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ADVOCATE
Contains Significant Relief for Small Rural 
Agencies 

On January 13, HUD’s proposed rule (https://bit.
ly/2KBXFN0) outlining a new physical inspec-
tion protocol was published in the Federal 
Register. The National Standards for the Physi-
cal Inspection of Real Estate (NSPIRE) will be 

the foundation for assessing the quality of housing assisted by 
the federal government. For several years, the Department has 
been evaluating various aspects of its main inspection models 
(HQS and UPCS) and this proposed rule is one part of the 
“effort across HUD to revise the way HUD-assisted housing is 
inspected and evaluated.” Comments to the proposed rule are 
due March 15, 2021. 

Through its evaluation, HUD found what housing author-
ities and other stakeholders have been experiencing since the 
start of REAC two decades ago: “a disproportionate emphasis 
around the appearance of items that are otherwise safe and 
functional.” The new model is aimed at prioritizing resident 
health and safety, particularly in the unit rather than areas 
external to the unit. PHADA has participated in discussions 
with HUD since the public unveiling of the plan to reform UPCS 
inspection and appreciates the Department’s proactive outreach 
and open communications to all stakeholders. 

In the proposed rule, HUD does several things. First, it 
consolidates all regulations concerning housing inspections 
and quality in consecutive sections of the Federal Register. 
Currently, these regulations are dispersed across various 
parts of 24 CFR. Second, the rule attempts to align inspection 
programs, quality standards, and terminology across HUD 
programs within statutory limits. The proposed rule does not 
outline the standards, procedures, and scoring methodologies 
which will be implemented; those are being refined through the 
NSPIRE demonstration and according to HUD staff, a notice 
will be published in the coming weeks providing an opportunity 
for public comment. Third, it implements significant regulatory 
relief for small rural HAs, pursuant to statutory changes from 
2018’s Economic Growth and Recovery, Regulatory Relief and 
Consumer Protection Act (Economic Growth Act).  

Regulatory Consolidation 
The various “policies related to the frequency of inspections, 
the method of appealing results, and the actors responsible for 

Proposed Rule on Inspections and Conditions 
of HUD Housing Published 

See “Proposed Inspections Rule” continued on page 11

•  Apply a “safe, habitable dwellings” standard across 
all HUD programs.

•  Mandate annual self-inspections for multifamily 
housing projects. 

•  Establish new processes for HUD to enforce health 
and safety requirements. 

•  Mandate that HUD publish inspection standards 
and scoring methodologies in the Federal Register 
at least once every three years. 

•  Reduce administrative burden on small rural HAs.

The NSPIRE Proposed Rule Would: 

conducting inspections” will be consolidated at 24 CFR 5.703 
where standards will be outlined. This section will formalize 
the proposed “Inside,” “Outside,” and “Unit” inspectable area 
framework that has been a foundational concept in the NSPIRE 
demonstration. Generally speaking, the proposed regulation 
provides more of an overview of the inspectable areas than 
the current regulation. However, the regulation for unit (the 
proposed § 5.703(d)) follows the model of the existing regula-
tion in some of the requirements of units, to include drinking 
water, bathroom facilities, and smoke detectors. The proposed 
regulation does add the following required components to the 
unit: smoke detectors, living room, kitchen area, and for the 
HCV and PBV programs, the requirement that there must be 
one sleeping area for every two individuals and that children of 
the opposite sex (except for the very young) cannot be required 
to share the same bedroom.  

There is also an important discussion around the require-
ments for water in units. The current regulation states “the 
dwelling unit must have hot and cold running water, including 
an adequate source of potable water,” while the proposed rule 
would require “…an adequate source of safe and potable water” 
(emphasis added). HUD states that “safe” in the context of water 
will defined by future regulations and the asks the public for 
suggestions in how HUD should craft such a definition. Ques-
tions posed include “How should HUD monitor whether water 
is safe?” and “What elements should be reviewed during the 
physical inspection to determine water safety?” These ques-

https://bit.ly/2KBXFN0
https://bit.ly/2KBXFN0
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PHADA held its 2021 Commissioners Confer-
ence virtually on January 11-12. The meeting 
was supposed to be conducted in Orlando, 
but obviously an in-person conference was 
not possible at this time. While we would 
have preferred to be in Florida, the confer-
ence was successful with more than 500 
registrants who participated in separate 
commissioner and staff tracks. PHADA was 
pleased to be able to provide this meeting to 
members at no cost. 

We held a number of timely sessions including our policy staff 
laying out the incoming Biden Administration priorities for the new 
session of Congress that just began. Some of the other topics included 
the latest on REAC physical inspections and NSPIRE, and CARES Act 
legal and reporting issues. All of the materials from the conference, 
including the PowerPoint slides and zoomcast recordings are available 
on PHADA's website at: http://bit.ly/3o9Anfk. 

Officer Nominations
One of the organizational parts of the meeting included the convening 
of a Nominating Committee to select the various officer candidates for 
terms that will begin with our Annual Convention in mid-May. The 
committee was chaired by former President John Clarke (New Bruns-
wick, NJ) and it selected the individuals listed below. Other PHADA 
Trustees that are interested in running for officer positions may seek 
to do so by petitioning to get on the ballot that will be distributed to 
Trustees in the spring. Under the Bylaws, petitions must include the 
signatures of at least 10 PHADA members in good standing and be 
submitted no later than March 17, 2021. Petitions should be submitted 
with a letter accepting the nomination and sent to PHADA, 511 Capi-
tol Court, NE, Washington, DC 20002 (Attention of Timothy Kaiser, 
Assistant Secretary). Questions concerning the procedures may be 
directed to Mr. Kaiser at: 202-546-5445, or email: tkaiser@phada.org.

 
President – David Northern Sr., AL  
Senior Vice President – Mark Gillett, OK
Vice President, Housing – Brian Gage, OH
Vice President, Legislative – Josh Meehan, NH
Vice President, Professional Development – Peg Barkley, IL
Vice President, Membership – Anne Smith, IL
Secretary – Tyrone Garrett, DC 
Treasurer – Sheri Lee, KY
 
When the new PHADA President’s term begins in May, the asso-

ciation will reconstitute all of its committees and there will be ten 
additional presidential appointments to PHADA’s Board of Trustees. I 
encourage all interested members to get involved – we need your input 
and participation. Please feel free to contact me, PHADA’s Washington 
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See “President’s Forum” continued on page 4
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Moving to Work Moves Forward
HUD Selects Agencies for MTW Expansion 
Cohort 1 

On January 14, 2021, HUD announced the selection of 30 public 
housing agencies to be participants in the MTW Expansion Cohort 
1 – MTW Flexibility for small agencies. This cohort will evaluate 
overall effects of MTW flexibility on a public housing agency and the 
residents it serves. Cohort 1 is limited to PHAs with 1,000 or fewer 
aggregate public housing and HCV units. 

Congratulations to PHADA members (in bold) and others 
selected for Cohort 1 of the MTW Expansion! 
•  Auburn Housing Authority, AL, Shirley Witten, ED. 
•  Sheffield Housing Authority, AL, Sharon Tolbert, ED. 
•  Ozark Housing Commission, AL, Dannie Walker, CEO. 
•  Fayetteville Housing Authority, AR, Angela Belford, ED. 
•  City of Pomona Housing Authority, CA, George Montano, ED. 
•  Solano County Housing Authority, CA, Bill Emlen, ED. 
•  Brighton Housing Authority, CO, Joseph Espinosa, ED. 
•  Housing Authority of New Smyrna Beach, FL, Theresa Pope, ED. 
•  Housing Authority of Newnan, GA, Sandra Strozier, ED. 
•  Housing Authority of the City of Pocatello, ID, Sunny Shaw, ED. 
•  Ruston Housing, LA, F. Woodrow Whittington, ED. 
•  Rockville Housing Enterprises, MD, Jessica Anderson, ED. 
•  Housing and Redevelopment Authority of Hibbing, MN,  

Jacqueline Prescott, ED. 
•  Kandiyohi County Housing and Redevelopment Authority 

and McLeod County Housing and Redevelopment Authority, 
MN, Jill Bengston, ED. 

•  Washington County Community Development Agency, MN, 
Melissa Taphorn, ED. 

•  Ripley County Public Housing Agency, MO, Crystal Jones, ED. 
•  Robeson County Housing Authority, NC, Niakeya Jones Cooper, ED. 
•  Dover Housing Authority, NH, Allan Krans, ED. 
•  Township of Neptune Housing Authority, NJ, Bart Cook, ED. 
•  Pleasantville Housing Authority, NJ, Vernon Lawrence, ED. 
•  Housing Authority of Cheraw, SC, Clamentine Elmore, ED. 
•  Housing Authority of Fort Mill, SC, Connie Howard, ED. 
•  Maryville Housing Authority, TN, Nancy Burnette, ED. 
•  Housing Authority of Travis County, TX, Patrick Howard, ED. 
•  Rosenberg Housing Authority, TX, Kimberly Brown, ED. 
•  Bristol Redevelopment and Housing Authority, VA, Lisa Porter, ED. 
•  Harrisonburg Redevelopment and Housing Authority, VA, 

Michael Wong, ED. 
•  Brattleboro Housing Authority, VT, Christine Hazzard, ED. 
•  Randolph County Housing Authority, WV, Karen Jacobson, ED. 

HUD Invites Applications for MTW Expansion 
Cohorts 3 and 4 

On January 7, 2021, HUD issued two Notices requesting applications 
from public housing agencies (PHAs) for participation in the Moving 
To Work (MTW) Demonstration Program. 

Notice PIH 2021-2 (https://bit.ly/3sLg1fL) provides eligibility 

and application requirements for Cohort 3 – Work Requirements. 
Notice PIH 2021-3 (https://bit.ly/2Y1spu0) provides eligibility 

and application requirements for Cohort 4 – Landlord Incentives. 

Eligibility and Selection Processes 
For both cohorts, eligible agencies are those that meet the following 
criteria: 
•  Administration of no more than 27,000 aggregate public housing 

and/or HCV units. 
•  Designation as High Performer under PHAS or SEMAP. 
•  Is not troubled under PHAS or SEMAP. 
•  Has not previously been designated as an MTW agency and is 

not participating in the Mobility Demonstration. 
•  Meets other technical requirements for on-time reporting, 

submissions, and compliance. 

PHAs can request a pre-application eligibility determination. Such 
requests are due by April 16, 2021. 

The selection process is also similar. Eligible agencies that submit 
a complete application will be entered into a lottery for participation. 
HUD anticipates selecting 10 agencies for Cohort 3, and about 30 
for Cohort 4. Full and complete applications are due to HUD on 
August 8, 2021. Because of a required and lengthy public participation 
process, those agencies considering an application should begin their 
preparations soon! 

Cohort 3 – Work Requirement 
Selected agencies will be required to work closely with both their 
communities and researchers to develop and implement a work 
requirement policy. For research purposes, the policy MUST include 
a random assignment mechanism (assistance to be provided) to 
measure the outcomes of the policy. The primary measurement will 
be if the income of those households subject to a work requirement 
increases more than the income of those households without such a 
requirement. To ensure the validity of the research, many other MTW 
waivers will not be available to Cohort 3 agencies through the 5-year 
research period. RAD conversions to PBRA are also restricted during 
the research period. HUD emphasizes the importance of community 
participation and includes significant resident and public participa-
tion requirements in preparing the application documents. They also 
note that it is likely to take 18 months to finalize and implement a 
work requirement policy as part of the MTW expansion Cohort 3. 
Agencies interested in this initiative may want to review the recent 
HUD PD&R Cityscape article on Designing an Alternative Rent Policy. 

Cohort 4 – Landlord Incentives 
Selected agencies will be required to implement at least two of the 
HUD-identified landlord incentive policies. These include waivers from 
the MTW Operations Notice Appendix 1 such as 2.a. and b. relating to 
payment standards, 4. a.-c. on vacancy loss, damage claims, and incentive 
payments for new landlords, as well as 5. a. and d. regarding inspections. 
(The Federal register version of the Operations Notice can be found at: 
http://bit.ly/3bW1p5d. A simplified format version of the notice and 
appendices in two parts can be found at: https://bit.ly/2MfMPN4, and 

https://bit.ly/3sLg1fL
https://bit.ly/2Y1spu0
http://bit.ly/3bW1p5d
https://bit.ly/2MfMPN4
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at: https://bit.ly/2NsOtvD.) Two additional waivers are available only to 
participants in Cohort 4: a waiver of the initial inspection requirement, 
and adoption of a front-end vacancy loss payment. Additional landlord 
initiatives not requiring waivers are also encouraged, and agencies may 
also request agency-specific waivers. 

While final research details are not yet available, the evaluation 
period is projected at 4 years. Like the other MTW Cohorts, substan-
tial resident and public participation requirements are in place, and 
some MTW waivers are restricted during the evaluation period. In 
the case of landlord incentives, the research 
will look at a control group of non-selected 
agencies measuring key landlord indica-
tors. This will likely mean significantly less 
research restriction than the work require-
ments cohort. Non-selected PHAs will be 
expected to cooperate with researchers in 
providing information on landlords and units, 
as well as occasional surveys or interviews, to 
supplement the control group data HUD will 
collect from PIC and VMS. 

Flexibility, with Restrictions 
Agencies selected for MTW expansion cohorts 
are required to develop and implement an 
identified policy, as indicated for each cohort. 
Participating agencies will also have access to 
the broad range of waivers listed in the MTW Operations Notice Appen-
dix I and may request agency specific waivers. However, depending on the 
expansion cohort, some waivers are restricted for at least the identified 
evaluation period. None of the expansion cohorts will have access to the 
full flexibility afforded to some of the legacy MTW agencies. 

PHADA’s previous coverage of the MTW Operations Notice can 
be found at: http://bit.ly/39482CO. More information on the MTW 
Expansion can be found at the MTW Expansion page of HUD’s web-
site (http://bit.ly/2Y5ovQU). 

HUD Releases Revised Form 50900, Annual 
Plan and Reporting Requirements for Legacy 
MTW Agencies 

On January 15, 2021, HUD published a 30-Day Notice of Proposed 
Information Collection for the HUD Form 50900: Elements for the 
Annual Moving to Work Plan and Annual Moving to Work Report. 
This form applies only to the 39 existing MTW Agencies and does not 
apply to agencies selected for the MTW Expansion Cohorts. 

Initially introduced along with the Standard MTW Agreement 
in 2007, the Plan and Report requirements have been debated and 
discussed by HUD and MTW Agencies ever since. To quote the notice: 

“Revisions are being made to this Form 50900 to improve its usability 
and to address minor issues identified by HUD and the 39 legacy MTW 
PHAs over time, including the following: (1) Simplification of informa-
tion submitted annually by the PHA. (2) Clarification and reimagining 
of the information to be reported, annually, that will lead to the ability 
to ‘‘tell the story’’ of the Moving to Work demonstration as a whole. 
(3) Addition of language regarding unspent Operating and Voucher 
Reserves to increase the transparency locally and the planned use of 

the funds. (4) Support and increase local communities’ knowledge 
and understanding of the MTW Program by requiring the inclusion 
of the PHA’s Hardship Policy as an appendix to the MTW Annual Plan. 

The HUD–50900 has been updated to reflect the public 
comments received during the 60-day Federal Register 
public comment period. These updates include removing the 
proposed performance metrics and reinserting the previous 
standard metrics, requiring the inclusion of an MTW PHA’s 

hardship policy and the inclusion of addi-
tional financial information for program-
matic reporting purposes.

The introduction of standard metrics 
which must be measured and reported based 
upon the type of initiative have been a matter 
of dispute between MTW agencies and HUD 
since their introduction. However, in order to 
be able to collect data and evaluate the MTW 
program and initiative overall, HUD has 
been insistent on this matter, even when the 
standard metrics do not reflect the purposes 
for which the agency adopted the initiative. 
Standard metrics run counter to the de-reg-
ulation and local responsiveness elements of 
the Moving To Work Demonstration concept, 

but as MTW has drawn more attention, both HUD and Congress have 
been pushing back against that level of local control on the use of federal 
funds. Utilizing a different agreement and different planning and report-
ing metrics for the expansion agencies solidifies this focus on reporting 
and quantitative research studies, moving away from the de-regulation 
and local control that is a prominent feature of the original program. 

HUD MTW staff and leadership continue to work with MTW 
agencies and industry groups to improve the planning, reporting, and 
evaluation functions for MTW agencies while balancing the goals of 
local control with the goals of efficient and measurable use of federal 
resources. This latest update of the form 50900 responds to public 
comments and rejects proposed changes to the standard metrics and 
carries forward the standard metrics and other major components of 
the prior version without substantive or fundamental changes. Addi-
tional comments can be submitted until February 16, 2021. 

PHADA will continue to work with HUD and Congress to maxi-
mize local control while ensuring compliance with federal mandates 
and accountable use of federal funds, for MTW agencies, expansion 
MTW agencies, and all public housing authorities. n

Utilizing a different 
agreement and different 
planning and reporting 
metrics for the expansion 
agencies solidifies this 
focus on research studies 
and reporting, moving away 
from the deregulation 
and local control that is  
a prominent feature of 
the original program. 

office or any of the Board members listed on page 2 for more information. 

New Member Service – Housing Industry News from Around 
the Country 
With the start of the new year, we decided to offer a new member 
service that you will receive on a regular basis. Housing and industry 
related news clippings curated by our Washington staff will be sent 

“President’s Forum” continued from page 2

https://bit.ly/2NsOtvD.
http://bit.ly/39482CO
http://bit.ly/2Y5ovQU
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HUD’s AFFH Regulation: States, Localities, and Housing 
Authorities
Since enactment of the 1968 Fair Housing Act (FHA), HUD has been 
responsible for affirmatively furthering the purposes of the act and 
assuring that its local and state partners also take steps to do so. 
In its Fair Housing Planning Guide, most recently revised in 1996, 
HUD described the implementation and oversight steps it had taken 
to fulfill its obligations. 

In, “Devolving Fair Housing Planning,” while HUD asserts that, 
“Its failures to do so have come most dramatically when that policy is 
not embraced or is actively resisted by local communities,” it acknowl-
edges, “However, we also know that the Department itself has not, for 
a number of reasons, always been successful in ensuring results that 
are consistent with the Act.” This first section of the Guide Concludes, 

“Will devolution work? Will it be effective in addressing the fair hous-
ing problems in a community? HUD is committed to working with 
communities to make the process and the results real. The commit-
ment the local communities bring to the task will tell the tale.”

Those questions were answered emphatically 15 years later by the 
Government Accountability Office’s 2010 report entitled, “Housing 
and Community Grants: HUD Needs to Enhance its Requirements 
and Oversight of Entitlement Jurisdictions’ Fair Housing Plans.” 
The GAO reported that HUD was preparing changes to regulations 
governing AFFH compliance but also observed that, “what the regu-
lation will ultimately entail, or when it will be completed is unclear.” 
The content and impact of amended AFFH regulations remain incom-
plete and unclear 10 years after the report’s publication.

HUD’s Efforts to Amend AFFH Regulations
In 2013, HUD published a proposed AFFH rule and started to develop 
data and forms to use preparing Assessments of Fair Housing (AFHs) 
that would replace Analyses of Impediments (AIs). In 2015, HUD 
published a final AFFH rule and the forms and data required for 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Emergency Shelter 
Grant (ESG) Home Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) and 
Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS (HOPWA) grantees to 
complete an AFH. The department also published the form and a 
small part of the data necessary for HAs to use for AFH preparation. 

The final form and data for states and insular areas had not been 
published when HUD announced it was suspending AFFH rule imple-
mentation in 2016 and withdrawing AFH forms. Finally, in 2020, HUD 
published a revised final AFFH rule effectively eliminating previously 
published standards for submitting AFHs to HUD. During the 14 
months the AFFH rule was effective, HUD reports receiving 49 AFHs 
involving 103 program participants including 47 HAs. One regional 
AFH involved 19 HAs.

Public Housing, HAs, AIs, and AFHs 
HUD’s AI requirement and its Fair Housing Planning Guide mentioned 
public housing or HAs twice as sources of information needed for local-
ities to conduct AIs but imposed no requirement for HAs to partici-
pate in that process. HUD’s revised AFFH rule imposed a new burden 
on HAs to conduct their own AFHs, collaborate with an entitlement 
jurisdiction (their local jurisdiction or their state), or collaborate in a 
regional AFH. For the first time since 1968, HUD would require HAs 
to conduct fair housing planning and submit plans to HUD.

PHADA’s Responses to HUD’s Proposed AFH Requirements 
and Forms
PHADA has submitted detailed comments raising serious concerns 
from publication of a proposed AFFH rule from 2013, through the 
publication of a Data and Mapping Tool and AFH forms. While 
expressing support for the FHA, the AFFH requirement, and regular 
submissions of AFHs to HUD for its oversight, PHADA objected to 
burdensome requirements for assessments of policy areas over which 
HAs exercised no authority or control and for analyses involving geog-
raphies in which they did not operate. In addition, since the contents 
and structures of forms for use by different program participants 
were quite similar, PHADA has commented on all proposed forms (for 
CDBG, HOME, HOPWA and ESG recipients; and states and insular 
areas), objecting to the overly burdensome and inappropriate require-
ments HUD announced. Many of PHADA’s comments paralleled those 
of officials and advocacy organizations that spoke specifically for 
non-HA program participants.

to you a few times a month. The first edition went out on January 
20. We hope you find this new complimentary service helpful and 
informative and would appreciate your feedback. 

 
Help PHADA Build Two Important Resources
PHADA is in the process of building a library of best practices for HAs 
to address racial equity issues. Please share any videos, articles, TED 
Talks, position papers, research articles, etc. that have been helpful 
to your organization on these issues. If you have, or plan to train 
your staff on racial inequity, and know knowledgeable trainers and/or 
training programs, please share this information. If you have already 
begun the organizational work to identify inequitable outcomes of 
policies and programs, please share your process, progress, results, 

and potential resolutions. In short, any and all best practices, strate-
gies, multimedia that you are aware of is helpful. 

In addition, the Member Spotlight page on PHADA’s website is a 
chance for you to highlight your agency’s achievements serving your 
residents through stories, images and videos, and policy examples. 
Many HAs have undertaken major redevelopment under RAD or 
through other methods. Help us publicize this positive news through 
your “before and after” photos. We want to showcase your successes 
so that more of your colleagues, HUD officials, media, and congressio-
nal staff will have an opportunity to learn about all of the important 
work HAs are doing around the country. 

Please provide this information to our Director of Communica-
tions, Blake Stenning at: bstennning@phada.org. Thank you.  n
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PHADA’s Position
Since 2017, PHADA has urged HUD to modify its AFH requirements 
to the following:
•  Preserve and improve the AFFH Data and Mapping Tool.
•  Eliminate the need to address policy issues outside HAs’  

authority or influence (the quality of local public education, the 
availability and adequacy of public transportation, local land use 
and zoning regulation, the location and access to employment 
and commercial hubs).

•  Eliminate the requirement for a regional assessment of fair 
housing issues in geographies where program participants have 
no authority or decision-making influence making.

•  Eliminate the requirement for HAs to prepare AFHs independent 
of their local jurisdiction or their state, and instead require that 
HAs participate fully and appropriately in AFH development by 
localities or states.

•  Include public participation processes for AFH preparation in 
Consolidated Plan participation processes.

Responses by States and Entitlement Jurisdictions
Associations advocating on behalf of local and state governments have 
also been actively commenting on HUD’s AFH proposals. HUD has 
received thousands of comments on rules, tools, forms and formats 
between 2013 and 2020, and so PHADA has not endeavored to assess 
the contents of comments from local and state jurisdictions. However, 
the National Association of State Housing Authorities (NCSHA), the 
National Association of Counties (NACo), the National Conference 
of Mayors, and a group of 22 state Attorneys General have submit-
ted comment letters to HUD that express concerns parallel to those 
raised by PHADA.

States’ Attorneys’ General
Signed by 22 elected officials, the Attorneys General (AGs) letter is 
the most thorough and well documented comprehensive critique 
of HUD’s 2020 proposed rule. The letter concludes that since the 
authors found the proposed rule and the rulemaking processes ille-
gitimate, and that the proposal, “contravenes the very purpose of the 
FHA,” HUD should rescind the proposal. As for HAs, the AG’s letter 
critiques the proposal’s elimination of any AFFH accountability for 
these program participants. PHADA argued that HAs should partici-
pate fully in preparation of a locality’s or a state’s AFH.

The United States Conference of Mayors
In a more succinct but much less detailed letter, the Conference of 
Mayors expressed concern that the 2015 rule imposed the same kind 
of burden on large jurisdictions with sizable CDBG resources and on 
small communities with minimal CDBG grants. While the Conference 
expressed support for HUD’s 2015 final rule, it remained, “open to 
change in the rule that will allow smaller communities to implement 
without undue administrative burdens.”

The National Council of State Housing Authorities
The NCSHA was more supportive of HUD’s proposal than the AGs 
were, but the Council still had significant concerns and suggestions 
for changes. Expressing agreement with some efforts to streamline 
the AFFH rule, NCSHA wrote that comparing the 2015 final rule 
and the 2020 proposed rule, “HUD has gone from one extreme to 
another.” The Council urged the department to continue to engage 
with program participants to develop more moderate means to 
achieve the FHA’s goals with more pragmatic approaches.

National Association of Counties
NACo made three recommendations for substantive changes to 
HUD’s 2020 proposed rule. First, the AFH process should align with 
goals of the FHA, and HUD’s proposal fails to do so. Second, HUD’s 
guidance should provide grantees with clear expectations and stan-
dards without being overly burdensome. Third, HUD’s oversight must 
be fair and equitable, replacing elements of its oversight system with 
elements that recognize each grantees resources and jurisdictional 
authority. The association urged HUD to revise its proposal and 
publish a second proposed rule for comment.

PHADA’s Next Steps
Elements of the comments from AGs, the Conference of Mayors, 
NCSHA, and NACo parallel several of the points that PHADA has 
made concerning HUD’s AFFH rulemaking between 2013 and 2020. 
PHADA presumes that HUD will move to reimplement what had been 
in place in 2015, complete its development of the data and mapping 
tool, and complete the development of forms for use by states and 
insular areas. The association expects to discuss future comments 
and approaches to AFFH with other associations and endeavor to 
develop future detailed positions and comments that reinforce the 
associations common concerns.  n

HUD Issues New Demo/Dispo Notice
Provides Additional Opportunities for RAD/ 
Section 18 Blends 

On January 19, 2021, the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment (HUD) issued PIH Notice 2021-07 on the subject of, “Demo-
lition and/or disposition of public housing property, eligibility for 
tenant-protection vouchers, and associated requirements.” The 
notice supersedes and replaces PIH Notice 2018-04. The purpose 
of the notice is to explain application requirements to request HUD 
approval to demolish and/or dispose of public housing property under 

Section 18 of the U.S. Housing Act of 1937 and related Tenant Protec-
tion Voucher eligibility for such actions. According to the Department 
the notice has been updated to provide more options for projects 
using a combination of Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) and 
Section 18. 

The most significant changes in the guidance can be found in 
the section titled “Comprehensive Rehabilitation or Replacement 
through Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD)” related to justifi-

See “Demo/Dispo Notice” continued on page 12
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Editor's note: Since this article went to print, the appropriations and relief bill became law and includes the long fought for guaranteed 4% rate for the 
low income housing tax credit. Novogradac estimates that this will lead to the preservation or creation of 130,000 additional affordable units.

Tax Credits in the Housing 
Authority World: Opportunities 
and Challenges
ARLENE CONN, PUBLIC HOUSING AUTHORITIES DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION 

The low-income housing tax credit (LIHTC) has been critical to 
public housing authorities (PHAs) to address preservation, 
development and redevelopment goals. 

To achieve these goals, LIHTCs complement other 

programs created by Congress and administered 

by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD), including Moving to Work 

(MTW), the Choice Neighborhoods Initiative (CNI) 

and the Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD). 

PHAs use these programs and LIHTCs to address a 

variety of objectives:

• preservation of existing public housing through

recapitalization,

• demolition and redevelopment where needs

extend beyond rehabilitation,

• neighborhood revitalization if needs extend

beyond a public housing site,

• demolition and production of replacement

housing at alternative locations, and

• production of special needs housing.

Legislative Needs
Chronically inadequate appropriations have 

created the need for LIHTCs to partially address 

capital shortfall. The Public Housing Authorities 

Directors Association (PHADA), a nonprofit 

association representing approximately 1,900 

agencies, provided analysis to support the Housing 

is Infrastructure Act of 2019, which calls for $70 

billion in public housing capital funding. This 

legislation, together with the provisions proposed 

in the Affordable Housing Credit Improvement Act 

(which PHADA also supports), were rolled into a 

$1.5 trillion infrastructure package, the Moving 

Forward Act, that was approved by the House of 

Representatives in 2020.

PHADA is hopeful that the administration 

of president-elect Joe Biden will support an 

infrastructure package to address the capital backlog. 

While this investment in long-neglected public 

Journal of Tax CreditsTM

Insights On Affordable Housing, Community Development, Historic Preservation, Renewable Energy and Opportunity Zones
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housing would certainly relieve pressure on LIHTCs 

to preserve public housing, the credits would continue 

to be an important tool for redevelopment efforts and 

for production of incremental units. PHADA supports a 

LIHTC set-aside for deals undertaken directly by PHAs 

or by their development partners.

Moving to Work
MTW, where authorized, provides regulatory relief 

and fungibility of funds, which in turn allows PHAs 

to convert voucher rent subsidies into gap funding 

in development deals, often where LIHTCs are used. 

Production of hard units, as opposed to tenant-based 

subsidies, is particularly helpful in areas with a limited 

supply of decent private-market rental housing, where 

HUD’s fair market rent limits fall short of the market, 

or where high levels of housing discrimination exist. 

Only a limited number of PHAs have full MTW authority. 

Currently authorized expansion of the program 

offers limited benefits and is therefore inadequate for 

development efforts. PHADA would like to see the full 

authority of MTW extended to all agencies. 

RAD
Lacking adequate funding and flexibility, many PHAs 

have found RAD to be a highly effective tool for making 

capital improvements to public housing. According 

to Thomas R. Davis, the director of HUD’s Office of 

Recapitalization for Multifamily Housing Programs, 

PHAs in 47 states and the District of Columbia have 

converted 141,648 public housing units through 1,300 

transactions. Of these converted units, 61,292 received 

LIHTCs (together with 11,210 non-RAD LIHTC units 

in those same transactions), securing $7.29 billion in 

LIHTC equity.

“PHAs have done an incredible job leveraging RAD 

and securing funds to improve living conditions for 

residents,” Davis said. “Housing credit equity has 

been a major part of this picture, particularly for the 

properties in need of the deepest levels of investment.”

Notwithstanding the successes, concerns with 

RAD include:

• The RAD cap of 455,000 units does not allow all 

PHAs to participate for all units.

• RAD is not feasible for all PHA properties because 

the executive branch and Congress have insisted 

on cost neutrality, which means that RAD rents are 

established using only funding available at time of 

conversion. 

• Adequate RAD rents (to cover operating expenses, 

debt service and reserves) require adequate funding, 

but historically appropriations have failed to address 

needs, particularly for the Capital Fund.
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Image: Courtesy of HomeTrack
The Brentwood high-rise in Baltimore was renovated through the RAD 
program. Financing also included 4% low-income housing tax credits 
and Federal Housing Administration 221(d)(4) financing.

Image: Courtesy of HomeTrack
The Housing Authority of Baltimore City in Maryland is undertaking a 
multi-phased revitalization of its Barclay neighborhood.
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• If all public housing were converted through RAD, 

the Section 8 budget would expand exponentially, 

creating risk of inadequate Congressional 

appropriations.

• LIHTCs need to be available for RAD deals on a 

predictable basis to recapitalize public housing 

over a defined period; uncertainty inhibits 

comprehensive planning and a strategic approach. 

Choice Neighborhoods Initiative 
CNI has proven to be an effective, albeit extremely 

underfunded, tool to address neighborhoodwide 

distress that goes beyond the boundaries of a public 

housing development and also goes beyond the 

physical condition of housing stock to address a range 

of socioeconomic issues in a holistic way. The initiative 

has built upon and dramatically expanded the scope 

of transformation sought and achieved under HOPE 

VI. LIHTCs have been critical under both programs. 

The greatest challenge of CNI is that only a handful of 

projects are funded each year.

Other Neighborhood Revitalization
PHAs have undertaken targeted transformation 

efforts, without CNI awards, to address widespread 

neighborhood decline, including distressed public and 

FHA insured housing, deteriorated private unassisted 

stock and inadequate community amenities. Some PHAs 

have collaborated with their municipalities and state 

housing finance agencies to cobble together resources, 

including LIHTCs and tax-exempt bonds, municipal 

bonds, Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 

and HOME funds, Housing Choice Vouchers, RAD, and, 

where authorized, MTW funds. 

Case Studies in Two Very Different Cities
Baltimore, Maryland
The Housing Authority of Baltimore City selected 

Telesis Corporation, a Washington, D.C.,-based 

developer, to serve as master planner and developer 

for the multiphased revitalization effort in the 

Barclay neighborhood. Barclay was a severely 

distressed community with high levels of vacancy and 

abandonment, including a failed FHA development, 

underoccupied, scattered public housing in need of 

major capital repairs, city foreclosed vacant structures 

and trash-strewn lots. Despite the challenges, there 

were key strengths, including a motivated community 

and a strategic location between Penn Station, Johns 

Hopkins Hospital, Johns Hopkins University and the 

downtown/inner harbor area. 

A range of public and private resources have been used, 

including LIHTCs and new markets tax credits, CDBG, 

city bonds and MTW funding. The RAD program, 4% 

LIHTCs and FHA 221(d)(4) financing were used in the 
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Image: Courtesy of HomeTrack
2000 Greenmount Ave. in Baltimore, Maryland.

Image: Courtesy of Hometrack
2001 Barclay St. in Baltimore, Maryland.
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$15 million renovation of the 150-unit Brentwood high-

rise, which houses seniors and person with disabilities. 

The historic Homewood House was fully renovated with 

LIHTCs, as were several blocks of existing row houses. 

Other blocks were cleared of blighted properties, which 

were replaced with newly constructed LIHTC homes. 

Neighborhood Stabilization Program funds were used 

to renovate 47 houses for homeownership at a cost of 

$260,000 each.

Marilyn Melkonian, president of Telesis, explained the 

project’s success.

“The Barclay redevelopment plan of 500 homes was 

created and succeeded because of the strong and 

long collaboration with the people who live in the 

neighborhood and the focus on strategically located 

rental housing and homeownership which has begun to 

mend the fabric of their neighborhood,” she said. “We 

hope to continue to be part of the mending.”

The development is nearly 80% complete and has 

resulted in rehabilitation or new construction of 348 

rental units, including the renovation of 203 public 

housing units and the creation of more than 28,000 

square feet of community/retail space. Development 

cost to date is $103.4 million, including construction 

costs of $62.6 million, with $45.7 million in LIHTC 

equity. The remaining pipeline includes 55 for-sale 

and 50 rental units, which have been stalled due to low 

pricing of 4% credits. Establishment of a minimum 4% 

credit rate, as proposed in the housing credit reform 

legislation, would make this rental project feasible.

Cambridge, Massachusetts
In Cambridge, Massachusetts, where citywide median 

home prices approach $1 million and the average one-

bedroom rent in the project neighborhood is $2,600 per 

month, more than double the average monthly income, 

the Cambridge Housing Authority (CHA) plays a critical 

role in providing affordable housing. Sandwiched 

between the Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

and Harvard in Central Square, the Frank J. Manning 

Apartments, a 199-unit elderly/disabled public housing 

development, converted to project-based rental 

assistance under RAD in 2016. Financing for the $85.5 
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Image: Courtesy of HomeTrack
2200 Homewood Ave. in Baltimore, Maryland.

Image: Courtesy of Bruce T. Martin
Frank J. Manning Apartments in Cambridge, Massachusets, is shown 
here after its renovation and conversion to project-based rental 
assistance under RAD in 2016.
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million development included $38.5 million in LIHTC 

equity. Improvements included a new façade and gut 

renovations to all apartments. CHA added six new units 

by repurposing office space. 

“Manning’s renovations are just a part of the $586 

million in construction completed by the CHA over the 

past 10 years and only made possible through use of 

the housing tax credit program, largely in combination 

with RAD,” said  Michal J. Johnston, the CHA executive 

director. “Without the availability of these tools, the 

199 deeply affordable units at Manning were clearly on 

borrowed time.”

Recommendations
Recommendations to improve HUD programs and the 

use of LIHTCs for PHAs include: 

• Adequate appropriations for public housing operating 

and capital funds to ensure feasible RAD rents and 

address the Capital Fund backlog of more than $70 

billion.

• Expansion of MTW flexibilities to all PHAs.

• Increasing Choice Neighborhoods funding to allow 

for greater PHA participation. 

• Enactment of the Affordable Housing Credit 

Improvement Act, including a permanent minimum 

4% LIHTC rate for developments using tax-exempt 

bonds. 

• Authorization of a set-aside of LIHTCs for projects 

undertaken directly by PHAs or their development 

partners, and/or points on LIHTC applications for 

PHA deals. 

• Full funding of Voucher administrative fees to ensure 

maximum program use and address stated goals of 

the program, including moving families to areas of 

opportunity.

• Elimination of the RAD cap. ; 

Arlene Conn is a policy analyst for the Public Housing Authorities 

Directors Association.
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tions open the proverbial can of worms and position the HA/owner 
to be responsible for assuring the quality of water from public water 
systems. This topic must be approached with extreme caution. 

Regulatory Alignment 
One of HUD’s main priorities is to create a protocol that reflects the 
current state of HUD-assisted housing. HUD states that its “inspec-
tion portfolio has shifted to include greater numbers of mixed finance 
properties which are subject to multiple inspection standards” and 
highlighted the plight of HAs with diverse portfolios. However, due to 
varied statutory requirements (such as those for the HCV program), 
HUD is unable to completely align all programs under one rule. The 
majority of alignment in the rule is between the public housing and 
multifamily programs. For example, multifamily housing would be 
subject to same annual self-inspection requirement that is applicable 
to public housing. The proposed rule also would apply the proposed 
standards for the condition of HUD housing under NSPIRE to housing 

programs under the Office of Community Planning and Development, 
such as HOME, Housing Opportunities for Persons with Aids, Emer-
gency Solutions Grants, and Continuum of Care. 

HUD seeks extensive public input as to how to align NSPIRE 
with the HOME and Housing Trust Fund (HTF) programs. Eight of 
the 24 specific questions (numbers 4-11) in the proposed rule address 
this issue for both rental and owner-occupied housing units, includ-
ing down payment assistance. HUD is seeking feedback on potential 

“minimum housing condition standards” that should be applicable 
to assisted projects and “different minimum deficiencies” that HUD 
would mandate for correction. 

Regulatory Relief 
The Economic Growth Act provided significant reductions in admin-
istrative burdens for small rural HAs. While striking “rural” from 
the bill language (an amendment to the bill that PHADA advocated 
for strongly) would have dramatically increased the number of HAs 
receiving relief, the agencies that meet the definition of “small rural 
HA” will have a substantial burden lifted. Indeed, in the rule, HUD 

“Proposed Inspections Rule” continued from page 1
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acknowledges that the “regulatory burden often falls more heavily on 
small rural [HAs], reducing their ability to serve low-income families.” 
HUD is defining a small rural HA as one with 550 or fewer HCV and 
public housing units combined and with either a primary adminis-
trative office building in a rural area or more than 50 percent of its 
public housing and HCV units in rural areas. While HUD will desig-
nate small rural HAs once every three years, the February 27, 2020 
Notice informed the public that HUD will determine a method for 
reassessing an HA’s designation through future rulemaking, and that 
the “designations announced in this notice will remain in effect until 
a reassessment procedure is implemented.” The list of small rural HAs 
is available at http://bit.ly/3iCpBwN.  

The following provisions will apply to small rural HAs: 
•  Public housing programs will be assessed and scored only on 

the physical condition of the public housing properties. 
•  HCV programs will be assessed primarily on compliance with 

the following four indicators relating to inspection protocols: 
proper use of standards, the completion of initial inspections, 
the completion of ongoing unit inspections, and the enforce-
ment of unit condition requirements. 

•  Assessments will occur no more than once every three years. 

Small rural HAs will be designated “Troubled” if: 
•  For the public housing program, the weighted average score of all 

property inspections is below 70 percent of available points, or; 
•  The weighted average score is between 70 and percent of 

available points, and at least one property receives fewer than 70 
percent of available points. 

•  For the HCV program, if the HA failed any of the four indicators 

In addition to the requirements above, an HA will be designated 
an HCV high-performer if its budget or unit utilization is at least 
98 percent and it ends the calendar year neither in shortfall/
having received shortfall prevention funding nor with excess 
HAP reserves. 

PHADA appreciates the Department’s fidelity to the deregula-
tory spirit in which the Economic Growth Act was written. Once 
implemented, the rule will provide substantial and durable relief to 
small rural HAs and their success will illustrate the value of decreased 
administrative burdens for all HAs.  n

cation criteria for the disposition of units when housing authorities 
(HAs) have determined that the disposition of public housing units 
through comprehensive rehabilitation or replacement though the 
Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) is in the best interest of the 
residents and the HA. 

Prior to the issuance of PIH Notice 2021-07, guidance stated that 
HAs would need to convert at least 75 percent of the public housing 
units within a project under RAD, and replace those units proposed 
for disposition with (up to 25 percent of the units within a project) 
with Section 8 project-based voucher (PBV) assistance. The aggregate 
number of replacement units (RAD and PBVs) must meet the RAD 

“substantial conversion of assistance” requirements. Further, to qual-
ify, the units must be newly constructed or substantially rehabilitated, 
defined as hard construction costs, including general requirements, 
overhead and profit, and payment and performance bonds, in excess 
of 60 percent of the Housing Construction Costs as published by HUD 
for a given market area. 

The Department expands this section in PIH Notice 2021-07 
significantly to provide a greater number of options to HAs interested 
in “RAD/Section 18 Close-Out Blends.” According to the Department’s 
March 2020 RAD – Section 18 Close-out Blend FAQs, the primary 
benefits of these transactions are increased revenue, the ability to 
use any remaining public housing funds, and a single streamlined 
application process, rather than having the HA submit both a RAD 
and a Section 18 application package. 

The new guidance renamed this section “Blending Section 18 
Disposition Approvals with Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) 
Conversion.” The notice defines two types of approvals, a RAD/
Section 18 Construction Blend, or a RAD/Section 18 Small PHA Blend. 
The first, RAD/Section 18 Construction Blend, sets the percentage 
of units eligible for disposition based wholly on the hard construc-
tion costs proposed for the new construction or rehabilitation of the 

project (as opposed to a set 25 percent in the previous guidance). For 
example, if the hard construction costs: 
•  Are equal to or exceed 90 percent of the Housing Construction 

Costs as published by HUD for the given market area, at the 
HA’s discretion up to 60 percent of the units in the project may 
be disposed of under Section 18. 

•  Are equal to or exceed 60 percent but are less than 90 percent of 
the Housing Construction Costs as published by HUD for the 
given market area, at the HA’s discretion up to 40 percent of the 
units in the project may be disposed of under Section 18. 

•  Are equal to or exceed 30 percent but are less than 60 percent of 
the Housing Construction Costs as published by HUD for the 
given market area, at the HA’s discretion up to 20 percent of the 
units in the project may be disposed of under Section 18. 

The expanded guidance could allow for additional flexibility for agen-
cies to dispose of a greater number of units in cases where construction 
or rehabilitation costs meet or exceed requirements. However, even 
if an HA has determined that it is in the best interest of its residents 
and the agency to dispose of units, agencies with lower construction 
costs, or projects in generally good condition, may find that they have 
less flexibility to dispose of units under the new guidance. 

The second, RAD/Section 18 Small PHA Blend provides guidance 
specific to any HA with 250 or fewer public housing units. Per the notice, 
at the agency’s discretion, up to 80 percent of the units in a convert-
ing project may be disposed of under Section 18. While not required, 
an agency could remove all remaining public housing units through 
a Small PHA blend, therefore resulting in a closeout of the Section 9 
public housing program. Additionally, the notice states that “…[a]ny PBV 
contract created under this subparagraph must be administered by an 
HCV contract administrator with at least 250 HCV units under its HCV 
ACC prior to creation of such PBV contract.” This language is consistent 
with the Streamlined Voluntary Conversion Rule for small HAs, which 
is an issue PHADA has raised with the Department previously. 

“Demo/Dispo Notice” continued from page 6

http://bit.ly/3iCpBwN
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for Emergency Rental Assistance Program and Coronavirus 
Relief Funds

YOUR AGENCY’S STOP

NMA’s expertise and experience in administering 
Emergency Rental Assistance Programs (ERAP) 
and providing strategic, operational, and compliance 
support for expending Coronavirus Relief Funds 
is unparalleled. Our team has you covered. 

Important Information Regarding the 
Use of Public Housing Funding for 
Internet for Residents

On January 19, HUD-PIH announced guidance on the use 
of public housing funding to support internet connectivity 
for residents of public housing (https://bit.ly/2MilObP).

This document:
•  Summarizes how Capital Funds and Operating Funds 

can be used to support residents’ access to broadband 
internet; and

•  Provides an interpretation that Operating Funds may 
be used to provide internet services to residents both 
in their units and in common areas.

HUD is pleased to be able to provide this flexibility so that 
you are able to provide reliable, in-home internet service 
to public housing residents. If you have related questions, 
please send them to: pih@hud.gov.  n

HUD              News

INSURANCE |  RISK MANAGEMENT |  TRAINING |  RESEARCH

www.housingcenter.com

UNCOMMONLY STRONG  
FOR 30 YEARS
Thank you for being a valued partner in our 
mission to protect, preserve, and promote the 
sustainability of affordable housing.  
We’re stronger together.

HAI Group® is a marketing name used to refer to insurers, a producer, and related service providers affiliated through a common mission, management, and governance. Prop-
erty-casualty insurance and related services are written or provided by Housing Authority Risk Retention Group, Inc.; Housing Authority Property Insurance, A Mutual Company; 
Housing Enterprise Insurance Company, Inc.; Housing Specialty Insurance Company, Inc.; Innovative Housing Insurance Company, Inc.; Housing Investment Group, Inc.; and 
Housing Insurance Services, Inc. (DBA Housing Insurance Agency Services, Inc. in NY and MI). Members of HAI Group provide commercial property and casualty insurance to 
affordable housing organizations, public housing authorities, and related entities. Not all products are available in all states. Coverage is subject to the terms of the policies 
actually issued. A risk retention group or surplus lines insurer may provide certain coverages. Risk retention groups and surplus lines insurers do not participate in state guaranty 
funds, and insureds are therefore not protected by such funds if insured by such entities. For a complete list of companies in the HAI Group family, visit www.housingcenter.com.

https://bit.ly/2MilObP
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FIRE HAPPENS...

CONTACT US: sales@auto-out.com        www.auto-out.com        (817) 924-1370

Join the thousands of customers who have protected their property
with Auto-Out® stovetop fire suppression 

Special pricing available for all 
Public Housing Authorities

FACTORY-DIRECT, NO DISTRIBUTOR MARK-UP!

These service providers help make our advocacy, publications, 
and professional development opportunities possible. Learn 
more at: www.phada.org.  n

Meet Some of PHADA’s  
Affiliate Members

Affordable Housing  
Accreditation  
www.housingaccreditation.org 
CONSULTING

We are the affordable housing  
industry's accrediting body. We  
award accreditation to organizations 
meeting the national standards.

Auto-Out Cooktop  
Fire Protection  
www.auto-out.com  
BUILDING MATERIALS & SERVICES

Auto-Out stovetop fire suppressors  
offer 24/7 protection against the  
leading cause of residential fires,  
unattended cooking.

The notice also includes another potentially problematic 
provision that states, “...to be eligible for the Small PHA blend, the 
PHA must submit to HUD a feasible repositioning plan approved 
by the PHA’s board of commissioners and acceptable to HUD that 
removes all of a PHA’s public housing ACC units, reflects that the 
PHA will not develop additional public housing units under other-
wise available Faircloth authority, and will not transfer that Fair-
cloth authority to another PHA and will result in the closeout of 
the PHA’s Section 9 public housing program and termination of its 
Section 9 ACC.” 

Overall, the notice does seem to provide additional options for 
projects using a combination of RAD and Section 18 that were not 
permitted in previous guidance. These additional options could allow 
for greater financing options and possibly increased revenue as HAs 
work diligently to reposition and rehabilitate projects. However, in 
some cases it appears that small agencies, or agencies with well-main-
tained projects may have fewer options and/or flexibility as a result 
of PIH Notice 2021-07. 

Related Resources
PHADA will continue to analyze impacts to agencies for both oppor-
tunities and adverse impacts. Any future analysis will be available in 
future editions of this newsletter. 
•  To read PIH Notice 2021-07 in full: https://bit.ly/2Y4gUSz. 
•  The Department’s RAD – Section 18 Closeout-blend FAQs can be 

found at: https://bit.ly/3qJwgZ3.  n

https://bit.ly/2Y4gUSz
https://bit.ly/3qJwgZ3
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MAY 16–19, 2021
Annual Convention & Exhibition 
Grand Hyatt San Antonio  
San Antonio, TX 

EDEP courses to be held May 14–15

SEPTEMBER 12–14, 2021
Legislative Forum 
Hyatt Regency Washington on Capitol Hill  
Washington, DC 

EDEP courses to be held September. 10–11

JANUARY 9–12, 2022
Commissioners’ Conference 
Manchester Grand Hyatt San Diego  
San Diego, CA 

EDEP courses to be held January. 7–8

PHADA Calendar 2021

IN THIS ISSUE
1  Proposed Rule on Inspections and Conditions of HUD Housing Published

Seth Embry 

2  President’s Forum: PHADA Holds its Commissioners eConference 

3  Moving to Work Moves Forward
David Weber

5  HUD’s AFFH Regulation: States, Localities, and Housing Authorities 
Jim Armstrong 

6  HUD Issues New Demo/Dispo Notice 
Crystal Wojciechowski 

7  Special Insert: Tax Credits in the Housing Authority World: Opportunities and Challenges 
Arlene Conn 

13  HUD News: Important Information Regarding the Use of Public Housing Funding for Internet for Residents

14  Meet Some of PHADA’s Affiliate Members


