Chapter IV
Public Housing Developments

Public housing is the rent-subsidy program that began during the great depression
with the passage of the Housing Act of 1937. For 36 years the rental subsidy was
exclusively given to units owned and managed by local public agencies. In
Memphis, the Memphis Housing Authority (MHA) was the recipient of both
construction grants and rent supplements provided by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

With passage of the Housing Act of 1974 a new rent subsidy program was
implemented to gradually replace MH A’s exclusive use of public housing units.
This program, called Housing Choice Vouchers (formerly Section 8), provides
vouchers to be used by low and moderate income households in the private rental
housing market.

The following discussion of the public housing and housing choice voucher
programs identifies the quantity of rental aid given to low and moderate income
households in Memphis.

MHA Units

Between 1938 and 1984 MH A built 7,574 multi-family public housing units. During
this period most units began to deteriorate and become out-dated. As a result of
poor management, many units became vacant while other units were repaired and
renovated.

Finally, beginning in 1996 MH A began a systematic redevelopment of public
housing to provide a greater variety of housing types with a mix of subsidized and
market rate housing. This effort was funded by HUD’s HOPE VI program, which
was designed to change the physical and social structure of subsidized rental
housing.

By 2000 the total public housing units had been reduced to 5,662 and in 2008 the
total had further shrunk to 2,865 units according to historical accounting by MHA.
In January of 2010 the count of public housing units was 2,831 with a 95% occupancy
rate and only 146 units available for rent to serve qualified households. See Table 27.

New units are expected to add to this total at Legends Park (249), Parkway

Commons (80), Richmond (100), Levi/ Lakeview (124), and Austin Park (42). These
would bring the total publically owned rental units to 3,426.
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Table 27

Memphis Housing Authority Assets

January 2010
Project Name No. of Occupied Occupancy Units
Units Rate % Available
Senior Units, MHA
Managed
Venson Center 215 186 87% 28
Jefferson Square 208 203 98 4
Borda Towers 206 190 92 15
Sub-total | 629 579 92% 47
Senior Units, Private
Management
College Park 80 78 98% 2
University Place 82 82 100 0
Harold Ford Villas 36 36 100 0
Sub-Total 198 196 99% 2
Family Units, MHA
Managed
Foote Homes 420 403 96% 17
Cleaborn Homes 460 419 91 41
Barry Homes 198 188 95 8
Montgomery Plaza 100 96 96 4
Askew Place 25 25 100 0
GE Patterson Pointe 40 40 100 0
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Project Name No. of Occupied Occupancy Units
Units Rate % Available
Transitional Homes 3 3 100 0
Sub-Total | 1,246 1,174 1 70
Family Units, Private
Managed
Collage Park, [ & II 246 235 96% 11
Uptown Square 76 74 97 2
Greenlaw Apts. 22 22 100 0
Uptown, II, IIL, IV 100 96 96 4
University Place, II, III 70 66 94 4
Metropolitan Place 40 38 95 2
Crockett Place 26 24 92 2
Latham Terrace 80 79 99 1
Magnolia Terrace 69 68 99 1
Austin Park (New) 29 8 28 In Process
Sub-Total | 758 710 94% 27
Total 2,831 2,659 94% 146

Source: Memphis Housing Authority

Physical Condition of Public Housing

As shown in Table 28, which follows, the physical condition of MHA’s public
housing is generally good based HUD required inspections. The units with a score
of 80-89 means that they are a “Standard Performer” and 90-100 means “High
Performer”. These two levels signify fewer time consuming and costly inspections in

the future.
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The units that score 0-79 are labeled as “Troubled Performer” and require annual
inspections and aggressive upgrades.

Table 28
Physical Condition of MHA Assets FY 2009
Project Name No. of [ Score (100 | Threats"
Units point
basis)*
Senior Units, MHA
Managed
Venson Center 215 91 a
Jefferson Square 208 82 c
Borda Towers 206 99 b
Sub-Total & Average | 629 91
Senior Units, Private
Management
College Park 80 95 b
University Place 82 96 a
Harold Ford Villas 36 96 a
Sub-Total & Average | 198 96
Family Units, MHA
Managed
Foote Homes 420 71 b
Cleaborn Homes 460 68 c
Barry Homes 198 85 b
Montgomery Plaza 100 83 c
Askew Place 28 97 b
GE Patterson Pointe
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Project Name No. of | Score (100 | Threats"
Units point
basis)*

Transitional Homes

Sub-Total & Average | 1,206 80.8

Family Units, Private

Managed

Collage Park, | & 11 246 81*

Uptown Square 76 83

Greenlaw Apts. 22 93

Uptown, II, I, IV 21 11-87 a

42 1-97 1V-
37 92*

University Place, Il 44 11-98 a
Metropolitan Place 40 95

Crockett Place 26 92 a
Latham Place 80 99 a
Magnolia Terrace 69 99 a
Austin Park (New) 29

Sub-Total & Average | 632 93.5
Total Units Inspected | 2,665

N otes: * Smoke Detector Violation ~ Health & Safety Deficiencies Other Than Smoke
Detector “a”-None; “b”-one or more non-life threats to health & safety; “c”-one or more life threats.

As shown above two (2) public housing complexes scored as “Troubled Performers”
- Foote Homes (score 71) with a b-level threat and Cleaborn Homes (score 68) with a

c-level health and safety threat.

Three (3) complexes scored in the low 80s with c-level threats to life: Collage Park
family units (score 81); Montgomery Plaza family units (score 83); and Jefferson
Square senior units (score 82). These units should have the necessary physical
repairs scheduled soon to avoid moving to the troubled list.
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Housing Choice Vouchers

The former Section 8 voucher program is now called “Housing Choice Vouchers”,
and like before it allows a low or moderate income household to pay rent to a
private landlord of their choosing. The tenant pays a fair percentage of their income
and the HUD program pays the balance up to a pre-established fair market rent. The
number of vouchers available is determined by the City’s need level but limited by
the number of vouchers authorized by Congress each year.

Memphis has seen an increase in the number of vouchers available over the years
and the utilization rate has improved significantly, as shown in Table 29 below

Table 29
Housing Choice Vouchers in Memphis
Annual Average Annual Average 2010
1995-2001 2002-2005

Vouchers 3,590 5,138 6,057
Authorized
Vouchers Used 2,623 5,044 5,966
% Utilization Rate 73% 98% 98%

Source: Memphis Housing Authority

In the first quarter of 2010 the Memphis Housing Authority had helped place 5,966
households into subsidized rental units throughout the city. This was an increase of
922 over the 2005 utilization. Additional households were served by 125 Veterans
Affairs Supported Houses (VASH) and 29 persons with disabilities were supplied
with vouchers.

Map 21, which follows, shows the distribution of Housing Choice Vouchers. The
heaviest concentration is in the Frayser and Raleigh areas of Memphis. In April 2010
there were 4,521 households on a waiting list for the housing choice vouchers.

In addition to the Housing Choice Vouchers provided to individual households, the
State of Tennessee and HUD directly provide “project-based” Section 8 rental
subsidy to some multi-family apartments. In Shelby County in October 2009, the
Tennessee Housing Development Agency (THDA) subsidized 6,256 rental housing
units in project-based complexes and HUD directly administered 442 units. Together
there are 6,698 units in the market, which carry Section 8 subsidy. Map 22 shows the
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locational pattern for these units with Frayser and Raleigh again having the highest
concentration.

The total rent subsidized units provided by private landlords totals 12,755.

During 2008 and 2009 researchers from The University of Memphis visited 5,896
voucher approved addresses to identify structural and environmental conditions.
This survey included 2,431 single family houses, 232 duplexes and 3,251 apartment
units (within 135 complexes). The resulting report is titled “Neighbor By Neighbor:
A City-Wide Problem Property Audit.”

The survey of single family and duplex units found that conditions were good or
better than non-subsidized units in the vicinity. Those units in blighted
neighborhoods tended to be on par with all units in such neighborhoods; and non-
blighted neighborhoods yielded the same result - all units were in generally the
same condition.

Of'the 2,673 subsidized single family and duplexes 44.2% (1,136 were in good
condition. Of the remaining units, 685 (25%) needed minor repairs and cosmetic
upgrades, 321 (12%) needed structural repairs and seven (7) units were dilapidated
and did not actually house tenants.

Environmental problems included inoperable cars in front yards, an overgrowth of
grass or weeds and illegal dumping. A total of 479 (17%) single houses and duplexes

had housing code violations due to yard conditions.

The survey of multi-family units did not result in a final report due to an inability to
access numerous complexes.
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Chapter V
Assisted Housing

The City of Memphis and the State of Tennessee have programs established to help
low and moderate income households have decent and affordable single family
home ownership. In addition both governments provide assistance that helps
produce multi-family rental beyond “Public Housing”, “Housing Choice Vouchers”,

and “Place-based Section 8” projects.
Memphis Housing and Community Development (HCD)

The Memphis Division of HCD assists low and moderate income housing
development through six (6) programs identified in Table 30 below

Table 30
HCD Housing Assistance
Program Name Average | FY 2007 | FY 2008 | FY 2009 3 Year
2004-2006 Average

Down Payment 149 94 59 25 59
Assistance
Housing 33 18 11 18 16
Rehabilitation - Owner
(HARP)
Home Repair-Senior 271 213 133 197 181
Owner
Replacement Housing 21 7 0 2 3
Multi-Family Targeted 59 418 653 584 552
Rental
CHDO Assisted 33 47 28 22 32

Source: Memphis Division of Housing and Community Development, “Consolidated Annual Performance and
Evaluation Report” (Note: the Multi-Family Targeted Rental in 2007 includes 80 senior units at University Place;
2008 includes 325 senior and family rental; and 2009 includes the partially completed Legends Park with 460

units.

Over the past three years, 2007-2009 HCD has, on average, helped 59 households
with down payment assistance. This is considerably less than the previous three

years. The HARP program, which helps rehabilitate owner occupied housing, also
had a decline during the most recent three years compared to the 2004-2006 period.
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The largest increase in assistance has been for the targeted multi family rental units,
which reflects increased emphasis on rental housing and funding from the HOPE VI
program, a federal program to redevelop public housing.

Assistance to neighborhood corporations called CHDOs did not change in the last
six (6) years, 2004-2009.

Tennessee Housing Development Agency (THDA)

The THDA provides housing assistance through several mortgage programs in
cooperation with private lenders and in distribution of Low Income Housing Tax
Credits (LIHTC) and tax free bonds for construction of multi family rental housing
units. Table 31 shows the number of mortgages assisted in the past three years in
comparison with previous years.

Table 31
Mortgage Assistance from THDA
Annual Annual 2007 2008 2009
Average Average
2001-2003 2004-2006

Total 291 329 442 476 298
Great Start | NA NA 136 142 191
Great NA NA 38 54 30
Advantage
Great Rate | NA NA 261 272 68
New Start* | NA NA 7 8 9

Source: Annual Reports, THDA (N A- Not Available)
* Assistance to Habitat for Humanity

The most popular mortgage program is the Great Start which provides 4% of the
purchase price toward closing costs. The Great Advantage is similar with a 2% of
purchase price for closing, and the Great Rate provides a below market interest rate
for new or refinanced mortgages.

During the past decade the number of mortgages assisted grew steadily until 2009

when the recession produced fewer mortgages due in part to the high rate of
foreclosures from previous years and tighter credit criteria.
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Table 32 below shows a profile of the mortgage recipients who were assisted by one
of the subsidy programs identified in the foregoing.

Table 32

Profile of Mortgage Loan Recipients

FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
Age of Loan 29 34 35
Recipient
Household Size 1 2 2
Income $40,811 $41,029 $41,353
House Cost $112,000 $107,384 $97,992
House Size (sq. ft.) 1,406 1,458 1,518
PITI % of Income 24.7% 25% 23.8%

Source: Annual Reports, THDA

The table above shows that mortgage subsidy is serving persons in their early 30s
with small households and incomes at the upper end of the moderate income class.
It is evident that THDA and their lending partners are very selective in awarding
assistance as evidenced by the PITI as a per cent of income.

The distribution of tax free housing bonds and low income housing tax credits for
projects designed to help low and moderate income renters is shown in Table 33.
This shows a very large increase in both subsidies in 2007 compared to the previous
six (6) years. For 2008 the LIHTCs remained higher than the 2001-2006 period but
was a large drop from 2007. The tax exempt bonds in 2008 were below the 2004-2006
level. (See following)

Table 33
THDA Multi Family Assistance
2001-2003 2004-2006
Annual Average | Annual Average 2007 2008
LIHTC 487 392 2,210 951
Tax Exempt 349 726 1,826 625
Bonds

Source: Annual Reports, THDA
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Chapter VI
Homeless Facilities®

This section of the report presents information about the number of homeless
families and individuals compared to the supply of homeless facilities for
emergency shelter, transitional housing and permanent supportive housing.

It is important to note that there is beginning to be more emphasis placed on
preventive approaches, rapid re-housing and housing stabilization activities due to
the crisis in mortgage foreclosures and high unemployment from the current state of
the economy.

On April 30,2010, Memphis Mayor AC Wharton announced the creation ofa 15-
member Committee to End Homelessness. This committee will oversee the
preparation of a 10 year plan to solve the homeless problem in Memphis, which is
being prepared by a nationally know expert - Katie Kitchin.

Ms. Kitchen has prepared a report for the Memphis Division of Housing and
Community Development that shows a shrinking of Memphis’ homeless population
by 6.5% since 2002. The report also shows that in comparison to peer cities Memphis
has a low rate of homelessness and a low percentage of the population sleeping
unsheltered.

According to the Partners for the Homeless, the number of homeless persons on any
given night totals approximately 1,655 (including 163 who are unsheltered; 192
families in shelters; and 869 individuals in shelters). Table 34 shows the point-in-
time (January 26, 2010) homeless population and number of shelter beds/ units
available.

* Information contained here was obtained from the report - “FY 2010 - 2011: Homeless Needs
Assessment and Gaps Analysis” prepared by the Partners for the Homeless, who collaborates with
the Greater Memphis Coalition for the Homeless. Also, the 2007, 2008, & 2009 CAPER (Consolidated
Annual Performance and Evaluation Report) by the Memphis Division of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) was used.
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Table 34

Count of Homeless & Facilities in 2010

.. Permanent
Emergency Shelter Transitional Shelter Shelter Units
Families Number  Units Available | Number Units Available 29
37 45 155 183
Beds for 331 263 538 654
e 211
Individuals

Source: Partners for the Homeless

As can be seen there was an adequate amount of shelter for families in both
emergency and transitional shelter. There were an adequate number of transitional
shelters for individuals, but there was an overflow at emergency shelters for

individuals.

The inventory of beds or family units and usage since 2006 is shown in Table 35

below.
Table 35
Homeless Inventory 2007-2009
Non-Permanent Shelter
Emergency Shelter Transitional Shelter
# of families family units # of families family units
2007 35 44 163 191
2008 36 46 178 185
2009 39 49 153 179
# of individuals beds # of individuals beds
2007 520 389 591 654
2008 253 250 672 762
2009 234 261 591 654

Source: Partners for the Homeless
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The number of families in shelters has remained about the same over the four-year
period 2007-2010; and the number of individuals in shelters has declined.

The 27 agencies who provide shelter for the homeless serve about 6,200 different
people per year. But this doesn’t include people who are homeless who are living
with family or friends and those at great risk of becoming homeless.

The Memphis Division of Housing and Community Development continues to fund
organizations that provide shelter to homeless persons and families. These funds are
used as part of the “Continuum of Care” system utilized in Memphis, which
includes prevention, outreach, assessment, emergency shelter, transitional housing,
and permanent supportive housing. These expenditures are a blend of CDBG
entitlement funds, Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons
with AIDS, and HOME funds. HCD serves an average of 14 different agencies each
year with total annual funds given at around $1.6 million.
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Chapter VII
Overview of the Supply and Demand of Affordable Housing

Overview

The City of Memphis, through various programs administered by the Division of
Housing and Community Development (HCD) and the Memphis Housing
Authority (MHA), provides housing assistance to households with incomes less
than 80% of the Memphis MSA’s median family income. Memphis’s current median
family income as established by HUD is $57,800, and $46,240 is the 80% income
level. By definition approximately 40% of the city’s households fall below this
income level. This chapter examines the supply and demand of affordable housing
options for this population.

Currently, the Memphis Housing Authority manages 3,426 public housing units
(existing and under development) and HCD administers the distribution and unit
approval process for 6,057 Section 8 housing choice vouchers (2009 allocation). The
total housing choice voucher and public housing assistance potential allows the city
to assist 9,483 households. In addition, THDA and HUD administer 6,698 place
based housing vouchers in the city. Altogether, the city and state are providing
16,181 publically subsidized rental housing opportunities with funding from HUD.
Most of these are part of multi-family housing complexes.

In addition to rental assistance, THDA and HCD provide annual financial assistance
to about 407 home buyers who have low or moderate income. Repair of single
family owner-occupied homes (elderly) averages about 181 per year.

The combination of subsidized rental and homeowner housing assistance, while
focused and highly productive, unfortunately does not meet the needs for all
Memphis households that are cost burdened or live in substandard housing units.
This shortfall in the supply of housing assistance is demonstrated in the following
analysis.

Estimated Housing Shortage

Chapter Il provides strong evidence that economic conditions for many Memphians
have eroded over the past few years. Comparison of the 2000 Census, the 2008
American Community Survey, and other sources reveal the following socio-
economic findings that likely affect the abilities of many lower income households to
find satisfactory housing at an affordable price.

e Significant increases in the number of homeowners and renters paying more

than 35% of their income for housing.
e A 10.8% decline in median household income, adjusted for inflation.
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e A 2.5percentage point increase in the poverty rate.

e Very high incidences of foreclosure in several neighborhoods.

e A sharp decline in single-family and multi-family housing starts during the
current recession.

Data limitations preclude an exact estimate of the number of households with
incomes less than 80% of the MSA’s median family income that are in need of some
assistance in securing affordable housing. However, reasonable estimates can be
made by utilizing relevant data from earlier CHAS reports, findings from the 2005 -
2008 American Community Surveys, and the 2004 American Housing Survey.

Table 36, which follows, uses the above sources to estimate affordable housing needs
for the City of Memphis. These estimates, calculated for homeowners and renters,
are based on projections of historic housing problem growth between the 1990 and
2000 CHAS datasets.”” Our final estimates for households with housing needs
include a deduction for overlap among various housing problems in the CHAS data,
and adjustments for economic and demographic trends that have emerged since
2000.

CHAS data show that housing problems increased a little over one-half percent per
year for renters between 1990 and 2000. During the same period homeowner
problems grew closer to 2% per year. However, we interpret the above noted real
income declines between 2000 and 2008, and the higher unemployment due to the
current recession, to suggest a worsening economic situation for renters.
Consequently, our estimates reflect an increase to a 1.0% annual growth of HUD
identified housing problems for renter-occupied households.

While homeowners are likewise affected by the same unfavorable economic trends,
our projections do not include a similar increase in the historic 2% annual growth
rate of homeowner problems. In part, the growth in homeowner problems is
expected to be mitigated by a decline in the growth rate of home ownership due to
tighter credit terms and demographic trends.

Overlap exists between housing problems (i.e., cost-burdened households might
also live in housing units with physical problems, or they might be overcrowded).
We compensated for this overlap by assuming that all households with severe
physical housing problems (see Table 21) were also cost-burdened or overcrowded
and that one-half of households with moderate physical problems were either cost-
burdened or overcrowded. Consequently, these overlap estimates were deducted
from the number of renter and homeowner households with a housing problem to
arrive at an estimate of the affordable housing need.

7 CHAS data represent the net effect of housing supply and demand in showing the number of
households with a housing problem. Consequently, supply and demand are not separately
calculated.
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Consequently, as a result of the above computations, Table 36 reveals that the City
of Memphis currently (2010) has the need to affordably house 40,937 renter
households and 28,569 owner-occupied households. This total of 69,506 households
is projected to increase to 72,783 by the end ofthe 2011 - 2013 planning period.

Table 36
Projected Housing Needs
Households with Incomes Less Than 80%of Median Family Income
City of Memphis

Renter Owner

Occupied Occupied Total
Historic Housing Problem Growth:
1990 Housing Problems (CHAS) 42,871 23,604 66,475
2000 Housing Problems (CHAS) 43,804 28,128 71,932
1990 to 2000 Growth 933 4,524 5,457
Compound Annual Growth Rate (CAGR) 0.216% 1.769%
2010 Housing Problems (1990-2000 CAGR) 44,757 33,519 78,276
Projected Cmpd. Annual Growth Rate - 2000-2013 1.000% 1.769%
Projected Housing Problems:
2010 Housing Problems 48,387 33,519 81,906
2011 Housing Problems 48,871 34,112 82,983
2012 Housing Problems 49,359 34,715 84,074
2013 Housing Problems 49,853 35,330 85,183
Less: Adjustment for Housing Problems Overlap @ 7,450 4,950 12,400
Estimated Households With Housing Need:
2010 Housing Need 40,937 28,569 69,506
2011 Housing Need 41,421 29,162 70,583
2012 Housing Need 41,909 29,765 71,674
2013 Housing Need 42,403 30,380 72,783

(1) Overlap is based on 100% of housing units with a severe physical problem and 50% of units with
a moderate physical problem, per 2004 American Housing Survey (Memphis MSA).

skeksk

Note: The projected housing need analyses in our previous affordable housing studies (2001, 2004,
and 2007) have included households with incomes between 80% and 95% of the median family
income, and consequently reported higher projections for affordable housing needs. The current
analysis focuses only on households with incomes less than 80% of MFI. This more accurately reflects
those households targeted for assistance by the City’s Division of Housing and Community
Development and the Memphis Housing Authority.
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Chapter VIII
Conclusions and Recommendations

The preceding chapters have outlined many of the problems affecting the provision
of decent and affordable housing in Memphis. Out-migration and declining
household incomes limit the private sector’s ability to produce housing that suits the
needs of many families. Homes and apartment buildings that are allowed to fall into
grave disrepair destroy the safety and livability of an increasing number of once
vibrant neighborhoods. Mortgage lending and brokerage practices that are not
based on the most basic principles of consumer lending have dashed the dreams of
many Memphis homeowners trying to improve their station in life.

Findings presented in the previous chapter demonstrate that Memphis has a
substantial need for additional assistance to households that suffer from a lack of
decent and affordable housing. Our calculations, in conjunction with other findings
in this study, show that the greater immediate focus should be on providing quality
rental housing, and that need is spread throughout many areas of the city.

However, a number of well planned and coordinated efforts are bringing substantial
change with improved housing opportunities and neighborhood quality of life. The
revitalization of downtown continues on a strong course, with both affordable
housing units and some of the most expensive residential real estate in the region.
Hope VIdevelopments and the South of the Forum redevelopment project are
reshaping neighborhoods and our city.

Lyons Ridge Apartments for senior citizens follows as a good example. With land
assembled by MHA and financing through the Memphis Land Bank, ARRA, and
other city funds, the city has coordinated with Memphis City Schools and
developers to not only provide quality housing but to bring vibrancy back to a south
Memphis neighborhood.?® Quite clearly, the above successes have come about
through the concerted efforts of the public and private sectors working together to
formulate and execute innovative, progressive strategies.

Central to the future of housing and neighborhood revitalization in this city is the
community of local housing professionals that can help direct the city’s programs
and policies. In March 2010 HCD hosted a community forum with approximately 50
public, non-profit, and private sector leaders from a variety of affordable housing
services. The purpose of this conference was to inform city officials on policies and
programs to be included in the Memphis Consolidated Plan Three Year Strategy for
2011 - 2013 and the FY 2011 Action Plan. Key findings from this conference included
strong themes of rehabilitating existing vacant or dilapidated housing into

* Dries, Bill (May 10, 2010) Lyons Ridge Apartments Latest in Affordable Housing Push, The Daily
News, Vol.125 No. 90.
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affordable housing units, and the integration of housing planning with
comprehensive neighborhood planning aimed at assisting residents achieve
economic independence.”

More specific recommendations from the housing conference included:

Encourage and provide incentives for rehabilitation of existing housing,
versus constructing new multi-family housing units.

Streamline the process for acquiring tax delinquent properties and converting
them to affordable housing units.

Support home ownership through programs for home repair.

Streamline housing choice voucher processes.

Improve accessibility by encouraging developers to implement Section 504
requirements, and insure that MH A units are accessible for both residents
and visitors.

Develop housing around comprehensive neighborhood planning that
includes transportation, economic development, land use, and community
services.

Incorporate job readiness and training programs into the provision of
affordable housing services.

Recommendations

In addition to the excellent recommendations from the professionals attending the
HCD housing conference, we offer the following two recommendations. We believe
these recommendations will assist HCD, MHA, CDCs and other not-for-profit
housing suppliers, private sector developers, and service providers in their efforts to
support decent and affordable housing in Memphis.

A “revitalization plan” should be prepared that identifies programs and
funding to solve Memphis’ housing problems within ten years so that
Memphis will truly be the “City of Choice.” This means that every
neighborhood, even sound ones, should have specific policy statements and
specific housing, public works, and human support projects outlined for
delivery. This plan should involve those public and private agencies,
including HUD, and business enterprises involved in making economic and
social investments in the city. Forums such as the HCD housing conference
should continue as an on-going vehicle for communication among these

¥ The conference report, Achieving Affordable and Decent Housing in Memphis: Connecting
Housing Needs to Action, is included in the appendix.
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organizations. Citizen participation should likewise continue to be integral to
this process.™

e This study and our previous housing studies have been hampered by the
lack of a comprehensive housing information system for the City of
Memphis. Two types of geographic datasets are not available to researchers.
The first type would consist of real time electronic databases from public
transactions by local government, and include: 1) construction/ certificate of
occupancy permits for new housing, housing renovations, and demolitions,”'
2) publically owned land acquired by tax foreclosure or other means, and 3) a
tracking system for anti-neglect housing code violations.

The second type of data would consist of primary data gathered through on-
going comprehensive field surveys of land use, structural conditions, and
environmental problems. Teams supervised by professional planners and
HCD staff should survey every land parcel (and buildings) in the city to
establish an “annual situation report” of housing conditions and the use of
public and private property.”” The data obtained in this survey should be
combined with the administrative record datasets noted above, and data
produced by the multi-family housing industry, to form a true geographic
information system (GIS) for planning. This survey would also inform the
updating of the revitalization plans discussed above.

Implementation of the above recommendations would provide the city with
continuous information on the quantity of affordable housing and on the physical
conditions of those housing structures. With such an integrated housing information
system (IHIS) the city could generate analyses at rather low levels of geography that
are in fact similar to HUD’s CINCH/ Rental Dynamics studies generated at the MSA
level from the periodic American Housing Survey (AHS) data. By integrating data
from the local IHIS with federal data sources (American Community Survey, AHS,
HMDA, and USPS), HCD and the City of Memphis could create a dynamic housing

monitoring system that would be a model for other cities around the country. A

prototypical model for this housing information system follows.

* For example, the Lyons Ridge Apartments project was championed by Steve Bratcher, a
neighborhood resident and teacher at Carver High School, who sought to improve his neighborhood
and craft linkages between his school and the community.

' Construction permit data should also be tracked by housing unit value and by census tract or ZIP
Code to estimate the number of affordable units that are being produced by the private sector
throughout the city.

2 These survey teams could consist of high school and college students, working in the summer with
training and supervision by professional staff.
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Introduction

On Friday, March 19, 2010 nearly fifty neighborhood leaders, community
development corporation executives, affordable housing program directors, city officials,
local lenders, and university faculty attended a half-day conference convened by the City
of Memphis’ Department of Housing and Community Development.

The purpose of this conference was to gather input regarding the city’s current
and future housing needs from local institutions committed to expanding the supply of
quality affordable housing within our community. The meeting also sought to elicit local
representatives’ ideas regarding housing policies, programs, and projects designed to
assist the city in achieving its affordable housing goals. The information gathered at this
meeting will be used by city officials to craft its 2010-2013 Comprehensive Housing
Assistance Plan.

Meeting Agenda

The meeting, which was held at the Community Foundation on Union Avenue,
was organized as follows:

12:30 pm Registration and lunch

1:30 pm Welcome and Purpose of the Meeting — Mr. Robert Lipscomb,
Executive Director of the City of Memphis’ Department of
Housing and Community Development and the Memphis Housing
Authority

1:45 pm A Quick Review of the 2007 Comprehensive Housing Assistance
Plan and Its Implementation - Mairi Albertson, Administrator,
Housing and Community Development. Memphis Housing
Authority Planning and Development

2:00 pm The State of Our Housing Stock — Don Campbell, Manager,
Housing and Community Development. Memphis Housing
Authority Planning and Development

2:15 pm A Preliminary Assessment of Gaps in Our Local Affordable
Housing Delivery System- Steve Redding, Director, Regional
Economic Development Center, The University of Memphis

2:30 pm Sharing Our Perceptions of the City’s Affordable Housing
Needs- Ken Reardon, Professor and Director, Graduate Program
in City and Regional Planning and Connie Binkowitz, Visiting
Lecturer, Graduate Program in City and Regional Planning, The
University of Memphis(Two-person groups)



3:15 pm Reviewing Our Collective Perceptions of the City’s Affordable
Housing Needs- Full Group

3:30 pm Discussion of Needed Affordable Housing Policies and Programs
by Major Policy Area (Five Roundtable Discussions)

4:15 pm Reports From Each Group (Five Roundtable Discussions)

4:25 pm Quick Meeting Evaluation and Next Steps- Ken Reardon

Meeting Summary

Local Perceptions of Current/Future Affordable Housing Needs

The nearly fifty persons attending the meeting were asked to identify someone
else in the assembly whom they did not know. They were then asked to spend the
next twenty minutes eliciting their “new” colleagues views on the following four
questions:

e During the next three years, what will be our city’s greatest affordable
housing need?

e During the next three years, what will be our city’s greatest affordable
housing opportunity?

e During the next three years, what will be our city’s most important
affordable housing policy needs?

e During the next three years, what will be our city’s most needed
affordable housing programs/projects?

For nearly forty minutes, the newly formed, two-person teams engaged in
animated conversations in response to these four questions. The following section
summarizes the participants’ response to the first of these four questions.

e Promoting age integrated affordable housing

e Enhancing public safety and the perceptions of public safety within
affordable housing complexes

e Withdrawing urban/municipal services from residential areas where the
overwhelming majority of the population has left (planned shrinkage)

e Devising an improved system for addressing the current waiting list for
Section 8 Vouchers

e Streamlining local building-related codes to encourage greater production
and improved maintenance

e Improving the enforcement of existing building codes

e Modifying the city’s current stock of conventional and affordable housing
to improve accessibility



Enhancing the ability of low and moderate-income residents to access
quality rental and homeowner housing by helping them remediate their
credit problems

Expanding the supply of affordable home ownership units by creating a
stable source of funding for new affordable units

Encouraging the development and implementation of comprehensive
neighborhood preservation, stabilization, and revitalization to improve the
overall quality of life for city residents

Integrating transportation, land use, and housing planning

Merging health, housing, and education facilities planning boards
Removing deteriorated structures, cleaning illegal dump sites, and
maintaining vacant land to reduce blight within the city

Transforming currently “unwalkable areas” into “easily passable areas”
through improved infrastructure maintenance

Expanding the supply of available tools for encouraging the re-use of
foreclosed housing

Improving the design and amenities available within future affordable
housing complexes

Assisting low-income homeowners in maintaining their units

Requiring new publicly-assisted affordable housing projects to have a
minimum number of accessible units

Enhancing resident access to well designed and maintained public open
spaces

Promoting economic development to achieve neighborhood stabilization
Increasing the availability of Section 8 Vouchers

Improving regulation and monitoring of the processing and awarding of
Section 8 Vouchers

Providing aging in place services to enable seniors to remain in their
homes

Having generated this list of approximately twenty-five future housing needs, the
participants spent a short period of time grouping these needs into the following
five housing policy areas.

Housing preservation

Housing accessibility

Housing monitoring and regulation
Housing and neighborhood planning
Housing vouchers

Participants were then given the opportunity to spend thirty minutes generating
policy and program development proposals designed to address the specific
affordable housing challenges in each of the five above mentioned areas. The
following section described the specific policy/program proposals that emerged
from these small roundtable discussions.



New Affordable Housing Policy and Program Development Proposals

1. Housing preservation (Recorder: Mairi Albertson)

-Increase funding for the Home Assistance Repair Program
(HARP)

-Devise an improved system for major home repairs through the
collaboration of area non-profits, CDCs, and local contractors
-Expand the HARP program from its current focus on low-income
families to include moderate-income families

-Create a low-interest loan pool for low and moderate-income
repair program

-Open up eligibility locations for all home repair programs (These
programs do not have to be targeted.)

-Expand the CHDO Program to include existing homeowner rehab
(Check regulations)

-Recognize that rehabilitation rather than new construction is going
to be the focus of the city’s affordable housing programs in the
near term

-Acknowledge the need to shift the focus from creating new
homeowners to preserving and supporting current homeowners
-Realize that we need a separate program for housing modification
seperate from housing rehabilitation program

2. Housing regulation (Recorder- Steve Redding)

-Merge the city and county health, education, and housing facilities
planning boards

-Encourage land banking by streamlining the process for
acquiring and disposing of tax delinquent properties

-Enforce basic housing codes for rental housing

-Consider the development of a new tax credit program to
encourage the rehabilitation of vacant multi-family properties
-Develop a guaranteed fund for non-profits willing to develop or
rehabilitate new affordable housing

-Press the state to give equal attention to rehabilitated versus new
affordable housing

3. Housing accessibility (Recorder- Frank Burkhart)

-Establish a new program to support the modification (for
accessibility) of existing units

-Find an alternative to the current “lien” approach the city has
taken when modifying an existing unit to enhance accessibility



4.

5.

-Shift the responsibility for the implementation of
accessibility/modification programs from the city to local non-
profits

-Pass a “visitability” ordinance requiring new developments to be
accessible

-Require developers participating in THDA-funded programs to
meet existing 504 requirements

-Inform developers using the THDA programs that they have to
meet the 504 requirements for accessibility

-The City should demonstrate leadership in the area of accessibility
by insuring it in all of their own projects/units

-A fair housing tool kit should be created and then widely
distributed

-A fair housing center should be created

Housing production (Recorder — Matthew Grant)

-Expand affordable housing funds to meet the unmet shelter needs
of the following groups: elderly and physically and emotionally
disabled

-Modify the Section 8 Voucher Program to drop the time limitation
and/or yearly funding requests

-Provide communities/projects that undertake the creation of
mixed-income housing with a pool of funds for job readiness and
training programs

-Expand/increase incentives to developers to increase the supply
of quality affordable housing

-Formulate a fair share housing plan for the city guaranteeing an
even distribution of affordable housing units throughout the
community

Housing policies and programs to promote Neighborhoods of
Choice/Livability (Recorder: Felicia Harris)

Policies

-Better targeting of grant money by giving rating points for
location — e.g. access to CBOs, schools, and transportation
-Give points to local non-profits and/or neighborhood-generated
housing proposals that emerge from comprehensive neighborhood
planning processes

-Create a neighborhood empowerment template

-Collect, monitor, and make available a cross-section of essential
socio-economic and other social science data on a neighborhood
basis



Programs

-Develop technical assistance templates to promote neighborhood
empowerment

-Development of tax-free programs for non-profits
-Encouragement of community-based, resident-direct land
banking for affordable housing and local economic and
community development

Follow-up

As the meeting drew to a close, the facilitator promised to send a draft of the
meeting notes to all participants to elicit their corrections/additions. He also
promised to send a quick survey to elicit participants’ views regarding

the importance of HCD’s current housing problems. A draft copy of this
survey is attached to this document

Appendices

Accompanying this report are a number of important appendices, among these
are:

Appendix A: Community Meeting Invitation

Appendix B: Original Meeting Agenda

Appendix C: List of Meeting Participants

Appendix D: Powerpoint Slides From The Meeting

Appendix D: Steve Lockwood’s Policy Recommendations for the Consolidated
Plan





