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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] Iessfundingji 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].”

2010 Administration Budget Plan
2005 Actual Funding 2006 Administration Request (Estimated)
Cutin
Current Number of Families
Number of Cutin Cut Assisted
_ Authorized Funding Families Funding Vouchers Funding Below 2005
Housing Agency Vouchers Shortfall Assisted Shortfall Restored Shortfall Level

Adams Co. HA 1,330 -$442,357 -54 -$220,685 28 -$2,668,974 -233
Archuleta Co. HA 59 -$16,866 -2 -$8,659 1 -$104,718 -10
Arvada HA 508 -$154,034 -20 -$81,505 9 -$985,722 -90
Aurora HA 1,087 -$428,639 -44 -$213,841 23 -$2,586,209 -190
Boulder 606 -$168,230 -22 -$93,435 10 -$1,130,003 -109
Boulder Co. HA 641 -$218,724 -26 -$109,118 13 -$1,319,678 -112
Brighton HA 212 -$60,148 -9 -$30,101 -$364,048 -37
Center HA 25 -$2,915 -1 -$1,881 -$22,746 -5
CO Dept. of Human
Services 3,054 -$657,345 -118 -$347,737 57 -$4,205,556 -542
CO Division of Housing 2,494 -$689,333 -96 -$364,963 46 -$4,413,884 -443
Colorado Springs 2,065 -$605,721 -83 -$308,576 42 -$3,731,932 -363
Delta HA 226 -$34,607 -9 -$17,265 5 -$208,800 -40
Denver City and Co. 5,231 -$2,011,295 -213 -$1,008,510 109 -$12,196,984 -917
El Paso Co. HA 103 -$24,993 -4 -$13,244 2 -$160,173 -18
Engelwood HA 393 -$140,705 -15 -$72,917 8 -$881,858 -69




2010 Administration Budget Plan

2005 Actual Funding 2006 Administration Request (Estimated)
Cutin
Current Number of Families
Number of Cutin Cut Assisted
Authorized Funding Families Funding Vouchers Funding Below 2005
Housing Agency Vouchers Shortfall Assisted Shortfall Restored Shortfall Level
Fort Collins HA 744 -$202,228 -30 -$102,216 15 -$1,236,204 -131
Fountain HA 238 -$61,930 -9 -$32,633 -$394,662 -42
Garfield Co. HA 434 -$80,224 -16 -$43,655 -$527,965 -77
Grand Junction HA 880 -$170,629 -36 -$85,124 18 -$1,029,493 -154
Greeley 446 -$106,737 -18 -$55,072 9 -$666,041 -79
Jefferson Co. 1,467 -$460,735 -57 -$240,593 28 -$2,909,747 -260
La Junta HA 102 -$14,889 -4 -$7,811 2 -$94,463 -18
Lakewood HA 1,251 -$433,579 -49 -$223,566 25 -$2,703,823 -221
Lamar 107 -$19,128 -4 -$9,714 2 -$117,480 -19
Larimer Co. HA 100 -$9,668 -1 -$13,780 -1 -$166,661 -20
Las Animas HA 124 -$21,546 -5 -$10,749 -$130,000 -22
Littleton HA 288 -$76,020 -11 -$39,911 5 -$482,689 -51
Longmont HA 509 -$158,325 -20 -$80,568 10 -$974,396 -90
Louisville HA 27 -$8,255 -1 -$4,118 1 -$49,805 -5
Loveland 468 -$116,547 -18 -$62,222 9 -$752,515 -83
Manitou Springs 57 -$13,222 -2 -$6,754 1 -$81,686 -10
Montezuma Co. HA 262 -$45,662 -10 -$23,684 5 -$286,441 -46
Montrose Co. HA 178 -$33,507 -7 -$16,716 4 -$202,165 -31
Otero Co. HA 46 -$6,298 -2 -$3,188 1 -$38,559 -8
Pueblo 1,456 -$314,414 -57 -$162,743 28 -$1,968,224 -257
Rocky Ford HA 50 -$9,207 -2 -$4,593 1 -$55,550 -9
Sheridan HA 177 -$57,700 -7 -$29,880 3 -$361,371 -31
Trinidad HA 83 -$14,654 -3 -$8,163 1 -$98,721 -15
Weld Co. 427 -$111,377 -17 -$55,837 9 -$675,292 -75
Colorado 27,955 -$8,202,393 -1,105 -$4,215,725 550 -$50,985,241 -4,931

" 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 afunding 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 cutsin 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 new 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 anationa average CBO voucher cost inflation

estimate.




i All figures in 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.



