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ESTIMATED VOUCHER FUNDING SHORTFALLS IN 2005, 2006 AND 2010 
 

South Carolina 
 

This table displays estimates of cuts in housing voucher assistance under the actual 2005 voucher funding level, the 
Administration's 2006 budget request, and an estimate of the Administration's budget plan for 2010 based on the limited 
information available to the public. i  (Please see the endnotes for the methods used to develop these estimates.)  The 
table below can be read as follows: 

 
“In 2005, [housing agency] will receive [2005 funding shortfall] less fundingii than it needs to support its 

vouchers, causing an estimated [2005 cut in families assisted] low-income families to go without housing assistance.iii  
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 vouchers restored] 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 a further [2010 cut in families assisted below 2005 level].” 
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Aiken HA  815 -$171,898 -32 -$89,681 16 -$1,084,611 -144 

Anderson HA  499 -$87,644 -19 -$46,422 9 -$561,428 -89 

Beaufort 554 -$99,823 -21 -$54,260 10 -$656,224 -99 

Bennettsville HA  64 -$9,715 -2 -$5,606 1 -$67,795 -12 

Charleston County 1,079 -$231,907 -39 -$132,117 17 -$1,597,826 -194 

Charleston HA  1,274 -$261,824 -50 -$134,598 25 -$1,627,833 -225 

Cheraw HA  175 -$21,119 -7 -$10,678 4 -$129,144 -31 

Chester HA  269 -$34,462 -11 -$17,496 5 -$211,597 -47 

Columbia HA  2,994 -$576,987 -116 -$302,662 57 -$3,660,407 -530 

Conway HA  368 -$73,041 -15 -$36,439 8 -$440,697 -64 

Darlington HA  93 -$14,877 -4 -$7,718 2 -$93,347 -16 

Florence HA  615 -$98,750 -24 -$51,791 12 -$626,360 -109 

Fort Mill HA  154 -$31,854 -6 -$15,926 3 -$192,612 -27 

Georgetown HA  163 -$23,212 -6 -$12,741 3 -$154,095 -29 

Greenville HA  2,426 -$466,180 -98 -$234,729 50 -$2,838,831 -426 

Greenwood HA  776 -$120,457 -32 -$60,095 16 -$726,794 -136 
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Greer HA  280 -$42,949 -11 -$21,427 6 -$259,137 -49 

Hartsville HA  210 -$27,176 -8 -$13,797 4 -$166,860 -37 

Lake City HA  211 -$29,504 -7 -$18,162 3 -$219,654 -39 

Lancaster HA  247 -$41,096 -10 -$20,502 5 -$247,952 -43 

Marion HA  153 -$14,230 -5 -$8,666 2 -$104,813 -28 

Marlboro County HA  235 -$30,548 -9 -$16,012 4 -$193,651 -42 

Mullins HA  60 -$7,240 -2 -$3,715 1 -$44,932 -11 

Myrtle Beach HA  674 -$114,581 -23 -$68,352 10 -$826,658 -123 

Newberry HA  235 -$35,474 -9 -$18,801 4 -$227,381 -42 

North Charleston HA  2,002 -$414,308 -76 -$223,729 36 -$2,705,789 -357 

Rock Hill HA  500 -$106,922 -18 -$60,754 8 -$734,759 -90 

SC Regional HA #1 1,372 -$251,059 -55 -$128,495 27 -$1,554,023 -242 

SC Regional HA #3 530 -$103,560 -21 -$52,356 11 -$633,198 -93 

SC State HFA 2,380 -$442,913 -96 -$223,106 49 -$2,698,263 -418 

Spartanburg HA  1,243 -$267,036 -49 -$139,171 24 -$1,683,137 -220 

Sumter HA  855 -$138,257 -34 -$70,597 17 -$853,803 -150 

Union, SC HA  274 -$38,605 -11 -$20,323 5 -$245,782 -49 

York HA  233 -$51,646 -9 -$26,216 5 -$317,054 -41 

South Carolina 24,012 -$4,480,854 -936 -$2,347,139 460 -$28,386,448 -4,249 
 

 
                                                 

i 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 plans to 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 cuts in other programs, or vice versa.  See Appendix, “The Basis for the Estimate that the Budget Would Support 
370,000 Fewer Vouchers in 2010,” http://www.cbpp.org/2-18-05hous-app.htm.  
 
ii 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 vouchers in 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 as in 2005, but that the average cost of these vouchers would rise based on a national average CBO voucher cost inflation 
estimate.  
 
iii 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 agencies took these measures, the reduction in the number of families assisted could be somewhat smaller. 


