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ESTIMATED VOUCHER FUNDING SHORTFALLS IN 2005, 2006 AND 2010

Arizona

Thistable displays estimates of cutsin housing voucher assistance under the actual 2005 voucher funding level, the
Administration's 2006 budget regquest, and an estimate of the Administration's budget plan for 2010 based on the limited
information available to the public.! (Please see the endnotes for the methods used to devel op these estimates.) The

table below can be read as follows:

“In 2005, [housing agency] will receive [2005 funding shortfall] lessfunding' than it needs to support its
vouchers, causing an estimated [2005 cut in families assisted] | ow-income families to go without housing assistance.""'
Under the Administration’s budget for 2006, the funding gap confronting the agency will drop to[2006 funding
shortfall], allowing it to restore temporarily [2006 number of cut vouchersrestored] of the vouchers that were cut in
2005. But estimates based on available information on the Administration’s budget plans through 2010 show the
shortfall widening to approximately [2010 funding shortfall], eliminating all of the vouchers restored in 2006 and
cutting the number of families assisted by afurther [2010 cut in families assisted below 2005 level].”

2006 Administration 2010 Administration

2005 Actual Funding Request Budget Plan (Estimated)

Cut in
Families
Current Number Assisted

Number of Cutin of Cut Below

_ Authorized Funding Families Funding Vouchers Funding 2005

Housing Agency Vouchers Shortfall Assisted Shortfall Restored Shortfall Level
Chandler Housing & Redevelopment Division 480 -$160,603 -20 -$80,123 10 -$969,007 -84
Cochise Co. sec. 8 voucher 404 -$62,064 -16 -$32,799 8 -$396,668 -72
Douglas HA 193 -$29,750 -7 -$15,962 3 -$193,050 -34
Eloy sec. 8 voucher 159 -$34,853 -6 -$17,388 3 -$210,286 -28
Flagstaff HA 333 -$101,757 -13 -$52,169 7 -$630,941 -59
Gila Co. HA 53 -$10,943 -2 -$5,465 1 -$66,091 -9
Glendale sec. 8 voucher 1,054 -$299,572 -42 -$151,740 21 -$1,835,148 -185
Maricopa Co. Housing Dept. 1,599 -$476,389 -65 -$237,663 34 -$2,874,308 -280
Mesa Housing Services 1,422 -$362,372 -56 -$188,903 27 -$2,284,603 -251
Mohave Co. HA 284 -$50,102 -9 -$31,304 -$378,595 -52
Nogales sec. 8 voucher 192 -$29,250 -7 -$16,839 -$203,649 -35
Peoria HA 82 -$23,045 -3 -$12,505 -$151,241 -15
Phoenix Housing Dept. 5,320 -$1,540,408 -215 -$774,862 110 -$9,371,223 -933
Pima Co. 802 -$160,656 -26 -$102,601 10 -$1,240,857 -148
Pinal Co. Division of Housing 584 -$120,852 -21 -$70,045 9 -$847,126 -106
Scottsdale 672 -$203,111 -27 -$102,391 14 -$1,238,321 -118




2006 Administration 2010 Administration

2005 Actual Funding Request Budget Plan (Estimated)

Cut in
Families
Current Number Assisted

Numbe_r of Cutin of Cut Below

_ Authorized Funding Families Funding Vouchers Funding 2005

Housing Agency Vouchers Shortfall Assisted Shortfall Restored Shortfall Level
South Tucson sec. 8 voucher 132 -$30,883 -4 -$19,269 2 -$233,045 -24
State of AZ PHA 59 -$9,812 -2 -$5,515 1 -$66,694 -11
Tempe HA 1,082 -$351,622 -43 -$178,230 22 -$2,155,528 -190
Tucson Community Services 3,789 -$871,472 -149 -$452,658 73 -$5,474,470 -669
Williams HA 47 -$11,140 -2 -$5,994 -$72,487 -8
Winslow HA 128 -$26,905 -5 -$13,655 -$165,147 -22
Yuma Co. Housing Dept. 401 -$79,456 -16 -$39,639 -$479,399 -70
Yuma, City 1,122 -$272,073 -46 -$135,733 24 -$1,641,561 -196
Arizona 20,393 -$5,319,090 -803 -$2,743,449 399 | -$33,179,444 -3,600

" The Administration has released its planned 2010 funding level for a“housing assistance” category that includes the voucher
program, public housing and several other programs taken together, but has not released a funding level for the voucher program

separately. We have estimated the 2010 voucher funding level by assuming that the Administration plansto cut all housing assistance
programs proportionately. It is possible that the Administration actually intends to impose larger cuts in voucher assistance than we
estimate and smaller cutsin other programs, or vice versa. See Appendix, “ The Basis for the Estimate that the Budget Would Support
370,000 Fewer Vouchersin 2010,” http://www.cbpp.org/2-18-05hous-app.htm.

i We assume that the amount of funding needed to support an agency’ s vouchersin 2005 is equal to the agency’ s average voucher cost
in May -July 2004 plus the applicable HUD inflation adjustment, multiplied by the sum of the number of the agency’s vouchersin use
in May -July 2004 and the number of hew vouchers requiring funding that were issued to families losing public housing or other types
of federal housing assistance. In 2006 and 2010 we assumed the agencies would need funding for approximately the same number of
vouchers asin 2005, but that the average cost of these vouchers would rise based on anational average CBO voucher cost inflation
estimate.

i All figuresin the table assume that agencies will respond to funding shortfalls by reducing the number of families assisted.
Agencies also have some limited flexibility to reduce the level of assistance provided per family, for example by shifting rental
burdens onto needy households or reducing the maximum amount of rent a voucher can cover (and therefore limiting the ability of
voucher households to live outside high-poverty neighborhoods in areas that may be safer and with better schools and more job
opportunities). If agenciestook these measures, the reduction in the number of families assisted could be somewhat smaller.




