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WINNERS AND LOSERS UNDER ADMINISTRATION’S 2007 HOUSING VOUCHER FUNDING PLAN

Arkansas

The table below compares estimates of the number of vouchers that would be funded in 2007 under the
Administration’s budget proposal with the number funded in 2006 and the number in use in 2005. Under the

Administration’s plan:

» An estimated 55 housing agencies in Arkansas would be forced to cut assistance to 237 low-
income families in 2007, compared to the number they are able to help in 2000.

When the number of vouchers the Administration is proposing to fund in 2007 is compared to the total
number Congress has authorized agencies to administer (rather than the number funded in 2000), the
shortfalls faced by some agencies ate even deeper:

» At 41 Arkansas housing agencies, 5 percent or more of the vouchers Congress authorized the
agency to issue to needy families would be left unused in 2007 because of inadequate funding.
Statewide, the number of vouchers funded would be 4 percent below the number agencies are

authorized to issue.

Because the Administration has proposed a flawed and inequitable formula for distributing voucher funds
in 2007, these funding shortfalls would occur at the same time that other agencies would receive more
funding than they need to cover vouchers that are funded in 2006. Indeed, if it were distributed more
efficiently, the total amount of funding the Administration requested to renew housing vouchers in 2007
likely would be adequate to cover the vouchers that were funded in 2006 at every agency — averting all of the
cuts below 2006 levels listed in this table. For further information on the potential cuts and other issues

raised by the Administration’s budget proposal, see http:

www.cbpp.org/3-13-06hous.htm.

Actual 2006 Appropriation 2007 Administration Budget Request
Potential
Increase (or Change in Percent of
Loss) in Vouchers Total
Total Vouchers Total Funded Total Authorized
Authorized from 2005 Vouchers from 2006 Vouchers Vouchers
Housing Agency Vouchers! Level? Funded3 Level Funded* Funded’
Arkadelphia Sec. 8 Voucher 194 180 -4 176 91%
Ashley Co. sec. 8 voucher 215 215 4 219 102%
Benton sec. 8 voucher 566 38 565 -9 556 98%
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Actual 2006 Appropriation 2007 Administration Budget Request
Potential
Increase (or Change in Percent of
Loss) in Vouchers Total
Total Vouchers Total Funded Total Authorized
Authorized from 2005 Vouchers from 2006 Vouchers Vouchers
Housing Agency Vouchers! Level? Funded? Level Funded* Funded’
Black River Area Sec. 8 120 6 120 1 121 101%
Blytheville 150 1 105 -1 104 69%
Brinkley City HA 154 38 151 -2 149 97%
Cabot sec. 8 voucher 299 -1 298 -4 294 98%
Calhoun Co. 28 4 26 -1 25 89%
Camden Sec. 8 Voucher 72 -3 63 -1 62 86%
Clarendon HA 25 -5 20 -1 19 76%
Clay Co. Housing dept. 170 17 168 -2 166 98%
Conway County Housing 229 20 229 230 100%
Conway Sec. 8 Voucher 298 2 298 3 301 101%
Crawford Co. sec. 8 voucher 432 66 400 -6 394 91%
Dallas Co. 38 5 33 0 33 87%
Desha Co. sec. 8 voucher 148 6 141 -2 139 94%
DeValls Bluff sec. 8 voucher 54 0 50 -1 49 91%
Dewitt sec. 8 voucher 140 12 128 -2 126 90%
Drew Co. sec. 8 voucher 267 21 266 -3 263 99%
Earle sec. 8 voucher 57 57 4 61 107%
Fayetteville sec. 8 voucher 437 437 -4 433 99%
Fort Smith HA 1,077 33 1,077 59 1,136 105%
Franklin Co. sec. 8 100 -1 96 -1 95 95%
Greene Co. sec. 8 voucher 51 0 51 -1 50 98%
Harrison sec. 8 voucher 507 38 493 -7 486 96%
Hope sec. 8 voucher 180 179 -2 177 98%
Hot Springs 658 626 -9 617 94%
Howard Co. 75 75 82 109%
Hoxie sec. 8 voucher 103 103 0 103 100%
Jacksonville sec. 8 voucher 362 -24 323 -4 319 88%
Johnson Co. sec. 8 150 -6 141 -2 139 93%
Jonesboro Urban Renewal & HA 1,308 -36 1,258 -18 1,240 95%
Lake Village sec. 8 voucher 230 -44 149 -2 147 64%
Lawrence Co. sec. 8 voucher 115 -11 104 -1 103 90%
Layfayette Co. 44 3 41 0 41 93%
Tee Co. sec. 8 voucher 291 9 291 32 323 111%
Little River sec. 8 voucher 50 -11 34 0 34 68%
Little Rock 2,025 63 1,819 -25 1,794 89%
Logan County sec. 8 voucher 123 5 106 -2 104 85%
Lonoke Co. sec. 8 voucher 243 4 214 -3 211 87%
Magnolia 83 3 83 2 85 102%




Actual 2006 Appropriation 2007 Administration Budget Request
Potential
Increase (or Change in Percent of
Loss) in Vouchers Total
Total Vouchers Total Funded Total Authorized
Authorized from 2005 Vouchers from 2006 Vouchers Vouchers
Housing Agency Vouchers! Level? Funded? Level Funded* Funded’

Malvern sec. 8 voucher 124 9 124 9 133 107%
McGeeh sec. 8 voucher 193 15 193 -1 192 99%
Mississippi Co. sec. 8 voucher 450 31 430 -5 425 94%
North Little Rock 1,192 74 1,180 -18 1,162 97%
NW Regional HA 676 11 662 -10 652 96%
Paragould sec. 8 voucher 416 13 393 -6 387 93%
Phillips Co. sec. 8 voucher 403 24 403 -5 398 99%
Pike Co. sec. 8 voucher 62 -2 58 0 58 94%
Pine Bluff Sec. 8 Voucher 789 43 735 -11 724 92%
Polk Co. sec. 8 voucher 125 22 117 -2 115 92%
Pope Co. Public Facilities Board 202 -4 184 -3 181 90%
Prescott sec. 8 voucher 78 4 61 -1 60 77%
Pulaski Co. sec. 8 voucher 301 28 294 -4 290 96%
Russellville sec. 8 voucher 150 9 135 -2 133 89%
Scott Co. sec. 8 voucher 107 8 92 -2 90 84%
Searcy HA 130 1 114 -1 113 87%
Sevier Co. 70 6 70 6 76 109%
Siloam Springs 493 79 487 -6 481 98%
Springdale sec. 8 voucher 141 -4 134 -2 132 94%
St. Francis Co. sec. 8 voucher 588 -3 539 -13 526 89%
Star City sec. 8 voucher 55 0 45 -2 43 78%
Stuttgart sec. 8 voucher 316 17 316 -4 312 99%
Texarkana HA 311 13 308 -4 304 98%
Trumann City Vouchers 144 2 144 0 144 100%
Trumann Poinsett Co. Vouchers 111 0 109 -1 108 97%
Union Co. 393 31 379 -5 374 95%
Walnut Ridge sec. 8 voucher 157 -5 149 -2 147 94%
Warren HA 67 -8 59 -1 58 87%
West Memphis sec. 8 voucher 523 181 523 21 544 104%
White River Regional HA 1,651 0 1,651 94 1,745 106%
Wilson sec. 8 voucher 40 -1 38 -1 37 93%
Wynne HA 232 4 214 -3 211 91%
Yell Co. Public Facilities Board 87 0 80 -2 78 90%

Arkansas 22,645 887 21,633 6 21,639 96%°

! Figures for total authorized vouchers are based on HUD data as of January 2006.




2 Compares number of authorized vouchers funded in 2006 (3rd data column) with number of vouchers actually used in
January — September 2005, based on agency data submitted to HUD. For some agencies, a portion of the increase in
vouchers that can be used in 2006 compared with vouchers leased in 2005 is due to the award of new vouchers during
2005 to replace other federal housing subsidies. These new vouchers were in use in part but not all of 2005.

3 Based on CBPP estimates of funding available to each agency. Includes only vouchers funded up to each agency’s
authorized level, as of January 2006. Assumes each agency's average voucher cost remains level in the last three months
of 2005 and increases at the applicable HUD inflation factor beginning January 1, 2006. Figures for some agencies
include tenant protection vouchers awarded in 2005 and before; because information released by HUD on tenant
protection vouchers is incomplete, the actual number of such vouchers is somewhat uncertain.

* Based on CBPP estimates of funding each agency would receive under the proposed formula and of likely per unit
costs in 2007. Does not include renewal of tenant protection vouchers that will be awarded in 2000, as these
approximately 26,000 vouchers cannot be allocated to the agency level in advance of award. Our estimates assume that
these additional vouchers will be renewed, subject to the same proration as other renewal funding.

5 Under HUD’s SEMAP performance measurement system, agencies that use fewer than 95 percent of their authorized
vouchers are considered deficient performers. These figures compate the funding available in 2007 under the
President’s request to renew vouchers that were authorized as of January 2006 (listed in the first data column). Under
the Administration’s proposal and our estimates, vouchers awarded subsequent to January 2006 also would receive
renewal funding through calendar year 2007, subject to the same proration as other renewal funding.

¢ The statewide percentage of authorized vouchers funded compares the total number of vouchers renewed in 2007 to
the total number authorized in 2006. If some agencies in the state are funded for more than 100 percent of their
authorized vouchers, the statewide percentage understates the shate of authorized vouchers left unfunded in particular
communities.



