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ESTIMATED VOUCHER FUNDING SHORTFALLS IN 2005, 2006 AND 2010

Kansas

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.' 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].”

2010 Administration

2005 Actual Funding 2006 Administration Request | Budget Plan (Estimated)

Cutin
Families
Current Assisted

Number of Cutin Number of Below

Authorized Funding Families Funding Cut Vouchers Funding 2005

Housing Agency Vouchers Shortfall Assisted Shortfall Restored Shortfall Level
Kansas City HA 1,090 -$238,695 -39 -$134,552 18 -$1,627,285 -196
Topeka HA 1,073 -$166,256 -43 -$85,052 21 -$1,028,628 -189
Wichita HA 2,424 -$474,143 -94 -$250,240 45 -$3,026,422 -430
Dodge City sec. 8 voucher 134 -$21,380 -5 -$12,183 2 -$147,341 -24
Atchison HA 32 -$3,927 -1 -$2,187 1 -$26,446 -6
Salina HA 311 -$43,691 -13 -$21,797 7 -$263,609 -54
Great Bend HA 80 -$7,004 -3 -$4,214 1 -$50,963 -15
Olathe HA Voucher Program 322 -$68,114 -13 -$34,229 7 -$413,965 -56
Lawrence/Douglas County HA 591 -$129,520 -24 -$64,615 12 -$781,461 -103
Chanute HA 25 -$2,781 -1 -$2,308 0 -$27,909 -5
Manhattan HA 197 -$32,797 -8 -$16,444 4 -$198,876 -35
Leavenw orth sec. 8 voucher 339 -$55,354 -11 -$33,392 5 -$403,851 -62
Newton sec. 8 voucher 42 -$5,380 -2 -$2,772 1 -$33,526 -7
Hays HA 66 -$7,199 -3 -$3,685 1 -$44,562 -12
Junction City sec. 8 voucher 71 -$9,449 -3 -$4,898 1 -$59,239 -13
Pittsburg sec. 8 vouc her 429 -$51,787 -17 -$26,390 9 -$319,162 -75
Eckan sec. 8 voucher 499 -$62,687 -20 -$31,471 10 -$380,613 -87




2010 Administration

2005 Actual Funding 2006 Administration Request Budget Plan (Estimated)

Cutin
Families
Current Assisted

Number of Cutin Number of Below

_ Authorized Funding Families Funding Cut Vouchers Funding 2005

Housing Agency Vouchers Shortfall Assisted Shortfall Restored Shortfall Level
SEK-CAP Inc. 407 -$42,895 -14 -$26,234 5 -$317,276 -74
Johnson Co. HA 1,367 -$350,590 -55 -$176,627 28 -$2,136,138 -240
Hutchinson HA 222 -$22,298 -9 -$11,698 4 -$141,478 -39
Ford Co. HA 367 -$53,162 -15 -$26,789 -$323,991 -64

So. Central Area Agency sec. 8

voucher 318 -$32,699 -13 -$16,644 6 -$201,294 -56
Riley Co. HA 140 -$16,841 -5 -$9,589 2 -$115,974 -25
Brown Co. PHA 162 -$16,796 -6 -$9,013 3 -$109,005 -29
Sedgwick Co. HA 342 -$52,613 -13 -$27,706 6 -$335,074 -61
Ellis Co. HA 171 -$15,573 -6 -$9,312 2 -$112,622 -31
Kansas 11,221 -$1,983,631 -434 -$1,044,042 211 | -$12,626,708 -1,989

" 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. See Ruth Carlitz, “ Domestic Discretionary Funding Levels For 2006 Through 2010, Detailed Data,”
http://www.cbpp.org/2-15-05bud.htm. We have estimated the 2010 voucher funding level by assuming that the Administration plans
to cut al housing assistance programs proportionately. It is possible that the Administration actually intends to impose larger cutsin
voucher assistance than we estimate and smaller cuts in other programs, or vice versa

i We assume that the amount of funding needed to support an agency’ s vouchers in 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 a national 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.



