ensure that a maximum amount of funds go directly to program benefits. Tight fund recapture deadlines often make sound sense from a taxpayer perspective and can also encourage decent administrative performance. Certain delivery organizations may be singled out because of a perception that they are more cost effective than others or can produce a good that cannot be exactly matched by other kinds of delivery organizations — and so on. Collectively, however, they may make collaboration intimidating and even perceived as infeasible. Further, they reinforce solo program practitioners who are not inclined to share authority, funds, prestige, or publicity


Additionally, certain of the above program characteristics may be more detrimental than others depending on the nature of the programs, the location or primary geographical focus of the collaboration, or the nature of the issue on which the collaboration primarily is focusing. Probably the two most critical are, first, eligible uses/activities — the broader the eligible use or activities, the easier it is to collaborate, and the easiest way to do this is like what occurred in the TANF program — nearly any use of TANF funds is an eligible use if it helps achieve the program’s specific statutory goals. The other key factor is probably eligible applicants or fund users — the extent to which a grant manager can fund a variety of organizations without significant constraints can greatly facilitate program collaboration — and TANF is again instructive here.


Also, there may be two factors that may become more important in the future (in the sense that in the past there were few options along these lines): fund transfers and waivers. Federal waivers for welfare reform (although the process for obtaining such may have been much too torturous) helped create the atmosphere for enactment of TANF. It is also instructive to note that probably the two key major recent pieces of legislation, TANF and Title I of WIA, provide for fund transfers — and workforce investment contains significant statutory waiver provisions.


Appendix B applies the above 13 potential barriers to collaboration to key housing and workforce development programs.

B. Comparing Workforce Investment, TANF, and Adult Education Programs with Housing Programs TC \l2 "B. Comparing Workforce Investment, TANF, and Adult Education Programs with Housing Programs

Several very significant differences stand out in comparing workforce development programs with housing programs. First of all, the workforce-related programs all allocate funds by formula to states. This is the case only with the tax credit program among housing programs; most other housing program funds are allocated directly to cities, counties, or public housing authorities usually by formula. Further, none of the workforce-related programs have setasides to specific subrecipients. States (or as the case may be, regional boards or counties) have wide latitude in funding various subrecipients. Housing programs tend to have setasides to specific kinds of nonprofits. 


The housing delivery system is more structured and more narrow than the workforce-related delivery system and very different as well. Below the state level, the two sets of programs operate more differently than similarly. TANF funds are used by the state or by decentralized state offices, and in some states by counties or regional boards. Workforce funds are allocated by states to (generally) multi-county boards; adult education funds are either competitively allocated by states to a variety of subrecipients (AEFL) or by formula to secondary or postsecondary education entities (Perkins III). With the exception in some states of counties and TANF, workforce related funds do not end up with cities and counties, while many housing funds do. The city or community scope of most housing programs is closest approached by the funding of subcounty recipients in AEFL and Perkins III.


Second, the workforce-related programs are much more flexible with regard to 1) the range of eligible activities, 2) the ability to transfer among funds, 3) the provision of regulatory and statutory waivers, and 4) the range of eligible applicants or local providers. Additionally, the workforce-related programs permit states to reserve a setaside of funds for an even further range of eligible activities/recipients, including research and demonstration activities.


Third, the workforce-related programs pay much more attention to performance measures and outcomes, and performance contracting and funding, than do the housing programs, although public housing now is tinkering at the edges of performance measures and outcomes. Generally, this means the workforce-related programs possess more reporting requirements, and this is especially true of TANF.


Fourth, with the exception of the local entitlement CDBG program, the workforce-related programs tend to make provisions for greater administrative costs, especially at the state level.






While all programs mentioned except for the low income housing tax credit require five-year plans, none of the planning requirements are as detailed in terms of needs assessments and other data requirements as is the consolidated plan. Consequently, the workforce-related plans tend to be more strategic than the housing plans, which tend to be data heavy.


Fifth, the workforce programs tend to operate at a much larger geographic scale than do the housing programs. In part, this is due to the much more important role of the states in these programs, but also to the operational role of regional boards and counties. Another reason for this geographic scale difference is that the housing programs tend to have a policy focus on communities and neighborhoods in their funding and policy goals, with the possible exception of the low income housing tax credit.

C. The Tensions of Place versus People TC \l2 "C. The Tensions of Place versus People

The geographic requirements/constraint issue mentioned earlier is subset of a much broader issue that deals with the place versus people nature of various programs. Generally, programs that fund construction must locate this construction in certain kinds of places. Because all places cannot be funded at once, places must be prioritized, with some places selected in one time and others at other times.  People rarely if ever expect all housing that needs rehabilitation to be rehabilitated at about the same time, or all roads the need resurfacing to be resurfaced at the same time. Further, when development or construction is taken for the purpose of community revitalization it makes sense not to scatter construction and development but to take advantage of synergies by co-locating the development in the same relatively small geographical area. Although the ultimate purpose of physical development or a construction program is to benefit people, the people to be benefitted are selected according to their residence in a particular place or set of places.


On the other hand, programs that fund services to people usually do not concern themselves with places, and usually for two key reasons. One, the people being served will come to one or one of several facilities to receive the service. For example, one organization in a county may be a WIA eligible training provider for training long-haul truck drivers. Regardless of where they live in the county (or perhaps even if they live outside the county) people who have been qualified by a local workforce board for truck driver training and who hold an individual training account will go the organization’s facility for training. Similarly, the One-Stop operator responsible for approving training is not concerned with where the training recipient lives as long as he or she is eligible for an ITA and his or her assessment and individual employment plan supports training as a truck driver. Second, when service providers must establish priorities they rarely establish priorities by where a person lives but by a measure of personal need. For example, a local workforce board my provide training initially only to public assistance recipients on a first-come first-served basis and not provide training to others unless all public assistance recipients who seek training and are found eligible for training are provided training and funds are still  available to train others. Depending on the statutory language and case law, it may even be illegal for a service provider to constrain receipt of a service through geographic preferences.


There are two general approaches to trying to connect people programs with place programs. One general approach, and the one that is most frequently undertaken, tries to get people programs to place or spatialize resources — that is, to deliver services so there is a prominent, driving geographical aspect to their delivery that focuses on the people of a particular place or set of places --- and this approach tends to use one or more of three options. 

$ 
One option provides facilities to house the administration and delivery of people services. For example, some housing developments will provide office space and meeting rooms for human service providers. A variation of this is for managers of place programs to provide such facilities in a neighborhood or community, perhaps trying to co-locate as many human services providers as possible. Both these efforts are attempts to decentrale mainstream human services. The housing development efforts tend to be smaller scale than the community efforts and tend to focus service delivery on the residents of the assisted housing, while the community efforts tend to have a larger and broader clientele.  
$ 
A second option creates parallel human services providers, again either in assisted housing developments or in community facilities. “Parallel” means that these services are somewhat similar to mainstream services such as child care funded through the Child Care Block Grant or employment training funded through Title I of the Workforce Investment Act but they are funded by sources and provided by organizations that are largely different than mainstream resources and service providers. While the differences may be more continuous than discontinuous, the parallel services initiative uses housing funds (usually from operations or special grants), special discretionary grants (usually small-scale and one-time from larger governments, especially state and federal government), local funds (usually CDBG and sometimes local general funds), and foundation funds to fund services and service providers that generally are independent of mainstream providers and services. This option tends to be the norm in much of community development. What may make this difference more continuous than discontinuous from mainstream services is that sometimes funding comes from mainstream resources, such as (in the past) the JTPA program or the Social Services Block Grant program. On the other hand, what may make this parallel option more discontinuous is that the organizations that provide the human services are small scale and independent of mainstream providers. They usually employ fewer than 15 employees (unless they are subsidiaries of assisted housing developments, which case they may form a small division within, say, overall public housing staffing) and their service or catchment area is usually limited to the assisted housing development or the neighborhood or community. In the terminology of the private market, they tend to be small, single-plant establishments. 

$ 
A third, albeit less direct, way to spatialize human services is saturation outreach and recruitment. Here, a place-based organization (e.g., a public housing development, a CBO, and community development agency), usually works in cooperation with one or more mainstream human service providers to communicate well the availability and benefits of using a set of mainstream human services. Sometimes, community residents are the primary personnel involved in this outreach and recruitment, sometimes it is mainstream human services personnel aided by community citizens. The outreach, both media and placement, focuses on community-used media/communication channels and facilities. The purpose of this outreach and recruitment is to try to get a large number, percentage, of residents of a targeted place (neighborhood, housing development) to use these services more or less at the same time without spatialzing the delivery of these services.  


These various approaches have arguable advantages and disadvantages, and the advantages of one approach are often the disadvantages of another approach. The advantage of the decentralization of mainstream resources and the outreach/recruitment approach is that the services are provided by the mainstream organizations, who may have a breadth and depth of resources, including specialized personnel and sustained personnel, that cannot be matched by the parallel organizations. Additionally, it is possible that people being provided services by mainstream organizations may be able to connect better with associated mainstream organizations or services (e.g., a person undergoing ESL education from a mainstream community college may be able to transition to an occupational skills training program run by the community college and then perhaps transition to matriculation in an associate degree program within that community college). This relates to another advantage of the decentralization of mainstream services, which is that it helps prevent further putting poorer people and communities into enclaves, and helps develop exposure to other diverse peoples and communities. Another possible advantage of the mainstream decentralization model is that the organizational providers, and hence the services, may be relatively assured of continued funding, as these services are usually funded by formula grants or discretionary grants that are actually continuous.


A key advantage of the parallel approach is that the services may be more tailored to the possibly unique needs or characteristics of the residents of the place (e.g., evening or weekend hours, dual language speaking staff). Further, it is possible that parallel organizations may more effectively recruit participants and that these participants may have more trust in the parallel providers than in the mainstream providers. Indeed, some of these advantages explain why the decentralized mainstream services approach sometimes results in the formal or informal use of place residents, often in an outreach, liaison, and advisory capacity.


While the saturation outreach/recruitment approach may have the advantages of the mainstream decentralization approach, a disadvantage may be accessibility of the services, especially in regard to transportation.


The other general approach, one that is rarely tried, is to use human services to initiate and spearhead redevelopment with place-based resources following human services. The success of this approach may depend, at least in part, on the extent to which the place resource providers know the needs of the residents of a place (e.g., skill levels, education levels, literacy levels, substance abuse). 

$ 
One way to accomplish this is to delay the provision of place resources until a resident of a place accesses and completes or well uses one or more human services. For example, successful completion of a WIA-funded occupational training program would result in the person’s home being rehabilitated, or would result in the provision of a housing voucher. In this alternative, place-based resources would be limited to private goods (goods that could be provided to one person and withheld from others) and not public goods (goods that if provided to one person could not exclude use by many others). 

$ 
However, another approach, which would be applicable to public goods, triggers the provision of place resources when a threshold number or share of the residents of a place access and complete or well use one or more human services. If, say, one-third of the eligible residents access and well use one or more human services, or a designated list of human services, then place based resources — e.g., housing, street repair, community facilities, recreation, open space — would be provided to the neighborhood. A combination approach would provide public goods upon a threshold share of residents accessing and completing or well using human services and provide housing to only those residents who actually access and well use or complete one or more key human services. Obviously, this approach can be used with the saturation outreach and recruitment initiative described above


The human services-led approach to place development is rarely used for several reasons. One, the tradition, the momentum of past practice, in place-based initiatives is first to identify a neighborhood or community as a target of revitalization and then to try marshal development resources to apply to that community. Further, traditionally and historically, most neighborhood redevelopment initiatives are housing led. That is, the first good provided residents of a targeted place is housing, usually housing rehabilitation. The second set of goods usually provided is also housing — new construction, homeownership, and perhaps housing-related improvements, such as landscaping, and street and sidewalk repairs. And even further, most human services fall behind a third set of physical resources, such as community centers, neighborhood facilities, and other local infrastructure and physical improvements, as well as commercial redevelopment (construction and repair of commercial or industrial buildings or facilities and associated physical improvements). (In many, perhaps even most, instances, neighborhood revitalization more or less stops after the provision of physical goods.) Often, the provision of human services almost seems (or can easily be perceived as) an afterthought or as a resource that is of relatively very low priority compared to most physical development, especially housing. The reason that this approach usually, or almost invariably happens, is that the lead organization or organizations in community redevelopment are almost invariably housing or housing dominated organizations. 


Another reason this approach (human services as secondary, even tertiary, to housing and physical development) usually happens is because there is little funding for human services that are fully or primarily place-based  — as implied earlier, place-based human services, as opposed to mainstream human services, usually are funded through the CDBG program (which has a 20 percent cap on the funding of human services, although many large cities do spend more than 20 percent because they were grandfathered in when Congress enacted the 20 percent limit), foundations, special discretionary or demonstration funds, such as empowerment and enterprise zones, and local funds. 


Effective housing - workforce development collaboration — whether the housing is stand-alone (i.e., not an integral part of community redevelopment) or part of community redevelopment — is likely to occur only when residents are addressed by and become substantially involved in mainstream human services and only when self-sufficiency and employment and earnings become central goals and objectives of housing and community development The parallel provision of human services — which is now the norm of housing and community development initiatives that articulate a concern for services — can supplement and complement but not replace mainstream human services. This requires a re-thinking of the nature and purpose of housing and community development, and perhaps even of how community development is led and organized.

III. Integrated Planning  TC \l1 "III. Integrated Planning 
A. Background TC \l2 "A. Background

No major domestic issue area may have as many major federal programs as does housing. Major housing programs include HOME, CDBG, McKinney-Vento homelessness (and there are several sets of these), public housing (operating, capital, and HOPE VI), vouchers (and there are several subsets of these), 202 for the elderly, 811 for the disabled, the low income housing tax credit, several major programs administered by USDA, and energy conservation/weatherization programs administered by Health and Human Services and by Energy— and this list does not include preservation/mark to market, and a sundry amount of smaller programs. While there are many human capital investment programs for adults, most of these are either very minor in funding levels and/or funded by state government. The major such federal programs are TANF, Title I of the Workforce Investment Act (the successor to JTPA), Perkins III (secondary and postsecondary vocational education), and Adult and Family Literacy.


Federal workforce development-related program funds are allocated by formula to states, who then either administer the funds directly, contract with public, private or nonprofit vendors, or distribute the funds to regional entities. Consequently, states either control or can influence these programs and what they are used for. At the ground level, however, these programs may look pretty messy in that various non-profits and for-profits, secondary schools and community colleges, counties (and in a few instances, cities), state agencies and, often, regional entities are involved in program operations.


However, housing is messy pretty much all the way, and not just on the ground. The following briefly lists who gets what funds to do what kinds of housing, which shows how difficult it is to coordinate planning.

$ 
HUD directly administers several programs: 1) 202 and 811, which are used by nonprofits, 2) non-ESG homelessness funds, with grants sometimes awarded to nonprofits and sometimes to state and local governments, and 3) HOPE VI, which is used by local public housing authorities. 

$ 
HUD allocates by formula resources for several programs that go to cities and counties (HOME, CDBG, ESG, and sometimes public housing and vouchers), to states (HOME, CDBG, and ESG, and sometimes public housing and vouchers), and to local public housing authorities, which are usually fairly independent of cities and counties (public housing and vouchers). 

$ 
State-based and county-based federal offices of USDA usually directly administer the USDA housing programs, which are used mainly by for-profits and to a lesser extent by non-profits. 

$ 
HHS and DOE generally distributes by formula energy conservation and weatherization funds to states, who then sub-allocate them to community action agencies. 

$ 
The low income housing tax credit is allocated by formula by IRS to state governments (and in a very few cases to local governments). 

$ 
States can use their tax credit, HOME, and ESG monies statewide, but must use their CDBG funds in non-entitlement localities. States award tax credit funds to for-profits and non-profits, award HOME funds to local governments, non-profits, and for-profits, and CDBG funds to local governments. Often, cities and counties that receive competitive grants from states will subcontract with nonprofits, but some cities and counties will directly administer these funds, and others will contract with for-profits. To round it off, some HOME, tax credit, and public housing funds are used to provide housing for the elderly, disabled, or homeless households, although these client groups are also housed through 202,. 811, and McKinney-Vento programs.


Focusing only on HUD programs and the tax credit, grantees must prepare (multi-year) plans for HOME, CDBG, ESG, and public housing. The consolidated plan covers HOME, CDBG, and ESG, while the public housing plan covers public housing and vouchers. Generally, the agencies that prepare the consolidated plans do not prepare the public housing plans. Grantees must also prepare one year action plans for HOME, CDBG, public housing, and also for tax credits;  the one year action plan for homelessness, known as the continuum of care plan, is composed cooperatively by state agencies, local governments and nonprofits or by larger localities and nonprofits. With some exceptions, the agencies that prepare these action plans are separate agencies, although some agencies that prepare the HOME action plan also prepare the CDBG action plan and some agencies that prepare the tax credit plan also prepare the HOME plan. (To round out, state USDA offices must prepare mutli-year plans for the use of USDA housing and community development funds for rural areas, but usually there is little connection between these plans and the state consolidated plans).
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Because of the ad hoc and perhaps topsy-turvy housing delivery system, it is very difficult for housing planning processes to coordinate housing resources, and this makes coordination with non-housing resources even more diffcult. Leaving aside the housing programs directly administered by HUD and USDA, homelessness housing interests vie not only for McKinney-Vento funds but also for CDBG, HOME, and tax credit funding, as do elderly housing interests, disabled housing interests, and family housing interests; and the same is also true of new construction and rehabilitation interests and rental and homeownership interests as well as preservation interests (both HUD funded and USDA funded), including HOPE VI interests. Additionally, sponsors or users of one set of housing funds go after other housing funds: tax credits often seek voucher funds (especially project-based) and HOME funds; HOPE VI projects seek tax credits and HOME funds. HOME funds often seek tax credit and CDBG funds and so on in a public sector leveraging game. It is rather typical to see four or more housing funds in a single housing development. 


This chaotic vying for multiple housing funds is ad hoc, continually, and systemic (i.e., it  occurs project by project and at various times through a year as the funding cycles of housing programs are rarely in sync and is probably inherent in the nature of the programs as enacted by Congress and administered by the federal agencies).


The federal government does try to effect some coordination among programs, primarily through planning requirements. The consolidated plan must in some way address tax credits and other federal housing resources, and a few states incorporate their tax credit plan into their consolidated plan. But because the consolidated plan is a multi-year plan and the tax credit’s qualified application plan is an annual plan this occurs infrequently. Public housing plans must be submitted to the agency that prepares the consolidated plan for that agency’s review and comment and the agency must declare whether the public housing plan is consistent with the consolidated plan. However, these reviews tend to be superficial and given the substantive content of the plans it is often impossible to determine inconsistencies. On the rural side, states are one of many required participants in USDA’s state rural development plan, but the consolidated plan and the rural development plan are almost invariably separate processes and done at different times. Usually, the USDA state offices are aware (i.e., know of its existence and perhaps its major countours) of the state consolidated plan and the state consolidated plan agency is aware of the USDA rural development plan, but rarely are these two planning processes meaningfully connected or synergistic in their goals and outputs.


With the possible exception of the state consolidated plan, however, these efforts at planning coordination are intra-jurisdictional. That is, most large public housing authorities have coterminous boundaries with the entitlement cities or counties that prepare the consolidated plan. With regard to the state consolidated plan, the state’s interests in the plan primarily relate to how the plan will influence the allocation of state resources, which almost invariably go to nonmetropolitan (or at least nonentitlement areas). Nonentitlement areas do not prepare consolidated plans and the rural local public  housing authorities are generally so small that their operations usually have little impact on state policy.


Relative to cross-program coordination, the only half-way successful processes involve the consolidated plan’s emphasis on special needs populations and the 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 housing programs and not by mainstream service agencies.


In contrast to housing, workforce development appears relatively simple. Four major state plans must be prepared, and all are multi-year and strategic, that is, they lay out long term goals, themes, and directives to guide expenditures. States must prepare a 1) workforce investment plan (for Title I, the successor of job training, which has three primary funding streams: training for dislocated workers, training for adults, and training for youth), 2) a TANF plan, 3) an Adult Education and Family Literacy Plan, and 4) a vocational education plan. The WIA permits states to combine two or more related training plans into a “unified plan,” and several states have done so.  The workforce investment plan, the AEFL plan, and the vocational plan are five-year plans, while states need to revise their TANF plan whenever major policy changes are made.


Because states devolve most of the workforce related funds (with the exception of TANF) to sub-state levels, sub-state or local plans must often be prepared. Each local workforce board, which is generally multi-county, must prepare a strategic plan and an operating plan. States that devolve most TANF funds to sub-state levels, usually counties, usually require county welfare plans (e..g, North Carolina). Some states require that local or regional entities must prepare AEFL plans, and increasingly this planning process involves sub-state entities, as states like Iowa, Florida, and Vermont have developed regional entities for AEFL, often to deal with sub-state workforce investment issues. Generally, states do not require sub-state or local vocational education plans. In most states, however, a local (or in some cases, regional) application for ADFL and vocational education funds often consists of something close to an operating plan with strategic plan components, and this is most often true in AEFL in which states must grant two-year awards.


Additionally, there two other characteristics of workforce related planning that differ from housing. In large part due to the WIA and TANF, workforce-related planning includes significant performance criteria. Entities that prepare the plans and entities that deliver the services must identify and collect performance information, information that goes beyond simply outputs and seeks to determine post-intervention impact. To the extent that housing planning involves performance it does so by relying on output measures — the extent to which actual output differed from the planned or anticipated output. This difference is quite significant. If a similar set of performance requirements were placed on housing it might require, illustratively, the reporting of income of tenants and homeowners one year after occupancy, the employment rate of tenants and homeowners one year after occupancy, the market value of housing one year after occupancy, and so on.


Another characteristic of workforce-related programs that is not the case in housing is that below the state level contracting is simpler. This means two things. First, many resources in workforce development are directly administered by state agencies, and in this sense states are both grant managers and service vendors. Second, below the state level, state agencies generally do not become involved in a lot of competitive contracts. For example, states allocate most vocational education funds by formula to a set of secondary and postsecondary educational institutions; workforce investment relies heavily on training vouchers and the local workforce investment boards do not have many competitive or sole source contracts (such contracts are limited by federal law to specific situations and purposes). In TANF, states and some counties have contracts, usually competitive with for profit and nonprofit service vendors, but the share of state grant funds so disbursed is much less than what is the case for states in the tax credit, HOME, and CDBG programs. AEFL is most like housing in that the state education agency allocates a high percentage of these funds to local or sub-state entities via competition and there is a fairly large array of eligible providers. However, the contracts are for two years and there is not the nearly constant influx of applications, reviews, and contracts that occur in the housing program.
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Given the scrambled context of housing and some of the constraints that housing programs face in trying to collaborate with non-funding housing resources, how can housing planning connect to workforce development planning? First, this question makes much more sense at the state level because at the city, county, and local-PHA level there are few comparable workforce development related planning processes and requirements to hook into easily. And even at the state level such connections are not easily made.


The easiest way to make connections occur where there are specific hooks. Specific hooks are found initially in workforce requirements and options and not in housing options and requirements because housing policy is not set up to do more (not implying that it is an easy task) than produce housing units that are occupied by households of lower income or various needs (special need populations). Workforce policy generally has employment and earnings goals and the specific hooks occur when housing can help achieve these goals. The two most obvious hooks are in TANF and workforce investment. The TANF hook is the increasing use of TANF-related funds for housing and the workforce hook is the ability to fund training in occupations that require residential relocation.


Especially over the last year or so, some TANF or state maintenance of effort funds (that is, the state funds required to match federal TANF dollars) for housing. Generally, more MOE funds than TANF funds are used for houisng because of the time clock aspect of TANF) have been used for housing (generally rental assistance). These housing funds help recipients who exit cash assistance and become employed and need help paying for housing or because TANF recipients need to move to become employed. Because of the potential role of housing in  the employment of TANF-eligibles, the TANF agency should address housing issues in its TANF plan and should indicate the kinds of cooperative arrangement that can or will be effected with housing policy makers and the housing delivery system. Correspondingly, state housing plans should also discuss how state housing resources can be used to further the goals of TANF and how housing policy makers and providers will coordinate with TANF. Currently, more of these connections are stated in the consolidated plan than in the TANF plan. 


One way to prompt greater communication on housing between housing and TANF agencies is for the consolidated plan to treat the TANF-eligible population as a special needs population. The consolidated plan regulation was adopted prior to TANF and if it had been promulgated after TANF it probably would have made that identification. The problem with this is that there is apt to be very little good data on TANF-eligible housing needs. Of course, that is also a problem with other housing needs that the consolidated plan may have to detail, and adding this requirement could lead to better data collection on such housing needs, especially by TANF agencies.


The workforce hook is the ability of Title I training funds to be used for training for occupations that are available outside of the residence of the person to be trained provided that the person is willing to move to the area in which the occupation being trained for is in demand. Again, a change in the consolidated plan regulation could require states to address how they will handle such mobility issues with regard to workforce training. In turn, the workforce investment plan regulation could require states to address how they will meet the housing needs of trainees who opt for mobility. 


Workforce investment mobility faces two challenges relative to housing policy. One is that except for a few states that administer significant numbers of vouchers not prioritized for special needs populations and a few states that use HOME funds for rental assistance, nearly all state housing assistance is new construction or rehabilitation. State rental assistance or homeownership vouchers could easily be prioritized to serve workforce investment training mobility needs. But well timing construction and rehabilitation, even if the state encouraged renting priority for workforce mobility, to coincide with the need for a move would be very difficult at best.


The second problem that workforce investment mobility faces is from the local level. Mobility moves will be inter-jurisdictional and most will probably be inter-county (and some inter-regional). A local workforce investment board will probably have difficulty trying to get either a sending or a receiving jurisdiction or local public housing authority to commit housing resources to such mobility moves. And it may very well be the case that either receiving jurisdictions may not have any locally administered housing resources to commit to such mobility moves.


The possible connections between state consolidated plans and state vocational education and state AEFL plans are much more nebulous because  adult education resources are much more dispersed, much more decentralized than under workforce investment or TANF. Two additional requirements could be added to the state adult education plans to facilitate connections. First, recipients of subsidized housing assistance could be added to the list of special populations that state education agencies must address in their plan (these now include, but are not limited to, such populations as single parents, low income students, homeless adults). Second, in the section of the state plan that describes the considerations that the state agency will use in funding applications (this applies more to AEFL than vocational education), states could add detail to the statutory phrase “coordinated with other community resources” by including assisted housing resources. These additions would serve to highlight the assisted housing community and help facilitate on the ground connections between adult education providers and housing providers.


With regard to the state consolidated plan, the HUD regulation can be amended by including workforce investment, adult education, vocational education, and literacy agencies, among the entities for which the plan must address coordination. 


While planning requirements may not be the most effective way to develop connections between housing and workforce development, it does initiate conversations and, in many instances, eventually leads to collaboration. Given the already burdensome consolidated planning requirements, especially on states, the assignment of additional obligations to the consolidated plan should be accompanied by funds to pay for their execution. 

Appendix A: Summary Tables TC \l2 "Appendix A: Summary Tables

The two tables on the following pages provide a quantitative overview of the geography of assisted housing allocation and job location. Table A1 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,” January 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 may 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 A2 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), 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, 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 A1: 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 A2: Percentage Distribution of PAJs, PABJs, and Assisted Housing
	
	% of Region’s PAJs
	% of Region’s PABJs
	% of Region’s Assisted Housing
	Avg Annual Unemployment Rate, 1999

	1. Hanover
	8.0%
	8.1%
	1.8%
	1.5%

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

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

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

	5. Powhattan
	1.4%
	1.5%
	0%
	1.6%

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

	7. Goochland
	0.9%
	1.0%
	0%
	1.7%

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

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

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

	11. Petersburg
	3.3%
	3.3%
	7.8%
	5.2%

	12. Dinwiddie
	1.3%
	1.2%
	0%
	2.6%

	13. Hopewell
	1.2%
	0.9%
	4.6%
	4.1%


Table A3
Population and Employment Changes in Eleven Metropolitan Areas 

	Metro
	Govts  
	1990 Population
	2000 Population
	Population Gain or (Loss)


	1990 Jobs     
	1999 Jobs 
	Job Gain or (Loss)


	Percent Job Change



	Balt.
	Balt City
	736,104
	651,154
	(84,960)
	311,161
	297,169
	(13,992)
	(4.7%)

	
	An Arndl
	427,239
	489,656
	62,417
	145,770
	171,047
	25,277
	17.3%

	
	Balt County
	692,134
	754,292
	62,158
	302,184
	307,955
	5,771
	1.9%

	
	Carroll
	123,372
	150,897
	27,525
	37,304
	42,339
	5,035
	13.5%

	
	Harford
	182,132
	218,590
	36,548
	39,337
	56,618
	17,281
	43.9%

	
	Howard
	187,328
	247,842
	60,154
	90,310
	133,647
	43,337
	32.4%

	
	Q. Anne
	33,953
	40,563
	6,610
	6,062
	8,999
	2,937
	48.4%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	S. Louis
	S L City
	396,685 
	348,189
	(48,496)
	257,531
	268,736
	11,205
	4.4%

	
	Crawford
	19,173
	22,894
	3,631
	4,782
	4,912
	130
	2.7%

	
	Franklin
	80,603
	93,807
	13,204
	25,199
	31,717
	6,518
	25.9%

	
	Jeffersn
	171,380
	198,099
	26,719
	26,265
	34,709
	8,444
	32.1%

	
	Lincoln
	28,892
	39,944
	10,052
	4,198
	6,589
	2,391
	60.0%

	
	St. Chas
	212,907
	283,883
	70,796
	58,309
	88,613
	30,304
	52.0%

	
	St. Louis
	993,529
	1,016,315
	27,786
	559,457
	582,084
	22,627
	4.0%

	
	Warren
	19,526
	24,525
	4,999
	4,181
	5,662
	1,481
	35.4%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Richmd
	Richmd
	 202,798
	197,790
	(5,008)
	177,666
	157,169
	(20,497)
	(11.5%)

	
	Petrsbrg
	37,027
	33,740
	(3,287)
	13,396
	13,213
	(183)
	(1.4%)

	
	Hopwell
	23,101
	22,354
	(747)
	7,110
	8,104
	994
	14.0%

	
	Col Hgts
	16,064
	16,867
	803
	6,725
	10,450
	3,725
	55.4%

	
	Chs City
	6,282
	6,926
	644
	264
	1,462
	1,198
	453.8%

	
	Chestfld
	209,564
	259,903
	50,329
	64,086
	77,429
	13,343
	20.8%

	
	Diwddie
	22,319
	24,533
	2,214
	1,454
	4,678
	3,224
	221.7%

	
	Goochld
	14,163
	16,863
	2,700
	2,269
	3,611
	1,342
	59.1%

	
	Hanovr
	63,306
	86,320
	23,014
	24,324
	33,178
	8,854
	36.4%

	
	Henrico
	217,849
	262,300
	44,451
	84,790
	143,249
	58,459
	68.9%

	
	New Kent
	10,445
	13,462
	3,017
	1,414
	1,937
	523
	37.0%

	
	Powhtn
	15,328
	22,327
	7,049
	1,466
	4,110
	2,644
	180.4%

	
	Pr George
	27,349
	33,047
	5,698
	4,370
	4,517
	147
	3.4%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Milwauk
	Milwaukee 
	628,088
	596,974
	(31,114)
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA 

	
	Milw Bal
	331,187
	343,190
	12,003
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Milwaukee County
	959,275
	940,164
	(19,111)
	470,114
	472,647
	2,533
	0.5%

	
	Ozaukee
	72,831
	82,317
	9,486
	26,840
	37075
	10,235
	38.7%

	
	Washington
	95,328
	117,493
	22,165
	31,748
	45,490
	13,706
	43.2%

	
	Waukesha
	304,715
	360,767
	56,052
	156,630
	219,599
	62,969
	40.2%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Minn/St Paul
	Minneapolis
	368,383
	382,618
	14,235
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	St Paul
	272,235
	287,151
	14,916
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Hennepin Bal
	664,048 
	733,582
	69,534
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Ramsey Bal
	213,530
	223,884
	10,354
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Hennepin
	1,032,431
	1,116,200
	83,769
	704,799
	854,534
	149,735
	21.2%

	
	Ramsey
	485,765
	511,035
	25,270
	267,235
	302,555
	35,320
	13.2%

	
	Anoka
	243,641
	298,084
	54,443
	68,234
	96,832
	28,598
	41.9%

	
	Carver
	47,915
	70,205
	22,290
	16,360
	25,521
	9,161
	56.0%

	
	Chisago
	30,521
	41,101
	10,580
	7,150
	10,148
	2,998
	41.9%

	
	Dakota
	275,227
	355,904
	80,677
	93,410
	149,547
	56,137
	37.5%

	
	Isanti
	5,336
	31,287
	25,921
	5,364
	7,309
	1,945
	36.2%

	
	Scott
	57,846
	89,498
	31,652
	16,337
	29,070
	12,773
	77.9%

	
	Sherburn
	41,945
	64,417
	22,472
	7,788
	13,702
	5,914
	75.9%

	
	Washington
	145,896
	201,130
	55,234
	33,982
	54,919
	20,937
	61.6%

	
	Wright
	68,710
	89,986
	21,276
	13,817
	23,261
	9,444
	68.4%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Indianap
	Indianapolis
	741952
	791,926
	49,974
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Marion Bal
	55,207
	68,528
	13,321
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Marion
	4443
	860,454
	63,295
	467,671
	543,952
	76,281
	16.3%

	
	Boone
	38,144
	46,104
	7,960
	9,004
	11,971
	2,967
	33.0%

	
	Hamilton
	109,936
	183,740
	73,804
	39,378
	75,336
	35,958
	91.3%

	
	Hancock
	27,015
	55,391
	28,376
	9,209
	13,341
	4,132
	44.9%

	
	Hendricks
	75,717
	104,093
	28,376
	12,331
	24,440
	12,109
	98.2%

	
	Johnson
	88,109
	115,209
	27,100
	25,800
	37,382
	11,582
	44.9%

	
	Madison
	130,669
	133,358
	2,689
	43,759
	42,338
	(1,421)
	(3.2%)

	
	Morgan
	55,920
	66,689
	10,769
	10,812
	13,321
	2,509
	23.2%

	
	Shelby
	40,307
	43,445
	3,138
	12,158
	16,396
	4,238
	34.9%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gary
	Gary
	116,646
	102,746
	(13,900)
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Lake Bal
	358,948
	381,818
	22,870
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Lake
	475,594
	484,564
	8,970
	167,177
	175,548
	8,371
	5.0%

	
	Porter
	128,932
	146,798
	17,866
	39,178
	49,728
	10,550
	26.9%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Orlando
	Orlando
	164,683
	185,951
	21,268
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Orange Bal
	512,798
	710,393
	197,595
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Orange
	677,481
	896,344
	219,190
	387,529
	559,081
	171,552
	44.3%

	
	Lake
	152,104
	210,528
	58,424
	37,269
	51,676
	14,407
	38.7%

	
	Osceola
	107,725
	172,493
	64,768
	32,947
	47,274
	14,327
	43.4%

	
	Seminole
	287,529
	365,196
	77,667
	87,943
	128,422
	40,488
	46.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Atlanta
	Atlanta
	394,017
	416,474
	22,457
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Fulton Bal
	
	435,152
	306
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Fulton
	648,951
	816,006
	167,055
	535,485
	726,101
	190,616
	35.6%

	
	DeKalb Bal
	983
	6%
	642
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	DeKalb
	545,837
	665,865
	120,028
	296,267
	324,395
	28,128
	9.5%

	
	Barrow
	29,721
	46,144
	16,423
	7,076
	9,112
	2,036
	28.8%

	
	Bartow
	55,911
	76,019
	20,108
	17,574
	26,264
	8,690
	49.4%

	
	Carroll
	71,422
	87,268
	15,846
	25,039
	26,590
	1,225
	4.6%

	
	Cherokee
	90,234
	141,903
	51,669
	12,642
	27,039
	14,397
	113.9%

	
	Clayton
	182,052
	236,517
	54,465
	53,662
	86,162
	32,500
	60.6%

	
	Cobb
	447,745
	607,751
	160,006
	184,519
	301,538
	117,019
	63.4%

	
	Coweta
	53,853
	89,215
	35,362
	15,392
	23,322
	7,930
	51.5%

	
	Douglas
	71,120
	92,174
	21,054
	87,077
	26,885
	10,928
	40.6%

	
	Fayette
	62,415
	91,263
	28,848
	14,237
	27,858
	13,621
	95.7%

	
	Forsyth
	44,083
	98,407
	54,324
	8,558
	28,477
	19,919
	232.8%

	
	Gwinnett
	352,910
	588,448
	235,538
	144,430
	273,909
	129,479
	89.6%

	
	Henry
	58,741
	119,341
	60,600
	10,778
	25,133
	14,355
	133.2%

	
	Newton
	41,808
	62,001
	20,193
	10,415
	14,692
	4,547
	43.7%

	
	Paulding
	41,611
	81,678
	40,067
	3,971
	8,697
	4,736
	54.4%

	
	Pickens
	14,432
	22,983
	8,551
	3,593
	4,769
	1,176
	32.7%

	
	Rockdale
	54,091
	70,111
	16,020
	18,948
	31,080
	12,132
	64.0%

	
	Spalding
	54,457
	58,417
	3,960
	16,286
	19,315
	3,029
	18.6%

	
	Walton
	38,586
	60,687
	22,101
	6,582
	10,209
	3,627
	55.1 %

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	San Antonio
	San Antonio
	935,933
	1,144,646
	208,713
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Bexar Bal
	249,361
	248,285
	(1,176)
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Bexar
	1,185,394
	1,392,931
	207,537
	399,919
	546,098
	146,179
	36.6%

	
	Comal
	51,832
	78,021
	26,189
	14,909
	23,924
	9,015
	60.5%

	
	Guadalupe
	64,837
	89,023
	24,150
	12,108
	18,362
	6,254
	51.7%

	
	Wilson
	22,650
	32,408
	9,758
	1,719
	2,821
	1,102
	39.1%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cleveland
	Cleveland
	505,616
	478,403
	(27,213)
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Cuyahoga Bal
	906,524
	915,575
	9,051
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	
	Cuyahoga
	1,412,140
	1,393,978
	(18,162)
	700,090
	757,284
	57,194
	8.2%

	
	Ashtabula
	99,821
	102,728
	2,907
	25,354
	30,148
	4,794
	18.9%

	
	Geauga
	81,219
	90,985
	9,766
	24,920
	29,714
	6,945
	27.9%

	
	Lake
	215,499
	227,511
	12,012
	83,223
	96,526
	13,303
	16.0%

	
	Lorain
	271,126
	284,664
	13,538
	82,123
	93,973
	11,850
	14.4%

	
	Medina 
	122,354
	151,095
	28,741
	32,420
	51,014
	18,594
	36.4%


Appendix B: Program Review for Collaboration Potential






This appendix reviews several key human services (Title I of WIA, TANF, adult education and literacy, and vocational education) and housing programs (HOME, LIHTC, CDBG, and housing vouchers) from the perspective of key program characteristics identified earlier in the text of the paper. It does not repeat several key comments addressed in the body of the paper but supplements these comments. 


 Several among these programs stand out as having much greater potential for collaboration or fund integration than others, although the basis of the specific conclusions depend on how observers weight the value of the 13 program characteristics. In the following, more time is spent on summarizing key aspects of the services programs on the assumption that the Commission has a much better working knowledge of the housing programs. 

1. TANF TC \l3 "1. TANF


TANF is a formula grant program that goes to all states, so states know in advance they will continue to get funds and about how much money they will get (subject to any congressional action to the contrary, of course). The planning requirement is minimal. Another great advantage of the program is that states largely determine eligible beneficiaries (up to an ambiguous cap of 200 percent of the poverty standard), and can include both single-head and dual-head families as well as child-only families (adults without children in their households are excluded as eligible beneficiaries). Further, states can set various definitions of eligible recipients for various activities and need not maintain one uniform eligibility standard. States can determine their own delivery arrangements: some use centralized state administration, some used decentralized (regional) state administration, some use county-based state administration, some delegate substantial authority to county government agencies, while a few have created regional boards to implement most of the program. States (or counties as the case may be) can contract with nonprofit and for profit entities as well as other government agencies to carry out program activities. TANF does not have a rapid funds recapture provision. Additionally, some TANF funds can be used as match for other federal programs that require local match 


TANF’s match requirement, known as Maintenance of Effort funds, are in many ways more flexible in terms of eligible activities than is TANF, especially if states maintain a separate MOE program — that is, states do not literally have to match federal TANF funds with state MOE funds. 


Two important constraints are placed on the use of some TANF funds. First, much fund usage triggers a time clock in which limits to five years the TANF “assistance” recipients can receive, although many TANF expenditures related to keeping people employed are exempt from the time clock constraint. Second, funds for some activities can be used only intermittently (for one-time or limited interventions) or for a period of no more than four months without triggering the time clock.


TANF does have rather extensive data and reporting requirements, however, and some of these may affect non-TANF programs, which can inhibit fund integration. TANF appears to have adequate administrative cost provisions, especially given the MOE funds. TANF may have some geographic scale problems relative to collaboration, especially between centralized state administration and municipal agencies and CBOs. At the same time, however, TANF agencies are used to administering the Social Services Block Grant, which provide many funds to nonprofit organizations and the same may be true of the newer Child Care and Development Block Grant.

2. Workforce Investment TC \l3 "2. Workforce Investment

Workforce funds are allocated by formula to states and the states allocate by formula most of the funds they receive to local workforce boards, which are usually multi-county and are composed of representatives of local government, the private sector, and other interests, such as labor and CBOs. The key focal point for workforce development are the One-Stop centers and eligible One-Stop operators include 1) employment service agency, 2) postsecondary educational institutions, 3) nonprofit organizations (including CBOs), 4) private, for profit organizations, 5) a government agency, or 6) another interested party or entity (a few public housing authorities are One-Stop operators). Local workforce boards can transfer each program year up to 20 percent of the allocation of adult employmetn and training funds to the dislocated worker fund and vice-versa. 


With three exceptions, workforce training must be funded through individual training accounts, which recipients must use only at eligible training providers. ETPs — and the specific programs for which ITAs can be used — are essentially certified by state/local boards. A wide array of organizations can be ETPs, including CBOs. However, ETPs operate within a performance contracting and consumer demand context and it is generally believed that most CBOs that received JTPA funds will be unable to make the transition to ETPs because of performance requirements, the lack of any guarantee of users (holders of ITAs can choose their ETP), and the much slower, performance based reimbursement process. Local boards determine the monetary value of ITAs and do not have to set the same value for every person or for every kind of training. ITAs must be used for “occupations in demand” as determined by the local board. If individuals are willing to relocate, they may receive training in occupations in demand in another area. Also, individuals can choose to use any ETP within the state, and are not restricted to using ETPs within the local board area.


Eligible beneficiaries for intensive services and training services are more broad than they were under JTPA, and include unemployed persons, dislocated workers, employed workers, and (only by using the 15 percent state setaside) incumbent workers (who do not have to meet income eligibility requirements) — and there are very few limitations on recipients of core services. For people who are employed, the key eligibility determination is made by a local board and relates to income using DOL’s Lower Level Standard Income Level determinations. Generally, depending on local board decisions, employed workers have to have incomes below 70 percent of the LLSIL to be eligible for intensive and training services. Workers whose incomes are at or above the LLSIL are at a level of income that most local boards determine as self-sufficiency. Almost as much as TANF, WIA gives state and local boards much flexibility in determining by income level eligible beneficiaries.


Most observers believe there will be a shortage of training funds under WIA. If a local board determines that there is a shortage of training funds, it must establish priorities for training, and those priorities must include people on public assistance and other low income people as defined by the local board. Setting priorities does not mean that those in the priority categories will receive all training funds. The WIA legislation requires that WIA funds be used for training only when other funds are not available to pay or pay fully the costs of training. 


The planning requirements for WIA are more extensive than for TANF but less than the consolidated plan. Local boards must also submit plans to states and these plans are key relative to such critical issues as priorities for training services, value of ITAs, the degree to which WIA funds will be used for supportive services, determination of income eligibility, and determination of occupations in demand, and determination of ETPs. Governors must approve local board plans, while the DOL secretary must approve state plans (including single-board state plans).


WIA has intensive reporting requirements (compared to JTPA) and much of this burden falls on ETPs. Much of the reporting requirement relates to performance funding and outcome measures. WIA is one of the most performance based grant programs in the federal government. There is some concern that the performance requirements may result in some training providers not submitting applications to be on the ETP list, thereby reducing the number of ETPs to jeopardize the ITA approach to training.


States have three years to expend Title I funds, while local boards, once funds are received from the state, have two program years to expend those funds; if a local board does not expend funds within two program years, the state can recapture the unspent funds and use them or reallocate them to other boards, with the state and the other boards having one year to expend the funds.


In addition to training-related uses, workforce investment funds can be used to pay for the costs of renovation and other capital expenditures on owned or leased buildings for 504 access purposes, as well as simply for the renovation of owned or leased facilities.

3. Adult Education TC \l3 "3. Adult Education

States can reserve up to 10 percent of Perkins III funds for state leadership activities (among the mandatory activities are preparing individuals for non-traditional employment, assessment of performance, supporting programs that integrate academic and vocational education, and supporting partnerships among local education agencies, institutions of higher education, and adult education providers; among the optional activities are education and business partnerships, providing vocational and technical education programs for adults and school dropouts to complete secondary education, providing assistance to participating students to obtain employment and continue their education) and can use up to 5 percent (or $250,000, whichever is greater) for administration. 


States must award Perkins III grants to secondary and postsecondary education entities and among consortia formed among secondary schools and postsecondary institutions, including private education entities. Local programs may use up to five percent of their allotment for administration.


Local administering entities can use vocational education funds for a variety of purposes, some mandatory and some optional. Among the newly required mandatory uses are 1) strengthen the academic, vocational, and technical skills of students through the integration of academics with vocational and technical education programs to ensure learning in the core academic, vocational, and technical subjects; 2) provide students with strong experience in and understanding of all aspects of an industry; and 3) link secondary and postsecondary education. Optional activities include among others: mentoring and support services, vocational and technical education programs for adults and school dropouts to complete their secondary education; and assisting participating students in finding employment and continuing their education. 


In the Adult Education and Family Literacy program, states may reserve 12.5 percent (up from 10 percent) for state leadership activities, including support for state or regional networks of literacy resource centers, providing incentives for program coordination and integration and performance awards, coordination with existing support services (e.g., transportation, child care) designed to increase rates of enrollment in and successful completion of adult education and literacy activities, and integration of literacy instruction with occupational skill training and promoting linkages with employers.


States must competitively award multi-year grants and contracts to local programs with a wide variety of local sponsors to which the state must provide direct and equitable access to assistance (that is, all eligible providers must have direct and equitable access to apply for grants and the same grant or contract announcement process and application process must be used for all eligible applicants): local education agencies, public or private nonprofit agencies, CBOs of demonstrated effectiveness (qualifier added with 1998 amendments), institutions of higher education (added by 1998 amendments), volunteer literacy organizations of demonstrated effectiveness (new), libraries (new), public housing authorities, nonprofit institutions not described above that have the ability to provide literary services to adults and families, and consortia of the preceding. The 1998 amendments eliminated for-profit entities as eligible providers.


In awarding grants and contracts, states are required to consider, among other factors, 1) the past effectiveness of applicants in improving the literacy skills of adults and families and their success in meeting or exceeding state performance standards; 2) whether the funded activities coordinate with other resources in the community (one of the required elements in a local application is a description of any cooperative arrangements the eligible provider has with other agencies, institutions, or organizations for the delivery of adult education and literacy activities); 3) whether the activities offer flexible schedules and support services; 4) whether the activities provide learning in real life contexts; and 5) the degree to which the eligible provider will establish measurable goals for participant outcomes.


The 1998 amendments eliminated 1) the 20 percent cap on the use of funds for high school equivalency programs and 2) the requirement that funds for literacy be provided only to those age 16 years of older and out of school — now, literacy funds can be used to support services to children in family literacy programs as long as the local provider first attempts to obtain support for services to children from other sources.


Both Perkins III and Family and Adult Literacy require five-year plans, which are more similar to the workforce investment plan than to either the TANF plan or HUD’s consolidated plan. Adult and Family Literacy requires a 25 percent state match, but, overall, states put much more money into adult education than does the federal government, so the match requirement appears to be no problem.

4. CDBG TC \l3 "4. CDBG

CDBG’s income targeting may also be problematic, at least in practice. CDBG has relatively high income caps for beneficiaries and many beneficiaries do not necessarily have to meet these limits (usually by funding activities under the slum and blight or urgent need national objectives or by being part of the 49 percent or less of beneficiaries of activities funded under the benefitting low- and moderate-income objective). Most CDBG beneficiaries are probably in the income range of 60 percent to 80 percent of area median income. Nationwide, this probably equates to 200 percent to 275 percent of the federal poverty standard. However, in many metropolitan areas this income range probably equates to 210 to 310 percent of the federal poverty standard. In practice, many of the beneficiaries in entitlement programs may be ineligible for workforce, TANF, and adult education assistance as most CDBG administering agencies tend not to see CDBG as an antipoverty program.


CDBG has high administrative cost provisions for entitlements, 20 percent, which probably understates administrative charges in the entitlement program. States have extraordinarily limited administrative costs, 2 percent; although 1 percent is available for technical assistance/capacity building, states by and large do not have the administrative infrastructure for continuous significant innovation or for funding what might be called research and demonstration projects.


The entitlement CDBG program is not burdened by significant planning or recordkeeping requirements and there is little in the way of performance measures as most measures of program assessment are output measures and not outcome or impact measures. Because of very limited administrative costs, however, this is much less true for states. The consolidated plan focuses primarily on housing and local infrastructure and pays little attention to employment/earnings or workforce and adult education issues, so there is apt to be very little or no policy connection with these issues. On the other hand, the 20 percent limit on services expenditures, other things being equal, does permit exploration of connections with workforce and adult education initiatives. This may be especially true for the state program as the 20 percent cap applies statewide and not grantee by grantee. Nonetheless, states tend to spend most of their CDBG funds on infrastructure (as this is a priority of many small, rural local governments) and do so usually by funding single activities for a short time period (often 18 months). State grants are competitive and it is unusual for many localities to receive funds for two or


In local entitlements, much CDBG funding is contracted out nonprofits for housing, services, and economic development (which is not a major activity in the entitlement program. However, nonprofits are unlikely to be also significantly involved in workforce, adult education, or TANF. It is possible, therefore, that if CDBG funds were used to link with organizations, even nonprofits, significantly involved in workforce, adult education, and TANF, CDBG funds would likely need to be shifted from nonprofits that have traditionally received CDBG funds to new (to the CDBG program) nonprofits, and perhaps, especially in the case of workforce, to for-profit organizations.


CDBG does not require a match (except for state administrative costs) and CDBG funds can often be used to match other federal funds, which gives it an advantage in collaboration. CDBG does not face stringent drawdown or expenditure deadlines (although periodically HUD pressures CDBG grantees to increase their commitment and expenditure rates), which is another positive characteristic of the program from the point of view of fund integration. On the other hand, CDBG has no waiver capability and no fund transfer ability.

5. HOME TC \l3 "5. HOME

Compared to most housing programs, HOME is a fairly flexible program in respect to both its eligible activities (new construction, rehabilitation, home buyer assistance, acquisition., and rent assistance, covering both rental and homeownership) and its eligible applicants, which include local governments and, for the states, for profit and nonprofit developers. Unlike the CDBG program, states do not have to allocate funds to units of general purpose local government and can use their funds statewide. HOME funds can be used for both grants and loans.


Relative to housing activities, HOME’s chief eligible activity constraint may be the prohibition against using HOME funds for operating costs beyond an 18 month reserve. Also, another housing related use constraint may be the need to spend funds on permanent residential housing, which precludes spending HOME funds on many temporary service facilities used by service providers, such as half-way homes, juvenile justice facilities, and other residence-based service facilities. Also, HOME funds cannot be used to provide tenant based assistance for certain special purposes of the voucher program or to finance public housing operations or modernization. Finally, HOME funds cannot be used to provide non-Federal matching requirements for other programs.


HOME has a fairly burdensome planning requirement, as the housing portion of the consolidated plan requires a great deal of housing needs and supply data and requires collaboration with providers of special needs services. In part due to the advent of consolidated plan, HOME funds are often used in connection with service funds for homeless, frail elderly, and the mentally and physically disabled populations (although this is often less than many advocates of special needs populations would like). Overall administrative costs are 10 percent, less than CDBG, although states can receive more administrative funds from HOME than CDBG as the 10 percent is split in various ways between the state administering agencies and local subrecipients.


The HOME program has regulatory waiver authority (i.e., no waiver of statutory provisions is permitted). From 1996 to mid-2001, participating jurisdictions made 83 waiver requests, with 58 occurring in the years 1997-1999. HUD granted 61 full waivers and 6 partial or conditional waivers, and denied 15 waiver requests. Probably the single most requested waiver issue dealt with emergency or disaster HOME funds, while administrative issues, often regarding program year starts and stops and consortia, were second most common. Most of the denied waiver requests dealt with statutory provisions, over which the HUD secretary has no waiver authority. Nearly all the waiver requests dealt with specific individual projects as opposed to multiple projects or program-wide waivers.


HOME as a fairly broad income range relative to eligible beneficiaries, although there is less flexibility than with the CDBG program. As is well known and has been long discussed, there are inconsistencies and conflicts between aspects of the HOME program and CDBG (e.g., triggering of Davis-Bacon) and the HOME program and the tax credit program (e.g., income and rent levels).


HOME’s delivery system may be more complicated than any other HUD housing program because a minimum of 15 percent of funds must be used by Community Housing Development Organizations, a certain kind of nonprofit, and CHDOs are somewhat constrained with regard to qualifying activities.


HOME’s reporting requirements are similar to CDBG’s, but given the nature of housing per se, the reporting requirements are more burdensome than for non-housing CDBG, with regard to beneficiary income levels, unit by unit reporting (except for tenant-based assistance), loan funds, and length of low income use (which has no parallel in the CDBG program).


HOME has a rather rigid set of time constraints on fund usage: funds most be committed in two years and fully expended in five years. As of October 1, 2000, HUD had deobligatged $7.2 million in non-CHDO funds and $3.3 million in CHDO funds (that is, from the mandated 15 percent CHDO reserve), and HUD expects these figures to rise by the end of fiscal year 2001 to more than $8 million and $4 million respectively. Deobligated non-CHDO funds are available for formula reallocation to all Pjs in the next year, while deobligated CHDO funds are held for future competitive allocation.


HOME funds need to be matched by 25 percent (for funds spent on tenant based assistance, rehabilitation, acquisition, and new construction), with the match reduced for jurisdictions that are “in severe fiscal distress” and the HUD secretary can reduce the match requirement for Presidentially declared disaster areas.

6. Low Income Housing Tax Credit TC \l3 "6. Low Income Housing Tax Credit

Compared to most housing programs, the tax credit has minimal planning requirements and minimal reporting requirements. Administrative costs are not an issue given the role played by application and processing fees. It eligible recipients are for profit and nonprofit developers and local governments, although it does have a mandatory setaside for nonprofits. Its eligible beneficiaries are targeted only by income and these income targets are fairly broad. However, its income targeting requirements are different than those of the HOME program. Its eligible activities are restricted to rental housing, but within that restriction it can fund acquisition, rehabilitation, and new construction, and including transitional housing for homeless households. Its funding is somewhat constrained by requirements that reduce the credit from 9 percent to 4 percent under certain circumstances. It has a fairly strict fund reservation requirement, although this requirement has become less consequential over time as competition for the funds have increased. However, it is possible that the need to allocate tax credit funds quickly impedes its use with other resources, especially funds that can be used for supportive services. Recaptured funds are reallocated next year among states. Although the credit requires no match, it is often used with other federal funds, such at vouchers, HOME, CDBG, and rural housing funds to increase income targeting below the minimum required.
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	� See John Sidor, Policy Options Memo to the Millennial Housing Commission, August 31, for recommendations based on the analysis in this paper. 


	� For a much more thorough treatment of linking assisted housing and workforce development, see John Sidor, “Connecting the Dots: Housing Assistance, Employment, and Investing in Human Capital,” The Helix Group, July 2001.


	�A DDA is any area designated by the Secretary of HUD as an area that has high construction, land, and utility costs relative to the area median gross income. DDAs also have caps in that no more than 20 percent of the population of all metro areas in the nation can reside in DDAs, and the same ratio holds for nonmetro counties. DDAs are counties, and as might be expected most of the nation’s metro DDAs are in California, New York, and Massachusetts. For example, leaving aside towns/cities in Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Puerto Rico, there are 45 metropolitan counties designated by HUD as DDAs. Fifteen are in California, 11 are in New York, and six are in New Jersey. Massachusetts has 139 cities/towns designated as DDAs, while New Hampshire has 32 and Puerto Rico, 51. The only other states with DDAs are Arizona, Florida (2), Oregon (2), Pennsylvania, Texas (3), and Washington (4).


	� Qualified Allocation Plans, applications, and regulations were reviewed for New York, Arizona, Ohio, Georgia, Virginia, Maryland, Illinois, Massachusetts, Texas, Nebraska, North Carolina, California, Florida, Colorado, Pennsylvania, Washington, Missouri, Michigan, and Indiana. These states allocate about two-thirds of the 2001 tax credits nationwide. The scoring preferences, credit setasides, and threshold requirements reflect policy intentions. Of course, the actual outcomes may vary from what policy may intend and the only way to identify the effect to these policy preferences is to identify the actual tax credit projects funded. Generally, when quantitative scoring factors are used, applicants are generally successful in maximizing points when the factors behind the preferences are under their control. Consequently, the determining scoring factors are often those that an applicant cannot control, such as scoring factors that relate to geographical data, such as the percent low income households in a county. Usually, the scoring factors applicants cannot control tend to be more determinative even if their weights are smaller than other factors that applicants can control.


	� Modified jobs are derived by subtracting 1) jobs in the management and information industries — jobs in these industries rarely, if ever, are available to people of modest skill and education levels — and 2) one-fourth of the jobs in the finance industry — while some jobs in this industry are modest jobs, a very high percentage are unavailable to people with modest skill and education levels. These adjustments are made to reflect better the geographical distribution of modest jobs within a metro area. However, these adjustments probably still leave a bias in favor of central cities, i.e., modest jobs in central cities are probably still over-counted.






