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PREFACE 

Housing is a politically charged issue in Austin. The stakes are high; the 
stakeholders are a varied and often contentious lot. Austin is a lot like other 
communities on both counts: the community is restive. However, Austin must seek its 
own unique ways to defuse the negative politics and rancor in the community about 
housing, growth and development, and the larger issue of providing urban services. 
The problems are multi-faceted and complex. Time-worn attempts to solve them 
through special interest politics, competition among stakeholders, and reliance on 
federal money will not suffice. Instead, the Housing Authority of the City of Austin 
can and should play a significant role in shaping new public policies and managing 
programs which can solve ·the shelter problem in the Austin community. This report 
suggests ways it can assume that role. Its conclusions and recommendations are based 
on a study of a select number of housing authorities around the country, the role they 
play in their own communities, and a detailed look at the broader economic, socia l, and 
political issues which have shaped housing policy. 

This report was supported in part by the Housing Authority of the City of Austin. 
For the reader who is primarily concerned with Austin, we recommend a careful 
reading of the Executive Summary, the Policy Brief, and Chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6. 
Chapters 1 and 2 provide the con text necessar y to understand Austin's current set of 
challenges. They also tell why Austin's situation simultaneously resembles and differs 
from those of other communities. 

The research team is solely responsible for the opinions, interpretations, and 
recommendations contained in this report. They do not necessarily reflect the views of 
officials of"the Austin Housing Authority or of The University of Texas. 
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FOREWORD 

The Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs has established interdisciplinary 
research on policy problems as the core of its educational program. A major part of 
this program is the nine-month policy research project, in the course of which two or 
three faculty members from different disciplines direct the research of ten to twenty 
graduate students of diverse backgrounds on a policy issue of concern to a government 
agency. This "client orientation" brings the students face to face with administrators, 
legislators, and other officials active in the policy process, and demonstrates that 
research in a policy environment demands special talents. It also illuminates the 
occasional difficulties of relating research findings to the world of political realities. 

The research project reported on here was conducted at the request of the 
Housing Authority of the City of Austin during the 1986-1987 and 1987-1988 academic 
years. The project focused on local governments and their public housing policies. Its 
key goals were to determine how local governments manage and finance their public 
housing programs and how Austin might learn from their experiences. 

The curriculum of the LBJ School is intended not only to develop effective public 
servants but also to produce research that will enlighten and inform those already 
engaged in the policy process. The project that resulted in this report has helped to 
accomplish the first task. It is our hope and expectation that the report itself will 
contribute to the second. 

Finally, it should be noted that neither the LBJ School nor The University of 
Texas at Austin necessarily endorses the views or Ondings of this study. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

New challenges face Austin as it approaches the 1990s. The community must close 

the shelter gap between the demand for more variety in the cost and type of housing 

and the actual supply of housing units in the community. The community is restive. 

Many have joined the refrain of a recently elected council member: "we spend too 

much, we owe too much, we tax too much." There is a relatively large, visible, and 

increasingly militant homeless population. City government's housing efforts are in at 

least temporary disarray, and recent changes in the composition of the City Council 

make extension of the city's role in housing and community deve lopment unlikely at 

best. However, amid the uncertainty and restlessness, the Austin Housing Authority 

(AHA), under new executive and policy leadership, has earned its way off of the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development's list of financially troubled authorities. 

The Authority can and should assume a new leadership role in meeting the housing 

needs of the larger Austin community. 

This report assesses the local housing situation, the larger housing policy 

environment, and AHA's place within both. It looks at the efforts of housing 

authorities across the nation to address the changing housing needs of Americans and 

examines in depth the successful innovations of six local housing agencies. It then 

draws on these six case studies to consider the possible roles available to AHA. 

Finally, it recommends goals and action through which the AHA can strengthen its 

position as a leader in housing policy in Austin. 

The housing situation in Austin is a complex one. While there arc unique aspects 

to Austin's situation, in its broader dimensions the problems are not unlike those faced 

by other communities. While the recent recession has lowered housing prices, it has 

also slowed the increase in some incomes, lowered many, and altogether wiped out 

others. Thus, despite lowered prices, there is a continuing mismatch between the cost 

of most available housing and the means of many who require housing units. It is a 

market where the demand for decent, low-priced living space exceeds the supply, while 

the supply of higher-priced accommodations exceeds demand. Demand, as used in this 

report, is the need of a specific family to find adequate, decent shelter for its 

members at a cost it can afford. In simple terms and as it relates to a particular 

family, demand is how much house that family needs combined with its ability to pay 

for that shelter. In a community context, demand and supply match when the number 

and types of units available give a family reasonable choices of where it lives and how 
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much it pays for its shelter. That is not the case in Austin. The housing market in 

Austin, as in other communities, is highly segmented and there is a severe distortion 

between supply and demand. In addition, the complexities of housing finance make it 

very difficult for builders and landlords to lower their prices to move their units into 

lower-priced sections of this segmented market. This, in part, explains Austin's 

simultaneously high vacancy rates and long waiting lists for public housing. 

While the Austin situation is exacerbated by the Texas recession, it is similar to 

that in other cities. Reasons for this include structural change in the economy, the 

population, and the government. The economy is becoming more service-oriented. 

Wages are lower and work is often part-time. Women are becoming a larger part of 

the paid workforce. Most households need at least two wage-earners to make ends 

meet. At the same time, the population is growing older; families are getting smaller, 

and increasingly they are headed by single adults, usually women. A single parent, 

female-headed household is more likely to be poor than either a two-parent family or a 

single-parent, male-headed family. Compounding the effects of these changes, 

government is becoming more and more decentralized while large-scale economic 

activity is becoming more centralized through corporate mergers, acquisitions, and 

capital flow. A not always welcome pattern has emerged from these fundamental 

changes in the structure of our national economy and of the family. It is captured in 

the New Federalism of Presidents Nixon and Reagan. States and localities have been 

forced to become more responsible for developing their own policies and funding 

programs, especially in social welfare areas such as housing assistance. Since 1980, the 

pattern reflects drastic cuts in federal spending on housing and community 

development. Housing assistance, for example, fell from $26.7 billion in 1981 to $7.5 

billion in 1987--a cut of more than 70 percent. 

While these cuts have made the work of the nation's housing authorities more 

difficult, they have also forced the authorities to be more creative in finding new ways 

to serve the growing number of persons in need of very low-cost housing. This 

project surveyed the work of authorities in Baltimore, Boston, West Palm Beach 

(Florida), Kansas City (Missouri), Santa Barbara, Portland (Oregon), Seattle, Houston, 

San Antonio, Dallas, Phoenix, and San Diego. Project participants visited Houston, San 

Antonio, Phoenix, Portland, Seattle, and San Diego to see firsthand the innovative 

methods employed by housing agencies in these cities. 

In Houston, the new director of the Housing Authority, himself a former resident 

of public housing, enlisted the aid of local corporations to form Partners in Public 
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Housing (PPH). PPH works to meet the socia l needs of public housing residents 

through the contributions of priva te industry-- including tutoring, compu ter programs, 

a nd occasional jobs. The director sought a nd received HUD assistance to purchase 

foreclosed suburban homes for rental to families that have been living in public 

housing. In San Antonio, the Housing Authority manufactures its own window and 

d oor screens, cabinets, a nd doors, dra wing its workers primarily from the tenants of its 

properties. For many of t hese tenants the work not on ly prov ides income, but se rves 

as on-the-job training in skills that can be used a fter leaving public housing for 

privately owned dwellings. 

San Diego's Housing Commission, in existence on ly since 1979, has developed an 

aggressive program to encourage private sector construction of low-income housing. 

Techniques include lending commission fu nds, issuing revenue bonds, and leasing, 

se lling, and trading city land to facilitate construction. The ci ty's growing elderly 

population has been assisted by specia l commiss ion programs that prov ide hea lth, 

nutrition, exercise, recreation, and social opportunities as well as housi ng. In Phoenix, 

the city government took over the loca l housing author ity in 1970 and made it a part 

of a newly created Neighborhood Improvement a nd Housing Depar tment (NIH). In 1984 

the city, on behalf of the department, issued $5 million in genera l obligation bonds to 

renovate city-owned public housi ng. In 1986-1987, the NIH was consider ing issuing 

general obl iga tion bonds for other housing uses. 

The Portland Housing Authority (PHA) succeeded in a vigorous ou treach program 

d es igned to establish itse lf in the eyes of the community as t he recogn ized expert on 

housing issues. It is one of t he few housing author ities engaged in long-range policy 

research on future housing needs in the community. An important question it is 

a ttempting to answer is whether multiple generat ions of the same fa milies arc showing 

up in public housing. In a different area, the PHA has developed and implemented 

severa l important ma intenance programs to save money. For example, it designed a nd 

has retrofitted ma n y of i ts larger complexes with a plumbing de vice w hich conti n uously 

disso lves minera l d eposits in pipes. The device prolongs the life of plumbing sys tems 

and reduces the need for routine maintenance interruptions of service. 

The Sea ttle Housing Aut hority and a coalition of communit y groups in King County 

have had uncommon success in raising local dollars for low-income hous ing programs. 

Through a combination of vote r approved bond issues, a temporary property-tax levy, 

and invest men t st rateg ies, the commu n ity has raised in excess of $ 100 mill ion. On the 

housing side, the SHA has successfully completed a number of sea ttercd housi ng 
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projects. Severa l of t hose projects were designed to serve elderly reside nts. Most, 

however, are ve ry attractive fa mily-oriented projects. Seattle provides the best 

example we found of t he hand and glove rel ationship which can ex ist in a community 

among stakeholders. The result there is a win-win situation for a ll of the m. 

In addi tion to the case studies, the project looked at policy in housing, community 

and economic development, and economic stabilization in general. It focused on public 

authorities, public housing au thorities, and community development corporations (CDCs). 

As lega l and administ rative entities, public author ities and CDCs a rc intended to sha re 

the trait of being responsive, flexibile organizations as compared with other public 

organizations. Authorities seek that responsiveness a nd fl exibi lit y by sta rting from a 

private sector perspective a nd building in public accountabi lity while CDCs start with 

community (public) accountability and then focus it on a special interest like housing. 

Although authorities and CDCs start from different premises regarding accou ntability, 

they can share common ground by focusi ng on the same spec ial interest. Broad 

findings were that housing can and has contributed to economic del·elopment and 

economic stabilization. Public authorities have far-ranging powers that can enable 

them to play a special role in these areas. Public housing authorities share these 

powers, but they also have greater public accountability than do some public 

authorities. Their first responsibility, always, must be to the poor and the special 

housing needs of that population. But their powers and responsibilities are not 

necessarily at odds. Community development corporations also hal'e a unique set of 

powers and responsibilities. PHAs and CDCs working together may be able to maximize 

their effects and minimize the cost of meeting their basic responsibilities if proper 

coordination can be arranged. 

Looking to the case studies for guidance a nd taking into account this general 

pol icy background, the project developed a set of recommended goals and action steps 

for AHA. The goals relate to AHA's role in the community. The action steps begin 

with internal adjus tments that will make the authority more able to function in the 

communi ty. They conclude with specif ic suggestions for AHA f orgcd and led communi ty 

allia nces to solve Austin's housing and development problems. While these 

recomme ndations are directed to policies less specific than those cited in San Antonio, 

Houston, Phoenix, San Diego, Portland, and Seattl e they are essentia l f irst steps in 

bringing order to a chaot ic housing scene and establish ing a leadership role for AHA. 
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Goals for AHA 

1. To establish itself as the local "authority" on housing policy and 

programs. 

2. To expand and redefine its mission to include low- a nd moderate-income 

housin g and economic development, as well as publicly owned housing. 

3. To use housing policies and programs to stabi li ze a nd revitalize the local 

economy. 

4. To develop a broad-based, committed coali tion arou nd the interrelated fields 

of housing, economic development a nd economic stabilization. 

5. With this coalition, to develop an action plan for local economic 

development a nd stabilization through housing policy. 

6. With me mbers of the coalition, to develop the ongoing capacity to gather 

a nd interpret for quick use accu rate sta tistics on the local housing and 

economic situations. 

Action Steps 

I. The Austin and Travis County housing authorities should be consolida ted 

into a single body, a "Metro Housing Authority," with a five-member board 

of directors. In addition to the fi ve regular members, representatives of 

sta te government should participate on an ex officio basis as a way to 

involve the state in local policy and ensure loca l influence on state policy. 

2. The new board shou ld set c r iteria for appointment to the board that stress 

technical skills, relating to housing and economic development and 

stabi lization, as well as public serv ice. Such c r iteria should ensure that the 

collective skills and ex perience of each board include finance, land 

development and property management, real estate and public sector law, 

previous or current residency in p ublic housing or low-income housing, and 

community and social service. 

3. The new authority should commission a legal analysis of the full ex tent of 

i ts powers a nd possibili ties. Basing its d ecisions on that analysis, the boa rd 

should develop a new mission statement and strategic plan, setting goals 

and defining the tools it wishes to use in pursui ng them. 

4. The new authority should seek to coordinate loca l housi ng efforts, 

particularly those of community development corporations a nd other non

profit groups. An important feature of this new role should be contracting 
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with the Ci ty of Austin to operate and manage its Community Development 

Block Grant programs. 

5. In preparing to develop a coalition to lead community housing efforts, the 

current Austin Housing Authority should immediately convene an ongoing 

symposium on loca l housing and economic development needs. This 

symposium should include at least t he mayor and city counci l members, AHA 

and Travis County Housing Authority board members, the Travis County 

commissioners, interested current and past participants in Leadership Austin, 

participants in the Austinplan process, and representatives of a ll interested 

community groups including housing and neighborhood advocates and 

economic development actors such as the several chambers of commerce. 

6. This symposium should meet on a regu lar basis until it has developed a 

coherent program setting out: the ongoing roles and responsibilities of 

groups and individuals involved; f undi ng pla ns for the new coa lition and for 

housing initiatives on the hori zon; and procedures for the fr iendly merger 

and consolidation of organizations whose efforts are redundan t, so that 

resources may be used more effectively. 

7. Finally, the symposium should develop a metropolita n stra tegy for housing, 

community economic development, a nd economic stabi li zat ion that can be 

passed on to and refined by the coalition over time. 

Once AHA has accomplished these goa ls and steps, or ones like them, it shou ld be 

ready to lead a new housing coalition. Given active, committed leadersh ip with flexible 

powers and approach, such a coalition could ha ve an authentically s ignifican t effect on 

how housing works in Austin. Through increasingly broad and accurate knowledge of 

the local housing situation and through a new focus on housing as a tool of economic 

development and s tabilization, the coalition can move towa rd efficient provision of 

housi ng as a user good. 
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POLICY BRIEF 

THE NEED FOR ACTION: AUSTIN IN CONTEXT 

"A decent home and a su itable living environment for every American family": this 

has been the goal of U.S. housing policy since the landmark federal Housing Act of 

1949. For 20 years following passage of the act, it seemed an achievable objective. It 

seemed that we could build and offer houses a t affordable prices wh ich were sa fe and 

sanitary. More and more Americans lived in homes with indoor plumbing, adequate 

heat, and enough space for each person to have a corner of his or her own. The 

basic issue of safe, sanita ry housing was being solved. Programs such as the Federal 

Housing Administration (FHA), Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA), and the 

loan programs of the Veterans Administration (VA}, made it possible for single people 

as well as families to buy their own homes. When those with enough money to buy 

homes did so, they freed up the best rental housing for persons a little less well off. 

The basic problem of affordabili ty and availability, intimately tied to t he issues of 

status and opportunities for upward mobility, a lso seemed on its way to solution. 

When families and single people took advantage of the government's mortgage 

assistance programs, they showed homebuilders a market for more new homes, thus 

st imulating the economy a nd possibly generating jobs for people who cou ld then afford 

the just-vacated second tier of rental housing. Thus t he third basic housing issue, 

that of the relationship of housing to the larger economy and its impact on supply and 

demand, affordability and availability, and the overall network of economic linkages, 

was being reshaped . For people who were temporarily or permanently unable to take 

advantage of the private housing market, the government continued the commitment it 

began in the 1930s to provide publicly owned, very low-cost housing through the 

mechanism of local public housing authorities (PHAs). Federal, state, and local 

po licymakers began to resolve the final basic issue of housing, the relationship of the 

private housing market to public need, and the responsibility of public entities to meet 

that need. It was a plan that addressed pressing themes of the post-war housing 

cr isis, and attempted to devise a way to deal with them in the future. It appeared, by 

1968, to be a scheme that worked. 

Then why, nearly 20 yea rs later, are we stud ying and writing about housing 

problems? Have they not a ll been solved? Has the trend not carried Amer ica to the 

point that all families do have "a decent home and a suitable li ving environment"? 
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The answer is no. America's housing problems--chiefly the obligation to balance 

and match programs and policies to meet diverse needs and abilities to pay--have not 

been solved. The trend toward universally adequate housing slowed drastically, and in 

the early 1980s the percentage of households that owned their own homes actually 

began to fall, after 35 years of consistent increases (Brown and Vinger, 1986, p. 6-7). 

At the same time, the federal government drastically cut assistance for low-income 

rental housing and publicly owned housing--part of a new trend that began with the 

election of Richard Nixon in 1968 and culminated in 1980-1988 under Ronald Reagan. 

Housing problems have not been solved. But neither have they stayed the same. 

In some cases they have grown better, almost in spite of policy interventions. More 

often they have grown worse--partly through neglect, occasionally through wrongheaded 

policy, but mostly because the world has changed since 1969, and even more since 

1949. The economy has changed, the family has changed. Government has changed, 

cities have changed. People have changed. It is no wonder that their housing needs 

have changed, too. 

Health and safety problems, for example, are much less prevalent today than in 

1949. All legally constructed housing has heating, indoor plumbing, and meets certain 

standards of safety. But shodd y materials and work remain a problem, as does 

deterioration of older houses and apartments. Problems of discrimination remain. 

Means are sometimes more subtle now, but as in the past, sellers and land lords still 

refuse to sell or rent to persons of certain races and ethnic groups. Now they may 

also try to avoid families with children, especially the increasingly numerous single

parent families; persons with long-term illnesses or disabilities, even those that require 

no modifications of housing; and same-gender couples. As always, economic problems 

remain. Just as in 1949, need is one thing, demand--the ability to purchase combined 

with the desire to do so--is quite another. The federal mortgage assistance programs 

do case the cost of obtaining financing, but rising housing prices and increasing 

standard downpayment requirements have limited their effectiveness. Larger scale 

economic problems such as general inflation and recession, combined with drastically 

fluctuating energy costs also have made mainta ining decent housing more difficult. 

Initiatives over the yea rs have sought to deal with these problems in various ways. 

The generally incremental approach of the U.S. federal system has meant that elements 

of virtually all these initiat ives are still in place, though few if any ca n be isolated 

toda y in a form exactly like the original. The ea rli est efforts, those of the 1930s, 

sought to ease the pain of the Great Depression--for the financial and construction 
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industries and for the ill-housed poor--in that order. They created mortgage ass istance 

programs to pump money into the home mortgage industry so loans cou ld be made and 

more houses built. They also authorized creation of local public housing authorities to 

build public housing for poor people. The next era, the post-war period, expanded the 

miss ion of government housing programs to create more public housing as tra nsitional 

accommodations for returning veterans and their families and those pushed out of their 

low- rent homes by the pressure of demand created by the veterans and war workers. 

These efforts also expanded t he mortgage assistance programs and speci fica ll y directed 

portions of them to vetera ns. The programs were structured in ways t hat steered 

those assisted into new suburban developments rather than existing urban 

neighborhoods or small towns. Finally, the legislation of this era used the rationale of 

slum clea rance and housing upgrading to make avai lable large amou nts of inner city 

land a t low cost to those who sought to redevelop downtowns that had stagnated 

during the Depression a nd World War II. 

By the 1960s, racial integration and poverty eradication were added to the overt 

agenda of government efforts in housing. The showpiece of this era was the ill-fated 

Model Cities program, which sought to create integra ted social service programs to 

revitalize the inner cities in human as well as bricks-and-mortar terms. But by the 

time Model Cities got off the ground , the Johnson ad ministration's War on Pover ty was 

largely in disarray. Model Cit ies never achieved its larger goals and was dismantled by 

the Nixon administration. During this period as well, the move began toward 

subsidization of low-income residents living in privately owned d welli ngs--dwell ings 

owned by the low-income residents themselves or by for-profit or nonprofit ow·ner

managers. This assistance originally took the fo rm of mortgages at low, subsid ized 

rates. The subsidies allowed low-income people to buy homes (t he ill-managed Section 

235 program) or permitted owner-managers of mult i-family buildings to rent units at 

rates affordable to low-income people (t he Secti on 236 program). 

The fourth major era of modern housing policy began in the early 1970s when the 

Nixon adminstration began to dismantle the init iatives of the Housing Act of 1968. 

Ultimately it replaced them with the housing policies of the first "New Federalism": 

Sect ion 8 housing allowances (direct subsidy to low-income people to help them pay 

ma rket rate rents) and the Community Development Block Grant program (wh ich gave 

localities money to use for housing and community deve lopment activit ies they would 

dev ise on their own, within broad f ederal guidelines). Since the advent of these 
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policies, the chief initiatives of the federal government in housing have been budget 

cuts and restrictions on federal contributions for housing activities of all kinds. 

This poses serious difficulties for low-income people and for local policy-makers 

alike. The period of the expansion of federal responsibility for housing policy and 

housing assistance, which fell roughly between 1932 and 1969, was a period of rapid 

change in the American economy and society. But the programs and policy this period 

spawned sought to deal with this change--to harness it, to make it a force for growth 

and for good. Since 1969 the pace of change has not slowed. If anything, the effect 

of change is now far greater, because it is structural change rather than cyclical 

change. It is widely argued that the changes of the mid-20th century were 

adjustments to the structural changes brought about by the Second Industrial 

Revolution. The changes of the latter third of this century, by contrast, are the 

throes of a new industrial revolution that is moving us into the 21st century. But our 

housing policies have refused to recognize this profound change, which encompasses 

shifts in the urban/suburban balance, shifts in racial and ethnic relations, shifts in the 

status and composition of the family, shifts in the role and use a nd nature of money, 

and shifts in the balance of the forces of centralization and d ecen tra lization. Let us 

now turn to a discussion of some of those forms of change. 

Changes in Demographics and Mobility 

Who were the people seeking decent housing in 1949? They were a diverse group, 

but the vast majority were either the families of young veterans back from World War 

11 , starti ng out with a little money, a steady job, and great expectat ions; or they were 

members of extended families who had been doubled or tripled up in single family 

homes during the Great Depression and World War II. Often they were both. They 

were looking for room to expand, and a place they could ca ll their very own. Mass

produced suburbs, their streets lined with relatively inexpensive new homes that could 

be purchased with a small downpayment and a government financed mortgage, were 

perfect for these housing seekers. 

Some were immigrants from the South, newly arrived in industrial sta tes like 

Michigan and Ohio for jobs in the steel and automobile factories. They frequently 

took the city apartments and houses vacated by the suburb-bound , at least until they 

could save enough to move out to the suburbs themselves. But there was a 

complicat ion. Man y .of these immigrants were black. Many city neighborhoods were 

not open to them, nor were most suburbs. The phenomenon of blockbusting ensued in 
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inner cities, with white owners fleeing--ostensibly to preserve their property va lues-

and neighborhoods undergoing very rapid social and economic change. 

This restri ction on black opportunity distorted the upward trend of housing 

mobility. Despite the anti-discrimination a nd minority income-enha ncement efforts of 

Lyndon B. Johnson's Wa r on Poverty, by 1969 the central areas of man y major 

American cities were virtually all minority and largely poor. Most of those in need of 

housing assistance were not like the young veterans of 1949, though many were 

veterans of the Viet Nam War. Already many of those most in need were children and 

s ingle parents. But with t he exception of public housing, most government housing 

assistance programs were still geared to the underhoused population of 1949. They 

were still serving that population in its suburban setting, even as many members grew 

more prospe rous and more able to participate i n the market without ass istance. 

Ironically, t he underhoused of 1949 once agai n need assistance. As they become 

more elderly, the you ng veterans of 40 yea rs ago no longer need homes built for 

expansion. Rather, they need easy-to-care-for homes in which they can convenientl y 

maneuver or receive care. This probably does not mean the suburban single-family 

de tached u n its they purchased with FHA or VA assistance in the 1950s and remodeled 

to accommodate a new add ition to the family every few years. But now many of these 

homeowners are on fixed incomes and find it difficult to get out from under their 

long-term homes. Those who might wish to purchase them, the young famili es of 

today, are frequently unable to meet the high cost of a downpaymcnt, even on a 40-

yea r-old home (Schwartz, ct al., 1988, pp. 6-1 7). 

Today, as in 1969, single-parent fami lies and the poor are among t hose most in 

need of housing. They are joined by young families and the elderly. With the 

exception of public housing and the Section 8 program, both of which have suffered 

deep cuts d ur ing the Reagan years, few federa l programs offer any aid to these groups. 

Ra t her, like the FHA and the VA, t hey have requirements tha t shu t out the you ng and 

the poor, or li ke F NMA a nd GNMA, thei r true purpose is to aid the housing industr y 

in se lli ng its products rather than to make su re appropriate hous ing is avai lable to 

these and other populations. 

Economic Change 

Aside from the effects of an aging populace, much of the demog raphic change in 

housing demand is rooted in larger changes in the world and U.S. economies. The first 

is the increasing internationa li za tion of the U.S. economy and the shi fting U.S. position 
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in the world economy. In 1949 the U.S. was clearly the dominant force in the world 

economy. We produced, others consumed what we produced, and they paid us for the 

privilege. Other countries were in debt to us. This is no longer the case. Only in a 

few areas, such as agriculture, can the U.S. clearly claim economic supremacy. In 

high-paying fields such as heavy manufacturing, we import much of what we need from 

countries that produce what we want more cheaply than we can ou rselves. This means 

fewe r full-time, well-paying jobs for American workers. Forced into lower paying, 

parttimc work, or without work for long periods of time, these people are unable to 

purchase the housing they need, either through ownership or rental. 

The second change is in the economic position of the government. The U.S. 

government is currently running the largest budget deficit in its history. Some 

economists blame this deficit, financed by the sale of government securities to private 

and institutional investors both here and abroad, for driving up interest rates-

including those charged on loans for housing purchase, construction, and rehabilitation. 

A higher interest rate can mean the cost of a seemingly affordable house is actually 

o,ut of the range of first-time homebuyers. But perhaps as important as the deficit's 

effect on interest rates is what it has done to the Congress's willingness to 

appropriate money to pay for new housing programs. The amount Congress allocated to 

the Department of Housing and Urban Development fell from $35.7 billion in 1980 to 

$15.2 billion in 1987. New funding for housing assistance--mostly for the elderly, 

disabled, and poor--fell from $26.7 billion in 1981 to $7.5 billion in 1987. This more 

than 70 percent cut meant that the number of new housing units available through this 

assistance in l 987 was less than half the number available in 1981 (Schwartz, et al., 

1988, p. 4 7). 

Finally, rather than being an engine of growth for the economy, housing has in 

many cases become a drain. Speculative building in areas like the oil-dependent 

Southwest has led to bank and savings and loan failures. Such failu res may lead to 

small business failures that lead to unemployment and, ultimately, a worsening of the 

housing situation. 

Political Change 

The political context of housing policy also has changed since 1949 and 1969. The 

primary d iffe rences since 1949 are the change in constituency we discussed in the 

section above on housing demographics, the change in leadership at the federal level, 

and a change in who participates in making housing policy and the procedures which 
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govern their participation. As we discussed above, the primary constituency for 

housing policy in 1949 was the reemerging American middle class, largely represented 

by the young families of veterans of World War II. In 1969 this was still largely the 

case, though racial considerations had begun to rise to the surface. By 1988 the 

constituency for housing policy is young families (first-time home buyers, but withoul 

the veterans' claim on the nation's conscience), single-parent families, the poor, and 

the elderly--many of whom, ironically, are those same World War II veterans. 

The leadership to whom these constituencies appeal has changed as well. In 1949 

the federal government was led by Harry S Truman, who had risen from rural poverty 

to achieve an upset Presidential election victory. Truman had retained his post 

through the support of the classic Democratic coalition--labor, veterans, and blacks. 

These three groups wanted housing assistance, and Congress had recently seen their 

clout. Housing became, at least briefly, a priority. By 1969 Richard Nixon was 

President, and the push was on to cut the costs of domestic programs, particularly 

those that helped the disadvantaged. So FHA, FNMA, GNMA, and VA programs stayed 

in place, while the extensive programs to assist the burgeoning disadvantaged 

population were curtailed or never implemented. With the advent of Nixon's "New 

Federalism" in 1973, much of the responsibility for setting housing policy was shifted 

to the cities and states under the Community Development Block Grant program. In 

1988, leadership for the past eight years has resided in the Reagan administration, 

which has as its top priorities increasing defense spending, shifting responsibility for 

domestic policy development and implementation to the states and localities, lowering 

taxes (especially for the well-to-do), and balancing the federal budget. While the 

administration has not succeeded at all in its final goal, it has done well in the first 

three. The result has been disastrous for housing policy. Higher def cnse spending and 

lower tax revenue has raised the federal deficit. The effort to keep the deficit in line 

has meant reduced federal spending on domestic programs, including housing, and a 

further shift of responsibility to the states and localities. 

THE AUSTIN SITUATION 

In Austin, this shift means that local policymakers must confront the local 

situation head on, with little guidance from Washington. It is a burden, especially 

since the federal government has withdrawn most of its monetary support. But it is an 

opportunity, as well--an opportunity to see how Austin can frame its problems and 

solve its problems in its own way. 
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What is the housing situation in Austin? Finding accurate, meaningful figures on 

housing vacancies, numbers of families seeking housing, numbers of elderly people 

attempting to change to a more appropriate residence, and the like, is difficult. But it 

is possible to paint a general picture of the housing scene in Austin and to understand 

how that picture fits into the larger picture of the Austin economy as a whole. 

In 1988 Austin is suffering the woes of an oil and real estate-related recession. 

Although Austin was not in the major oil-producing areas of Texas, it benefited 

tremendously from the oi l boom that boosted the state's economy from 1974 through 

the early 1980s. Oil companies and many others who had done well during the boom 

felt the need to maintain Austin offices, ostensibly to be near the Capitol. Their 

spending fueled the Austin economy, through what economists call the multiplier effect. 

It had an especially strong impact on real estate, setting off a construction boom that 

kept building on itself, increasing prices and spurring the erection of office towers 

that have never yet seen occupants. When oil collapsed in the early 1980s, Austin was 

spared the initial shocks suffered by cities like Houston, Midland, and Tulsa. But by 

1985, the capital city was feeling the reverberations. By 1987, it was suffering near 

depression, with high unemployment, numerous bank failures, hundreds of business 

failures. Many recent arrivals left and housing prices declined sign if ica ntly. 

What did all these developments mean for the local housing s ituation? In one 

sense, they were a boon. Housing became vastly less expensive, from luxury homes 

overlooking Lake Travis to student apartments in the University of Texas's fraternity 

area to tiny East Austin houses in the shadow of the Holl y Street power plant. But as 

we will explain later in this section, that did not always make a difference. 

First, however, let us examine briefly Austin's official attitude toward housing. 

Essentially, the attitude has been one of laissez-faire--let the market do as it will. 

Two exceptions to this view stand out. The first is Austin's early and long-term 

involvement in the federal public housing program. The program was authorized in 

1937, and Austin almost immediately designated a public housing authority. By 1939 

the city was well on its way to having three spanking new housing projects: one for 

blacks, one for "Anglos," one for Mexican-Americans. The other exception is the 

efforts of Austin's st rong "neighborhoods" / environmentalist coalition. While this 

coalition--largely white, middle-class, and living in affluent West Austin--does not 

normally concern itself with housing, its influence in determining where and under 

what circumstances some industrial sites and city projects would be built have had an 

eff cct on land use regulations and zoning. These efforts tend to keep activities 
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inimical to good housi ng out of the west and northwest portions of the c it y, which 

may encourage them to locate in the less affluent north, northeast, east, and south. 

The tidy separation of t he races in Austin's first set of housing projects was not a 

federally mandated a rrangement repugnant to the local citizenry. Rather, it was simply 

an extension of the status quo. While a few black and Mexican-American residents 

have a lways lived all over town, Austin has been by a nd large a city rigidl y seg regated 

by race and ethn icity, a nd by income (acting as a proxy for c lass). In the city's early 

years, the Mexican-Amer ican community was conf ined to an area near the junction of 

Lamar Boulevard and the Colorado R iver, close to the western rai lyards. The black 

community was scattered in small sepa rate tow ns now incorporated into Austin--St. 

John's, Wheatsville, Clarksville, and others--as well as in East Austin, especia ll y in the 

Robertson Hill area . But loca l governmen t a nd its supporters decided in t he early 

years of this century that these communities shou ld be consolidated as much as 

poss ible in East Austin. Under a ci ty plan approved by the City Council in 1928, the 

on ly services for blacks--the library, high school, park--were located there, and local 

gove rnment made it c lear that blacks were not welcome at the facilities in other parts 

of the c it y. Mexican-Americans were not so r igid ly segrega ted, but they were steered 

to the southern parts of East Austin and to South Austin as suitable residential areas. 

Years a fter desegregation of public accommodations, East Austin remains a bastion of 

the black a nd Mexica n-Amer ican communi ties, though the two communities are distinct 

and each is dominant in certain geographic a reas. Vi rtually as r igid as these 

racial/ ethnic distinctions are income distinctions that restr ict the northwest a nd west 

sections of the city to the affluent. Most of t he housing in these areas is single 

family detached dwellings, with relatively few apartme nts compared to the rest of the 

city. T he far south area and the Hyde Park area immediately north of the University 

arc a lso re latively income-restrictive, although Hyde Park is somewhat mixed and is 

home to a number of students. 

Along with Aust in's traditiona l laissez-faire attitude toward providing housing, this 

rac ial/ ethnic, ethnic/ income segregation facto r complicates the housing situation here. 

Over the years, the willingness to a llow inequities to occur based on race, ethnicity, 

and income, combined with a general unwillingness to take action to smooth ou t the 

inequities, has produced a segmented housing market. In such a market, the potential 

buyer is confined to certain options, depending upon who he or she is. These 

restrictions on cho ice do not fall to norma l ma rket fo rces, such as decreases in price. 

Suppose, for example, the price of a $140,000 West Austin home drops to $100,000. 
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owner is anxious to se ll. In East Austin, a black f amily whose combined income is 

$35,000 a year and who has saved a downpayment is looking for a house. The 

segmented market means this family will not get this house, even though market forces 

say it migh t. The family probably will never see the house. Their real estate agent 

probably wi ll encourage them to buy in East Austin. If t hey want to move "up" from 

East Austin , their real estate agent will encourage them to buy north or south, where 

their income (class) is more typical. T he age nt ma y not even have listi ngs for West 

Austin--and the owner would never adverti se the house in one of the East Austin 

papers. Thus, the one benefit of t he oil/ rea l estate recess ion, the decli ne in housing 

prices, is not available to many in the local popu lation. 

TAKING ACTION 

How can Austin address the national problems of housing and the problems tha t 

are particu lar to t his city? There are a number of examples of creative programs 

being tried by states and loca lities nationwide. Among them arc programs to promote 

home ownership, rehabilitate accommodations for the e lderly, and create more rental 

housing. States are trying downpayment assistance plans, lease-purchase plans, and 

shared equity mortgage programs to increase home ownership. T hey are using various 

types of loans, loan guarantees, mortgages, mortgage guarantees, shared equi ty 

programs and other creative financing options to encourage construction and 

rehabilitation of the rental housing so needed by low income residents and si ngle

parent families. Most programs are fairly new, but a numbe r have achieved some 

degree of success in their first few years of operation. 

Locally, housing advocates in 1987 proposed a $22 million general obligation bond 

issue fo r affordable housing. The voters decli ned to pass the issue, but the idea has 

not died. The city has an active mutual housing organization, and a fairly long 

trad ition of student cooperative housing that may yield new ideas on loca l housing 

problems. East Austin organizations such as the Blacklands Associat ion, the Guadalupe 

Neighborhood Association, and the Austin Economic Development Corporation (AEDC) 

have used various means to purchase land and construct homes for rent or sale to low

income people. 

But these small-scale efforts, while important, will not broadly increase the number 

of adequately housed Austinites. Nor will programs aimed at generally increasing the 

num ber of rental units in the city, or the avai labi lity of mortgages. Such programs are 

vi tal. But to benefit Austin, where there is an oversupply of good qua lit y housing in 
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some parts of the city and an inadequate number of units in unacceptable condition in 

others, these construction and rehab promotion programs must be carefully targeted. 

To benefit Austin, where foreclosure is the chief mortgage problem, these programs 

must be structured in a way that creates and maintains jobs in the local community, 

rather than simply channelling public money through homeowners to banks. 

What, then, should Austin do? First, it should realize that the local problem is 

very complex. It is a socio-political problem as much as a problem of economics. 

Thus, to solve it means to change minds as well as programs. To achieve this, any 

program in Austin must be broad-based, with broad appeal. It must bring in virtually 

every important civic actor in some fashion or another. Housing activists must 

abandon their role as a special interest group, broaden their approach, and broaden 

their goals. They should seek the cooperation of environmental , neighborhood, 

educational, and economic development activitists. Their goals should be long-term, 

with a forward-looking approach. They should be keyed to the economy a nd 

community as a whole, not just to providing housing. They should be sensitive to 

inequities based on race, ethnicity, and income and should seek to remedy those 

inequities. Most importantly, these goals should take into account the problems caused 

by cycles of boom and bust in a local economy and should ha ve as a unifying theme 

the effort to keep those cycles smoothed out. 

The broad-based coalition advocated above will not spring out of nowhere. Nor 

can it be brought in from outside. Rather, some local actor must ca ll together all 

those interested in housing, and those who are not interested but should be. To make 

such a ca ll and have it heeded , this actor must be respected in the housing community 

and in the community at large. It must not be identified as an advocate of a 

particular position, nor as antagonistic to any view. It must have expertise in all 

aspects of the housing field , from finance to construction to sa les and management. 

One strong candidate to make this ca ll is the Austin Housing Authority (A HA). 

AHA is appropriate for this role because of its 50-year experience in low-income 

housing in Austin, its recent acquisition of modern manageme nt and financial expertise, 

and its capabilities as a public authority, capabili ties that include the power to expand 

its role and to generate money through the sale of bonds. Moreove r, AHA has a 

unique pos ition in relation to the city of Austin: close tics tempered by federally 

mandated independence. Its status as an authority also allows it to work with 

community groups without becoming dependent upon them. Finally, AHA has a ready

made constituency of those who are most in need of housing. 
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Should AHA choose to take on the responsibility of leading a new housing coalition 
for Austin, the AHA board shou ld first lay the grou ndwork for the Authority's new 

role. In itia lly, it should examine its cu rrent role in the housi ng communi t y and 

develop its own goa ls. Once these goals are established , it shou ld develop a se ries of 

action steps that it can use to achieve its goals and the goal s of the coalition. 

GOALS AND ACTION STEPS 

Possible goals and action steps AHA might wish to consider: 

1. Goa ls: 

a. Establish i tself as the loca l "authority" on housing policy and programs. 

b. Expand and redefine its mission to include low and moderate- income 

housing and economic development as well as publicly ow ned housing. 

c. Use housing policies a nd programs to stabilize and rev ita li ze the local 

economy. 

d. Develop a broad-based, committed coalition around the interrela ted 

fields of housing, economic d evelopment, and economic stabi li zation. 

e. With this coali tion, develop an act ion plan for local economic 

development and stabilization through housing policy. 

f. With members of the coalition, develop the ongoing capacity to gather 

and inter pret for q uick use accurate sta t istics on the loca l housing and 

economic si tuations. 

2. Action Steps 

a. The Austin and Trav is County hous ing authorities should be 

consolidated into a si ngle body, a "Metro Housing Authority," with a 

five-member board of directors. In addition to the five regular 

members, r epresentatives of state government should part icipate on an 

ex offic io basis as a way to involve the state in local policy and ensu re 

loca l influence on state policy. 

b. The new board should establish criteria for appointment to the board 

tha t st ress technical skills, relating to housing and economic develop

ment and stabi lization, as well as public service. Such criteria should 

ensure that the coll ec tive skills and experience of each board include 

finance, land development and property management, real estate and 

public sector law, previous or current residency in public housing or 

low-income housing, and commu nit y a nd social se rvice. 
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c. The new authority should commission a legal ana lysis of the full extent 

of its powers and possibilities. Basing its decisions on that analysis, 

the board should develop a new mission statement and strategic plan, 

setting goals and defining the tools it wishes to use in pursuing them. 

d. The new authority should seek to coordinate local housing efforts, 

particularly those of community development corporations and other 

non-profit groups. 

e. In preparing to develop a coa lition to lead community housing efforts, 

the current Austin Housing Authority should immediately convene an 

ongoing symposium on local housing and economic development needs. 

This symposium should include at least the mayor and city council 

members, AHA and Travis County Housing Authority board members, the 

Travis County commissioners, interested current and past participants in 

Leadership Austin, participants in the Austinplan process, and 

representatives of all interested community groups including housing and 

neighborhood advocates and economic development actors such as the 

severa l chambers of commerce. 

f. This symposium should meet on a regular basis until it has developed a 

coherent program setting: the ongoing roles and responsibilities of 

groups and individuals involved; funding plans for the new coalition and 

for housing initiatives on the horizon; and procedures for the friendly 

merger and consolidation of organizations whose efforts are redundant, 

so that resources may be used more effectively. 

g. Finally, the symposium should develop a metropolitan strategy for 

housing, community economic development, and economic stabilizatitm 

that can be passed on to and refined by the coal it ion over time. 

Once AHA has accomplished these goals and steps, or ones like them, it should be 

ready to lead a new housing coalition. Given active, committed leadership with flexible 

powers and approach, such a coalition could have an authentically significant effect on 

how housing works in Austin. Through increasingly broad and accurate knowledge of 

the local housing situation and through a new focus on housing as a tool of economi.c 
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development and stabi lization, the coalition can move toward efficient provision of 
housing as a user good. 
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CHAPTER 1. HOUSING POLICY IN CONTEXT 

As we near the turn of the century, Americans are faced with the frightening 
reality that hundreds of thousands of our fell ow citizens do not know from one day to 
the next where they will sleep, or indeed, whether they will have a place to sleep at 
all. Estimates of the number of homeless people in America today vary drastically-
from a low of 350,000 put forward by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development to a high of 3 million calculated by the National Coalition for the 
Homeless, an advocacy group (The Campaign to End Hunger and Homelessness, 1988). 
In 1987, the .U.S. Congress approved legislation creating $600 million in programs to aid 
the homeless. Named for the late Rep. Stewart B. McKinney, the act was an important 
and historic one. But it offered only emergency aid aimed primarily at getting 
homeless people off the streets and into safe, sanitary shelter. Most of its provisions 
were not aimed at creating or maintaining permanent housing at rents or purchase 
prices low-income people can afford. But the lack of such housing is, according to 
many advocates for the homeless, one of the basic factors contributing to homelessness 
in the U.S. today. 

If the McKinney Homeless Assistance Act falls short in addressing this underlying 
cause, then what kinds of action would better promote permanent housing? Are the 
programs of the past--public housing, the Federal Housing Administration, the Veterans' 
Administration housing program--unable to meet today's needs? If so, why? Have 
conditions so changed since the decades following World War II that the programs that 
led to unprecedented prosperity, new levels of home ownership, and increased adequacy 
of rental housing, are irrelevant? 

The answer, we will argue, is yes. The context in which we face housing issues 
today is radically diff ercnt from that of the Beaver Cleaver All-American Family era of 
the 1950s and 1960s. Since the 1960s America has undergone drastic changes in its 
economy, in its style of government, and in its social conditions. Some of the changes 
must be characterized as negative, but others have positive aspects. All must be faced 
if we are to come to any solutions for our housing problems today. 

STRUCTURAL CHANGE 

Economically, the U.S. has f alien from dominance and, indeed, has undergone a 
period of dcindustrialization which shows f cw signs of abating. We currently have a 
trade deficit in the hundreds of billions of dollars, a situation unthinkable even at the 
beginning of the 1980s. To Japan, one of our most important trading partners, we 
export mainly raw materials and agricultural products (Bluestone and Harrison, 1982, p. 
5), while importing vast quantities of sophisticated electronic devices and components. 
The internationalization of the economy has wrought profound change. Competition 
from abroad has deeply wounded many basic U.S. industries, such as steel and 
automobiles, and international control of petroleum recreated, then virtually destroyed, 
the U.S. energy industry in a space of less than 10 years (1974-1983). 

As factories close in steel and automobiles, as petroleum refineries and drilling 
rigs shut down, once well-paid, sometimes highly skilled workers line up at 
unemployment offices seeking unemployment benefits from the s tate for a s long as they 
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last. In the 1970s when workers from Ohio and Michigan exhausted their benefits. 
many came South, either alone or with their families, to seek work in the then
booming oilfields of Texas, Oklahoma. Louisiana. But with the oil bust of the 1980s. 
the exodus was in the opposite direction, to states such as Massachusetts. New 
Hampshire, and Virginia. These and other states were becoming havens for service 
industries which usuall y pay less than traditional manufacturers, arc less likely to be 
unionized, and are more able. because of technology. to pick up and go elsewhere if 
conditions fail to suit them in their quest to turn the largest prof it possible. 

In the post-World War II period, government continued to grow with f cw lags and 
f cw apologies through the administrations of Presidents Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, 
and Johnson. Under Johnson especially the federal government took on new 
responsibilities and mandated new responsibilities for local governments as well. The 
federal government took on major new initiatives in support of education, housing, 
nutrition, health care (especially for the elderly). It also became an aggressive 
enforcer of new statutes in public accommodations and voting rights. Under both 
Kennedy and Johnson there was a renewal of the Roosevelt and Truman commitment to 
active government intervention in economic affairs through fiscal policy and the 
encouragement of an interventionist monetary policy. All four administrations 
supported active urban renewal programs. and Kennedy and Johnson made deeper 
commitments to the cities. These policies led to local and state reliance on federal 
initiative in setting policies, particularly for dealing with social wclf are and urban 
issues. 

Despite some motions against the trend during the Carter ad ministration. the U.S. 
federal system has seen a restructuring since 1968, culminating in the Reagan 1980s. 
The "New Federalism" of Presidents Nixon and Reagan cut the domestic policy role of 
the federal government (though it in fact increased the domestic bureaucracy as well 
as the foreign policy /military bureaucracy), abandoning many programs in housing and 
other social services. Where such programs have been continued, funding from state, 
local, and occasionally private sources has made that continuation possible. During the 
1980s, the military has been the top spending priority of the f edcral government, with 
defense spending in the form of weapons research and procurement as well as military 
installations being used as an economic development tool. In other senses, however. 
the federal presence in shaping the economy has largely been a presence by absence. 
Federal enforcement of anti-trust laws, for example, has been extremely lax. 

Social conditions, too, have changed in significant ways. On the positive side, 
the struggles of the 1950s and 1960s won members of minority groups the official right 
to eat, shop, play, and live where they wished. In fact, changes in the economy and 
in the role of the federal government limited the effects of some of these victories, 
especially in housing. Deindustrialization limited and in some cases canceled out the 
advances in purchasing power that would have allowed black people and members of 
other minority groups to afford housing in any area. Meanwhile, "trickle-down" 
policies have redistributed neither income nor wealth. The growing reluctance of the 
federal government to enforce or advance civil rights laws further impeded efforts of 
minorities to achieve full freedom of choice in housing. 

More private forms of social change have also occurred. The structure of the 
family is changing. Since the late 1960s, work for women--always a commonplace 
among low-income people--has become the norm at all levels of society. Divorce has 
become increasingly prevalent, as has parenthood outside of marriage. These changes 
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have produced smaller families and female-headed households, a demand for more 
housing units to house each "family," and more limited incomes with which to purchase 
housing. ("Family" as used here means two persons and their offspring. A traditional 
family would require one dwelling. A divorced or never married family probably would 
require two.) These trends can be expected to continue: some experts estimate that 
the U.S. workforce will be 50 percent female by the year 2000 (Hartman, 1988). Their 
consequences must be dealt with. During most of the 20th century, at all but the most 
affluent levels of society, certain vital work has been done by the women of the house 
without pay. These tasks, cooking, cleaning, washing, childcare, and care of the 
elderly and the ill, now must be hired out. They become costs that families must 
figure into their budgets--costs that must compete with housing and food for shares of 
family budgets often shrunk by relocation in the job market to lower-paying jobs. 

CONTINUING THEMES 

Urbanization/Suburbanization 

Conditions have changed. But certain broad themes that run through most 20th 
century policy debate must be .considered here as well. The first of these is 
urbanization/ suburbanization. The years .since the early 1970s have seen a slowing of 
the great rural to urban migrations that have dominated the past 100 years. They 
have seen the hollowing of the cities as first , families, then companies, flocked to the 
suburbs. They have seen the demise of old manufacturing cities as part of the 
deindustrialization trend. But they have also seen the back-to-the-city movement 
among young professionals, a migration the effects of which have come to be known as 
gentrification. 

The abandonment of the inner city as the economic base of the metropolitan area 
has been a two-faceted phenomenon. One aspect of the shift to the suburbs is the 
physical relocation of commerce and industry to suburban locations where they are 
physically closer to the kinds of workers they wish to hire. A second no less 
significant aspect is a change in the kind of work being done. Much of commercial 
and industrial activity today revolves around information and data gathering, use, 
storage, retrieval and transmission. This is a much more fluid type of activity than 
traditional location-bound activities such as sales or manufacturing of goods. This new 
activity requires different kinds of support structures, both in terms of hardware (such 
as buildings, transportation facilities, raw materials, and waste disposal) and soft 
support (labor and producer services such as legal, accounting, and financial 
assistance). In general the support structures are cleaner, more fl exible, and more 
portable than those required by traditional industry. The ease and speed with which 
such structures may be established or dismantled enable companies to move as far from 
the city center as they choose, thus turning many of the assumptions of traditional 
location theory, which are based on now-obsolete notions of supply and transportation 
networks, on their heads. For example, becal,}se information can be transmitted almost 
instantaneously across the city or across the country, the old assumption of the 
benefits of agglomeration economies loses some of its force. In agglomeration 
economies, similar companies clump together to take advantage of nearby suppliers of 
the materials they need to make their products and of customers willing to buy 
(Brown, 1974, p. 8). But since information can be moved quickly and inexpensively 
from distant suppliers, and just as quickly and cheaply transmitted to customers equally 
far away, firms whose chief commodity is information can move as far out of the 
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central business or industrial district as they wish--within the limits of 
telecommunications inf rastructu're. 

But the mere fact that industries can move away from the heart of the cities 
does not mean they will. Another factor enters in to assure that companies want to 
take advantage of technologies that allow them to abandon their former homes. That 
factor, intimately connected with private-sector abandonment, is deterioration. It 
encompasses deterioration of private-sector assets, such as plant and equipment, that 
have never been modernized over the years. But most importantly it includes public 
assets such as streets, roads, bridges, waste facilities, utilities (often privately owned 
but intensively publicly regulated). 

The effect of suburbanization of commerce and industry on housing is rather 
obvious. Because workers tend to try to live near their places of work, especially if 
the place of work is in a pleasant environment, suburbanization of work places 
increases the demand for housing in the suburbs. Frequently this means the expansion 
of suburbs even further from the core city, especially when (as appears to be 
increasingly the case) suburban jobs are low-paying. Land costs make it probable that 
the lowest-priced new suburban homes will be those furthest from the developed edge 
of the metropolitan area. New neighborhoods then demand infrastructure--schools, 
roads, sewers, and the like--often at the expense of maintaining existing facilities in 
older, inner city neighborhoods. Moreover, the suburbanization of jobs encourages the 
best-off of inner-city dwellers to move out, leaving those increasingly being recognized 
as a permanently disadvantaged "underclass." Ironically, earlier urbanization--brought 
on by the transformation of American agriculture from labor-intensive to capital
intensive--helped create the inner-city ghettoes which today confine that underclass. 

Public and Private Centralization/Decentralization 

A second, clearly related theme is the interplay of centralization and 
decentralization. The federal government ostensibly has promoted a trend toward 
decentralization, using the Community Development Block Grant and the General 
Revenue Sharing programs to shift community development decision-making to the state 
and local levels. Congressional budgetary reforms have led to the centralization of 
power in the Budget Committees of the two houses, which affects the ways that 
legislation regarding these programs is produced. Additionally, the federal 
government's reluctance to enforce anti-trust laws in the 1980s has led to 
decentralization of economic policymaking, leaving important decisions about corporate 
activities to the states. But it has also led to centralization of corporate power 
through largely unimpeded merger and acquisition. In general, however, industry has 
moved toward decentralization. The service sector, which experienced unprecedented 
growth during the post-1970 period, is not tied to place in the same way that 
traditional manufacturing is. In many cases, work can be carried out at multiple 
locations, none of which is a permanent installation owned by the company. The 
financial system and capital markets have become international. The fluid, large-scale 
nature of this market weakens the tie between local capital and the local public 
interest and may result in a corporate community lacking in civic pride and social 
responsibility. This poses particular problems in the housing arena, because it means 
local financial institutions are unlikely to give as much weight to considerations of 
community welfare in their loan policies. It also lessens the likelihood that corporate 
leaders will extend their leadership to social welfare efforts such as those aimed at 
improving housing. Given the vital roles played by business leaders in past housing 
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efforts in such cities as Baltimore, Pittsburgh, and Atlanta, such a shift could have 
serious negative cff ccts. 

Race and Ethnicity 

As we discussed above, race and ethnicity have long been considerations in any 
discussion of housing policy. But other factors, too, play a part in who gets to live 
where at what cost. Gender, age, disability, and lifestyle all affect the access to 
housing. In addition to these problems of discrimination, low-income single men are 
especially hard-pressed to find housing. They make up the majority of the homeless. 
Children and the elderly have special difficultics--children because they arc often 
barred from housing units; the elderly because their needs are changing, though their 
housing is not. Moreover, the property tax burden of the elderly continues to grow, 
despite the limitations on the taxpayer's income that come with retirement and old age, 
sometimes· forcing homeowners .to give up residences they paid off years ago. Persons 
with disabilities often need special arrangements, such as supervision or equipment to 
facilitate daily living. Persons with alternative lifestyles, such as those who choose to 
live alone throughout life, may find it difficult to find adequate housing in a market 
predicated on two-income f amities. Those with partners of the same gender may 
encounter discrimination. All of these arc barriers to obtaining affordable housing on 
a limited income and must be addressed if we are to develop a solution to the 
affordable ·housing dilemma. 

Pro-Growth/No-Growth 

One final aspect that must be recognized is the presence of the traditional pro
growth policy orientation of policymakers at all levels, public and private, and the 
appearance of a counter-coalition demanding no growth. ln the past, pro-growth 
coalitions at the local level, supported by a national pro-growth coalition typified by 
the infamous urban renewal program. of the 1950s and 1960s, worked together to foster 
business and industrial growth. The stated goals of such efforts were the crea tion of 
jobs and the vitalization or revitalization of urban areas. In reality, what they too 
often accomplished was the displacement of low-income people in favor of luxury 
housing, superhighways, stadiums, or the occasional factory that did employ some of 
the displaced--who now had .to commute long distances to work on the sites of their 
former homes. The public policy subsidy, intended to benefit the entire community, 
was disproportionately diverted to private interests. That pro-.growth coalition faltered 
near the end of the 1960s in the face of protest and broad hostility. It slowed its 
pace, but it did not die. 

No-growth sentiment began in the early 1970s, rising out of the environmental 
and a·nti-war movements. It should have provided an opportunity to seek a balance in 
public policy between the public and the private interests. Instead, it began an era of 
self-interest. The 1970s was the "Me Decade" in public policy as well as in private 
pursuits. No-growth advocates generally worked against the pro-growth coalition, but 
they seldom offered coherent, positive alternatives. Their aim was to stop misguided 
policy, not--in most cases--to initiate programs. When they did initiate programs, it 
was often as inexperienced actors forced to work on a larger sca le than they could 
handle. Over the years many no-growth advocates who succeeded in penetrating the 
system modified their views and joined the pro-growth coalition. In particular, some 
anti-growth activists who achieved elective office developed a pro-growth orientation 
during their tenure. (For an example here in Austin, stud y some of the recent 
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utterances of Councilmember Max Nofziger). The result has often been simply a 
hodgepodge of uncoordinated interests working against each other to make sure they 
are in on every deal and that they get their share. For example, rather than putting 
forward a coherent plan for an alternative use of a parcel of land desired by a 
developer, community activists may negotiate a payment to support their organization's 
work and allow the parcel to be developed in a way that is harmful to the community. 
The public interest is no better served than by the old pro-growth coalition. 

TOW ARD A NEW POLICY 

Given the considerations we have outlined above, what should a new policy aimed 
at providing permanent housing look like? First, it should look local. The time has 
come to give up our traditional reliance on the federal government to take the lead 
and provide the money for the programs we need at the local level. This is not to say 
that the federal government should not enlarge its current role. If it can do so, it 
should. But given our stubborn, multi-billion dollar federal deficit, given the 
precarious position of the dollar vis-a-vis major foreign currencies, given our 
gargantuan trade deficit, it hardly seems worth spending the time to figure out where 
money for any major new housing initiatives might be carved out. Nor can state 
government be depended upon to fill in the breach. State governments have broad 
policy concerns and broad funding responsibilities. While state assistance would be 
desirable, state level policy could not be tailored as closely to local needs as is 
necessa ry in an efficient, pared-down program. 

Second, such a policy should look public. As we discussed above, the old pro
growth coalition is alive in most cities, ready and willing to take the lead in reshaping 
the community. But is that what we really want? Yes and no. The public sector has 
always been an important element of all successful pro-growth coa litions. In the past, 
however, it has seldom been the lead partner. We believe this time that is exactly 
what it should become. The public sector, by definition, should have the public's 
interest at heart. Its goal should be not merely to encourage growth, but to ensure 
the full participation of all members of the community in that growth--especially low
income people, minorities, and people who enter the race with other disadvantages. Its 
goal should be the protection of those who cannot protect themselves. Thus, the 
public sector should participate in the pro-growth coalition, but it should reframe its 
role in the coalition, and in so doing reframe the coalition itself. 

What should be the shape of this new framework? It should embody growth, but 
it should emphasize development. How do the two differ? Growth seeks the 
fulfillment of private goals--chiefly profit--through the creation of institutions, 
programs, and an atmosphere that encourages rapid expansion of demand for goods and 
services. Seldom is this completely in the publ ic interest. But traditionally, the public 
interest has been subordinated to the private, with the acquiescence of public officials. 
Development, on the other hand, takes a quieter, slower route. It seeks to remedy the 
inequities that exist in our economy and society. It seeks to bring out the underused 
capaci ties of the underprivileged, to build up areas that have been neglected by private 
investment, to assist industries that provide jobs but cannot show an immediate profit. 
It seeks to smooth out local problems rather than replace them with new problems of a 
different sort. It seeks to smooth out the sharp ups and downs of a market economy 
in a conscious policy of stabilization. Rather than razing a slum and replacing it with 
a glittering highrise, it rehabilitates the slum's homes and businesses and recreates a 
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neighborhood. Rather than carting troubled young people off to juvenile detention 
centers in distant cities, it provides job training and counseling. On a broader level, 
development looks at the local economy and, rather than trying to push it to grow 
faster and faster, works to stabilize and sustain existing growth. 

Here in Austin, the boom that began with the expansion of the University of 
Texas in the early 1970s and culminated in a frenzy of real estate speculation in 1985, 
convinced many in the pro-growth coalition that it is better to grow slowly than to go 
broke at the end of a skyrocket ride. Thus, the time is ripe for the public sector to 
take a more active role in the pro-growth coalition, to begin working to stabilize the 
local economy. One way to start is through a balanced, aggressive program to bring 
the low-income housing situation here up to the standards we expect of Austin as a 
progressive city. 

Growth and Development in Austin: Housing 

Affordable low-income housing is an issue whose time has come in Austin, Texas. 
Despite the hundreds of vacant rent houses, houses built on speculation fo r purchase, 
a nd custom-built homes repossessed and held in the inventories of banks and mortgage 
companies, Austin has a very real shortage of housing that low-income people can pay 
for on the incomes currently available to them in the loca l economy. Various groups 
have initiated efforts aimed at ameliorating a crisis that sees: 

I. Families doubling up illegally in public housing, or legally but uneasi ly in 
houses too small for even one family to live comfortably. 

2. A newly opened shelter consistently running a f ull house. 

3. Most low-income families forced to spend far more than the f ederally 
recommended maximum of 30 percent of total income on housing. 

The remedies have ranged from the modest to the grandiose. Small sca le efforts 
by community development corporations have built new houses to be rented or sold at 
relatively low cost. In a more sweeping gesture, advocacy groups pressed the City of 
Austin to issue $22 million in general obligation bonds to pay for construction of a 
large number of new houses to be offered to low-income people on a rent-to-purchase 
basis. (Voters rejected the proposal.) The city's own efforts have been aimed 
primarily at maintaining the quality of existing low-income housing stock at little or 
no cost to homeowners through a rehabilitation loan and grant program, though a 
recent refinancing of existing bonds has created a pool of money that may be used 
more innovatively. Within the city proper, the other primary actor is the Austin 
Housing Authority, which is in the process of reforming its operations and ma naging 
the federally assisted reconstruction of a portion of a large aba ndoned public housing 
project. 

While all of these initiatives would increase or at least maintain the number of 
low-income housing units in the city, all fail to address the fu ndamenta l problems 
defined in our opening statement: Despite a n unusually la rge oversupply of housing 
units, Austin has a very real shortage of houses and apartments that low-income people 
can pay for on the incomes currently available to them in the local economy. This 
statement says two things about Austin's low-income housing situa t ion: 
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1) On the supply side, normal market forces are not going to 
problem. 

solve the 

The huge oversupply of housing throughout the city, even in low-income areas, 
has brought prices down, but not far enough that low-income people can afford to pay 
them. The market is not working as microeconomic theory says it should. One would 
expect that owners of empty housing units would lower the prices of their properties 
to the point that those looking for housing could afford to rent or buy, no matter how 
low that price might be. But that has not been the case. Price gets stuck before it 
moves down far enough to allow demand to meet supply. Probable reasons for this 
include high fixed costs incurred by landlords and sellers--fixed costs such as high 
mortgage rates contracted for during Austin's boom, and taxes based on boom-inflated 
valuations. Moreover, the federal tax system may favor leaving a property vacant if it 
cannot be rented at a profit. A loss of the full forgone rental will reduce tax liability 
more than a loss of only the amount not covered by a very low rental rate. 

2) On the demand side, incomes available to traditionally low- income people 
in Austin are too limited to support housing purchase or rental at a 
reasonable portion of total income. 

The same crash that caused the vacancy rate to shoot up ca used the earning 
power of low-income Austinites to plummet. Many low-income people lost jobs when 
the economy came to pieces in 1986 and 1987. Many are still unemployed. Others 
have found jobs, but these jobs are often only part-time and pay minimum wage. With 
each parent working 20 hours a week in a minimum wage job, a family of four paying 
one-third of its income could bring $179 dollars a month to the housing marketplace. 
Even in the poorest areas of Austin unassisted housing at that price is extremely 
scarce and usually far below standards. Additionally, many moderate-income people 
who had begun purchasing homes during the boom have lost jobs, moved down the 
salary ladder a rung or two, and been unable to make their mortgage payments. They 
then moved down the housing ladder, increasing demand for low-cost housing and 
keeping the price of low-cost units higher than it might otherwise be. 

An important complication is the significance of race and ethnicity in availability 
of housing units and the importance of geography to the housing picture in Austin. 
Like all cities, Austin has areas that are recognized as low-income and areas where 
neither low-income people nor low-cost dwellings are welcome. And like most cities, it 
has areas that are low-cost, but where low-income people, particularly black and brown . 
low-income people, are not welcome. This situation is made even more problematical 
here by the looming presence of the University of Texas. Thousands of moderately 
priced apartments are available in Austin, but they are de facto reserved for the 
University's 40,000 students. This reservation is enforced by the location of the 
apartments in areas where minorities are not welcome; by overt or covert prohibitions 
against tenants with children; and by landlord tolerance of uninhibited student behavior 
that interferes with family living. 

Yet a further complication is the ever-dwindling willingness of the federal 
government to assist low-income people in obtaining housing. Austin has traditionally 
been heavily dependent on federal subsidies. The Austin Housing Authority is almost 
completely dependent on pass-throughs from Washington, and the City of Austin in 
recent years has paid for most of its housing work with Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) money and special grants from the federal Department of Housing and 
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Urban Development (HUD). Many of the community development corporations active in 
housing in the city use CDBG money or other HUD dolJars to finance their activities. 
Attempts to replace the federal money on any large scale--such as the $22 million 
general obligation bond issue--have so far met with def eat. 

What, then, is the alternative for Austin? The first line of attack should be 
creation of a new coalition to support affordable housing. Unlike the old pro-growth 
coalition, this should not be a collection of pin-striped public and private sector 
businessmen meeting in a boardroom high above the city. Nor should it be a group of 
blue-jeaned neighborhood activists gathered in somebody's living room. Rather, it must 
be a combination of the two, and more. First it must move beyond the uninformed, 
unproductive, and therefore obsolete labels of liberal/ conservative, growth/ no-growth, 
minority I Anglo, and business/ neighborhood. It must involve relevant parties from the 
business community, from government, from community groups throughout the city-
including low-income people themselves. (One task of the coalition must be to help 
these new members learn that they, too, have something valuable to contribute and to 
bargain with.) It must be a group that can forge a new approach to the problem of 
affordable housing the way a broad spectrum of actors ranging from the owner of a 
small drycleaning business to a U.S. Representative hammered out a n effective approach 
to the Sematech board. It should be a development coalition, dedica ted to bringing 
conditions for the least fortunate Austinites up to standards we all could live under. 
It should be a coalition convinced that boom and bust is a destructive cycle that 
leaves long-term problems in its wake. 

The second assault should be on the cycle of boom and bust itself. Here housing 
becomes a means as well as an end. Using the methods ou tlined below, the coalition 
should support programs that in times of prosperity pull money out of the economy for 
use later, when it is needed to pump up the local system. For example, with the 
coalition's public support, the city might have levied a small tax on building height 
during the boom period of constructing office towers. Imposed at the Planning 
Commission approval stage, it might have tempered some of the mania for ever higher 
buildings, which would have heartened members drawn from the old neighborhood-based 
limited-growth coalition. Since the money would have had to ·be deposited somewhere, 
it would have pleased at least some members drawn from the old business-banking-
based pro-growth coalition. When hard times hit, the fund thus generated could have 
been used to make very low interest or no interest loans to low-income people to 
purchase homes made fairly inexpensive by oversupply and foreclosure. It might have 
been used to fund a community development corporation project to hire out-of-work 
residents to rehabilitate houses, thus enabling them to continue to pay their own rent 
or mortgage payments. These uses should be popular with the financial community, 
because they take foreclosed properties off the inventories of financial institutions. 
Merchants should like them because they provide workers money that can be spent on 
clothing and food and other goods, as well as housing. And the limited growth 
advocates should appreciate the neighborhood preservation aspect. 

Such a program may seem farfetched, at least in Texas, but similar efforts have 
met with some success in Boston and San Francisco. Later we will make some specific 
suggestions about other ways of stabilizing a loca l economy through housing programs: 
new techn iques of coalition-building, new roles for public housing authorities and other 
public authorities, community development corporations and other community-based 
organizations, and reform of regulations governing housing and development. First, 
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however, let us take a brief look at the history of housing programs--in the U.S .• in 
Texas. and here in Austin--and how they appear in the context we have created. 
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CHAPTER 2. HOUSING POLICY: FEDERAL, ST ATE, AND LOCAL 

FEDERAL HOUSING PROGRAMS: AN HISTORICAL VIEW 

The 1937 Housing Act marked the beginning of intensive federal intervention in 
peacetime housing for civilians. Under the provisions of the act, the federal 
government supplied funds and guidance for public housing programs run by federally 
encouraged local "public housing authorities." Local governing bodies set up these 
independent housing authorities and appointed the authorities' members. Local political 
pressure often played a key role in the authorities' administrative decisions (Newmark 
and Thompson, 1977, p. 195). The consumers of public housing, low- and moderate
income people, were not a part of the decisionmaking process and their needs often 
were sacrificed to ensure local political harmony (Falk and Franklin, p. 9). Many 
localities chose not to establish housing authorities, thereby avoidi ng the issue of 
public housing altogether. 

From the beginning, public housing was seen as an undesirable addition to 
neighborhoods in decent condition. This stigma created a vicious circle. Because 
middle and upper income residents did not want public housing in their neighborhoods, 
housing projects were built in poor, rundown areas of the commu nity. Building 
projects in rundown or "blighted" environments further concentrated low-income people, 
often members of ethnic minority groups, in these areas and polarized communities. 
Moreover, local public housing authorities often ordered public housing units designed 
to maximize use and minimize cost. In efforts to economize, they frequently 
disregarded the aesthetic importance of housing design. The result--monotonous, 
institutional-looking highrise apartment blocks in already neglected areas of the 
community--became the standard public housing design (Newmark and Thompson, 1977, 
p. 201). These policies exacerbated the growing problem of spreading slums and 
ghettos, already becoming acute because of the influx of rural workers to the cities. 

In addition to problems of design and location, public housing authorities were 
plagued by the newness of their .job. The administrators in charge of local public 
housing programs often had little experience in determining const ruction , maintenance, 
and operating costs, or in assessing the housing needs of their communities. 
Consequently, when they attempted to determine the total cost of a housing project, 
they often overlooked the operating and main tena nce costs to be incurred after 
construction. The 1937 Act provided money for construction, but maintaining the 
project once it was built was the responsibility of the local authority (Hartman, 
1975, p. 11). Localities with limited budgets or negative attitudes towards public 
housing usually gave minimal financial support to the maintenance and operation of 
public housing units. Residents were required t o pay rent eq ual to the operating costs 
of the projec t, but costs usually increased more quickly than rents. All other public 
housing costs were the responsibility of the loca lity (Hartma n, 1975, p. 111 ). 

Housing Policy in the 1940s and 1950s: A New Activism 

Beginning in the late 1940s and continuing through the 1960s, the federal 
government became increasingly active in providing public housing. Guided by the 
desire to provide a decent home and suitable li ving environment for every American 
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family, the Housing Act of 1949 authorized federal financing of slum clearance by 
localities. This legislation officially was aimed at "urban renewal"--replacing 
inadequate, overcrowded inner city housing with dwellings of better quality. In reality 
it was often used to clear land in low-rent districts to reduce or eliminate land 
acquisition costs for developers who replaced the old housing with such uses as 
highrise off ice buildings, luxury apartments, and sports stadiums. 

The Housing Acts of 1954 and 1956 broadened the provisions of the previous 
legislation. Within the federal Housing and Home Finance Agency, officials attempted 
to centralize control over housing. In keeping with the housing assistance tradition of 
the federal government, which often set local preconditions for aid, communities were 
now required to adopt "Workable Programs for Community Improvement" to be eligible 
to participate in certain federal financial assistance programs for families and 
businesses (Newmark and Thompson, p. 459). With this legislation, policymakers 
attempted to be more mindful of the aesthetic importance of housing and area 
surroundings on individuals. Housing rehabilitation became possible under urban 
renewal programs and the acts offered incentives to localities to develop new 
community facilities and schools (the cost of which could be credited against the local 
share of urban renewal costs). 

While the new emphasis on urban renewal had some social and economic 
advantages for the community, such as opening up space for needed new commercial 
developments outside landlocked downtowns and eliminating large areas of substandard 
housing units, the housing needs of the poor were not always the major focus of these 
programs. Urban renewal concentrated on making improvements acceptable to the 
entire community. Decaying dwellings and deteriorating commercial buildings were torn 
down. but they were often replaced with new office complexes and luxury apartments. 
While this was urban renewal under the program guidelines, and often gave at least a 
short-term economic boost for the community, the social welfare interests of the poor 
were for gotten. 

Residents of areas targeted for urban renewal, likely to be low-income people, 
usually were evicted from their homes; they had difficulty finding alternative affordable 
housing and available public housing was often located far away from the renewal area 
(Keith, 1973, pp. 27-28). In some cases intact communities, the members of which lived 
in marginally adequate housing, were dispersed and forced into housing of no better 
quality--all in the name of urban community development (Gans, 1962, 305-335). 

While public housing and urban renewal programs changed the low-income housing 
picture between 1940 and 1960, federal mortgage insurance programs administered by 
the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) and the Veterans Administration (VA), 
assisted larger segments of the population in purchasing homes, (usually in the 
suburbs.) These mortgage insurance programs, although housing programs, were not 
meant to aid those who were too poor to consider the purchase of a home in the first 
place (Falk and Franklin, p. 10). In reality, they were designed to assist the banking 
and housing industries during periods of economic decline. Close association with 
private lenders, refusal to underwrite mortgages in inner city areas, and blatantly 
discriminatory practices prevented even those minorities who could afford to purchase a 
home from participating in the program (Falk and Franklin, p. 10) Between 1934 and 
1960, FHA single family insurance programs alone covered 5,023,394 new construction 
starts. which represented 21 percent of all single family construction starts during that 
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period. Only 2 percent of FHA-insured loans during this period were made to 
minorities (Falk and Franklin, p. 10). 

Housing Polley In the 1960s: Boom and Bust 

Beginning in the 1960s, the federal government sought assistance from private 
industry in an attempt to satisfy the increasing demand for public housing. In 1965, 
the federal government approved the first Turnkey program which local housing 
authorities were to administer. Under this program, the local housing authority 
awarded contracts for a completed project to a private contractor and assumed control 
of the project upon completion (Newmark and Thompson, 1977, p. 230). Turnkey II 
employed private management to administer the projects as well as construct them. 
Finally, Turnkey III enabled a family residing in a housing unit (private) to obtain 
loans and grants from the federal government (through the local housing authority) in 
order to purchase their own homes (Newmark and Thompson, 1977, p. 230). Although 
the Turnkey programs were an attempt to off er more housing options to members of 
the community and enable families to purchase their own homes, these programs did 
not meet the needs of the poor. Private construction and management companies who 
had responsibility for these programs were not concerned with the welfare of low 
income people. In granting contracts to private firms, local authorities lost control 
over the construction of public housing; the result was of which were unacceptable 
and poorly built housing units. 

Also in 1965, the federal government created the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) to administer federal housing programs and money. In doing 
this, the government combined all major departments of the previous Housing and Home 
Finance Agency. (This included the Federal Housing Administration, Public Housing 
Administration, Federal National Mortgage Association, and the Community Facilities 
Association) (Keith, p. 29). HUD administered the financing of a broad range of 
federal housing programs established under the Housing and Urban Development Act of 
1968 (Keith, p. 29). The act reaffirmed the goals set forth in previous housing acts -
decent homes and acceptable living conditions for all American families. Its sections 
235 and 236 authorized direct subsidizing of home ownership a nd rental for families 
who wanted to own or rent housing, but could not afford to do so without assistance. 
While both of these programs provided economic stimulus for the housing construction 
industry during a slow period (1969-1970), they also provided assistance to families 
with moderate incomes. But they were of no help to very poor families. Mandatory 
income qualifications for subsidies eliminated families near or below the poverty level. 
The public housing that the act did provide for poverty level families was inadequate 
to meet actual needs (Newmark and Thompson, 1977, p. 240). 

As the costs of maintaining and operating public housing increased, 
housing regulations required a greater financial contribution on the part of residents. 
Poor people were devoting more and more of their incomes to housing--housing that 
was often inadequate and substandard. Tenant protests and rent st r ikes prompted the 
1969 Brooke Amendment. Under this amendment to federal housing a nd urban 
development law, no public housing tenant could be asked to pay more tha n 25 percent 
of the family's income as rent (Hays, p. 96). The amendment also offered financial 
assistance to local authorities to cover some of the operating costs of public housing 
projects. 
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Yet another 1960s initiative, the Model Cities Program (begun in 1966). was 
considered by many to be one of the most ambitious and positive government responses 
to social and economic housing and community needs (Newmark and Thompson. p. 241). 
The act that created this program had four main objectives: to renew slum 
neighborhoods using physical as well as social development programs; to increase the 
supply of adequate low and moderate income housing; to contribute to overall city 
welfare. and to progress toward alleviating social. physical. educational, and 
employment problems within communities (Newmark and Thompson, p. 242): For the 
first time there was an attempt to include local citizens in the planning and 
development processes of these community programs. 

The sweeping goals of Model Cities were hampered by a lack of direction, · 
coordination, and financial resources. While HUD sought long-term community 
planning, local citizens were more interested in immediate results and disregarded the 
importance of planning. Community groups, local agencies, and federal program 
planners disagreed over the needs of communities and the methods to meet those 
needs. Moreover. they could not decide how to allocate the limited funds they had 
available. Few lasting innovative changes took place (Hays. p. 102). 

The 1970s: Retrenchment 

The advent of the Nixon Administration marked the suspension of all housing 
subsidy programs and a reevaluation of Model Cities. HUD instigated unified 
procedures for handling the details of Model Cities programs and handed control to 
local government officials. HUD officials disregarded citizen input and merged the 
programs into the new system authorized by the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1974 (Falk and Franklin, p. 12). 

The 1974 Act revamped the entire federal housing programs system. It changed 
public housing laws, instituted new methods of community development funding, revised 
mortgage credit requirements, and replaced existing low and moderate income subsidy 
programs with the Section 8 housing plan (Newmark and Thompson, p. 242). HUD 
retained oversight to ensure that federal funds were properly used, but the actual 
planning. development, and decisionmaking concerning public housing was now largely 
the responsibility of local governments and housing authorities. Once again the federal 
government favored decentralized public housing programs (Hays. p. 120). 

One of the most important features of the 1974 Act was institution of the 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. This program was intended to 
assist in the overall urban renewal of target communities throughout the nation by 
providing grants on an entitlement basis to medium-size and large cities. Within 
certain guidelines. local governments were given discretion in spending the grants. 
Since the 1970s there have been no major initiatives in the housing field, with the 
exception of a housing voucher program tried by the Reagan administration in the mid
I 980s, but not extensively funded. Federal expenditures on housing assistance have 
been cut drastically. 
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ST A TE INITIATIVES: THE CASE OF TEXAS 

Some states, notably Connecticut, New Jersey, and Massachusetts, filling in the 
gap left by the decline of federal participation, have taken on considerable 
responsibility for housing. Texas, on the other hand, has shown little inclination to 
take a leading role in meeting the housing needs of her citizens. Despite the current 
recession, however, the 70th Legislature did create an Interim Committee on Affordable 
Housing to study the problem. The committee was proceeding with a series of hearing 
around the state at this writing. Aside from the interim committee, the state's 
involvement remains limited. The two major programs are described below. 

Department of Community Alf airs 

The Texas Legislature established the Texas Department of Community Affairs in 
1971 (Art.4413(201) VTCS). The Department administers the State Community Block 
Grant Program and distributes federal CDBG money to Texas cities and counties not 
eligible for CDBG entitlements. The money is used for various types of projects 
including construction of certain types of community facilities, public housing, and 
planning and economic development projects. The Department of Community Affairs 
also administers Section 8 housing certificates in areas of the state not served by a . 
local 9r regional program (such as the Austin Housing Authority or the City of Austin). 
The department administers another HUD-funded housing assistance program, the Texas 
Rental Rehabilitation Program, which attempts to improve the quality of existing 
rental housing available to low-income residents. It emphasizes private sector 
participation by encouraging the leveraging of grant funds with private loans to assist 
in the creation of local revolving funds (Community Development and Housing Division, 
"Program Description," Texas Department of Community Affairs, 1985). Eligible 
applicants are "units of general local government" which are not participating in a 
HUD-administered Rental Rehabilitation Program and are not eligible for assistance 
under the Title V Housing programs the Farmers Home Administrat ion directs. 

Texas Housing A1ency 

The Texas legislature created the Texas Housing Agency (THA) in 1979 to "finance 
sanitary, dec.ent, and safe dwelling accommodations" for persons a nd families of low 
and moderate income. The agency fulfills its purpose, in part, by issuing tax-exempt 
bonds to finance single and multi-family housing construction and purchase throughout 
Texas. The agency's programs are self-supporting and use no state tax revenue. 
THA's Single Family Home Purchase Program f ea tu res 30-year FHA-insured loans 
carrying a fixed-interest rate of 8.70 percent. To borrow money through the program, 
one generally must be a first-time home buyer and must have an adjusted gross income 
for the preceding tax year of $33,000 or less if an individual, or combined incomes of 
$42,000 or less if a family. Borrowers must be found creditworthy a nd have enough 
income to make the monthly mortgage payments, including taxes and insurance. FHA 
general guidelines are applicable and used by the agency. Clearly, this program is 
designed for moderate income people and is of only very indirect benefit to low income 
people. 

The Texas Housing Agency administers two other programs ["Mortgage Credit 
Certificate Program," (Texas Housing Agency, September 22, 1986)]. The Mortgage 
Credit Certificate Program (MCC) assists middle-income home buyers by helping them 

15 



take advantage of the federal income tax benefits of home purchase. Developer loans 
provide builders with incentives to build apartments for low-income renters. 

LOCAL PROGRAMS: FROM TRADITION TO INNOVATION 

Public Housing and Public Housing Authorities 

Historical Origins. Public housing is the most widely criticized of the federal 
government's subsidized housing programs. It has been cited extensively for failure to 
effectively meet the housing needs of the poor, for weak program administration, 
for low quality of housing and environment, and for encouraging tenants to become 
dependent on public assistance. The opinion that public housing has not been 
successful in providing decent housing is a view shared by many policy makers and 
occupants of public housing; however, public housing was not intended to address the 
increasing number of persons seeking low cost housing. 

Moreover, the growth of public housing was encouraged over a period of time 
without receiving the social, technical, and total economic support required to fully 
develop its role as a provider of housing for low income persons. Essentially, public 
housing evolved from a federal directive focused on the post-war housing shortage and 
unemployment for middle income persons, under a broad policy definition contained in 
the Housing Act of 1937, to a program of housing assistance or welfare for the poor. 
Under the 1937 legislation, housing was clearly identified as a program designed to be 
implemented by local communities. This fundamental characteristic of federal housing 
policy remained within subsequent housing legislation; however, the lead role 
assumed by the federal government in encouraging local communities to move forward 
in expanding housing stock fluctuated with each Administration and Congress. 

McGrew and Fabregas contend that early public housing legislation relied on the 
concept of public housing as "temporary housing." As low income persons replaced 
middle income persons in public housing, the assumption by the federal 
government was that the other federal housing programs would enable both groups 
eventually to obtain better housing. A critical flaw in this idea was the failure of 
supply to meet growth rates. There were not enough homes to meet the demand of 
middle income persons; therefore, prices stayed high and low income persons could not 
move into better housing (McGrew and Fabregas, p. 157). Discrimination trapped many 
minorities in public housing. 

As the poor replaced middle income persons in public housing, the concept of 
public housing took on a new character. Median income limits for public housing 
families were set as early as 1937 at $800 (Freedman, 1969, p. 105). This was, perhaps, 
the first flaw in the public housing system. The incentive to increase income was 
overshadowed by the fear of being forced out of public housing, when affordable 
private housing was unavailable. According to Leonard Freedman: "Eviction of 
overincome families ... throws many of them into a housing no-man's land" (Freedman, 
1969, p. I 08). 

In order to assess public housing as a local housing resource, an understanding of 
the structure and ~dministrative problems of the program is necessary. The federal 
government's Department of Housing & Urban Development (HUD) and local public 
housing authorities are linked in three major areas, according to the Texas Advisory 
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Commission on Intergovernmenta·l Relations: devClopment, opera ting, and modernizing 
costs ·(l984, pp. U-14). Currently development of public housing is dependent upon 
alternative financing strategies of local public housing authorities due to the limited 
number. of dollars allocated for new construction. Traditionally, public housing 
authorities have maintained a responsibility for designing proposed facilities while HUD 
has provided funds to support the project under an Annual Contributions Contract. 
The individual housing authority financed new construction by issuing bonds payable on 
or before 40 years from date of issuance. 

The Turnkey programs discussed above drew developers into the public housing 
construction process. While Turnkey programs have been more cost effective, the 
trend among PHAs engaged in the development of housing units has been to design and 
subcontract the project without assistance from a developer. 

The structure of public housing operating subsidies has not only decreased 
development but has greatly affected the operating budgets of public housing 
authorities, primarily because they have not kept pace with the declining income levels 
of tenants and rising operating costs. The major operating cost for a PHA, according 
to Eugene J. Meehan, is its utility costs. Other budget factors which have affected 
the ability of PHAs to meet operating costs are local contributions in lieu of taxes, 
ceilings on reserve limits, and the: requirement of applying surplus funds to 
development projects (Meehan, 1985, p. 296-297). Most public housing authorities have 
been the recipients of operating subsidies from HUD since 1961, according to Richard 
Struyk. A standard formula incorporating an allowable expense level, the inflation 
rate, utility expense, projected rental income, audit expenses, and occupancy factors, is 
applied by each public housing authority in calculating annual subsidy payments, each 
fiscal year (Struyk, 19&0, pp. 80-82). 

Expenses vary among public housing authorities according to the size and 
structure of the agency. There are some major categories of expenditures common to 
most housing authorities. Those requiring the largest disbursements are typically 
administrative expenses and udlity expenses (Struyk, pp. 63-64). At the bottom line of 
a public housing authority's balance sheet is the amount of operating reserves, 
currently restricted to 50 percent of annual operating expenses, which may be utilized 
by the PHA (Struyk, p. 70). The level of operating reserves is significant in that it is 
the major factor determining whether or not a public housing authority is designated 
as financially troubled (Gentry, I 987). 

Mary K. Nenno explains that rent ceilings which grew out of the Brooke 
Amendments during the 1960s and 1970s undoubtedly affected rent as a source of 
revenue for PHAs (Nenno, 1987, pp. 103-108). Certainly PHAs are not profit-making 
entities; however, additional income could be reallocated to improve the quality of 
stock and enhance the overall environment of public housing communities. This is an 
area HUD has not addressed; rather, PHAs have been given the task of creative yet 
respon.sible financial management. 

Much of the negative publicity associated with public housing management 
warrants further investigation. HUD has taken positive steps to provide public housing 
authorities with training to improve performance in all areas of management. 
The one element cited by Nenno which has not been provided is a mechanism for PHAs 
to share with each successful strategies for improving the financial base and 
maintaining a decent quality of life for tenants (Nenno, pp. 103-108). Public housing, 
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like private rental housing. is subject to the effects of location. tenant composition, 
internal management, and maintenance. It should be viewed· as comprised of individual 
entities rather than as a single massive structure which is a source of failures rather 
than opportunities. 

According to the Journal of Housing, (Sept./Oct 1987), a profile of the typical 
housing authority indicates: • ... The average PHA manages 403 units of conventional 
public housing. The term conventional implies the housing was built from federal 
subsidies, that it is managed by a state or local authority, and that it is subject to 
federal income and rent limits• (Matulef, pp. 175-178). In addition, a 1986 survey 
conducted by the National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials (NAHRO) 
revealed the following facts about public housing: 

Average age of PHA 
Average size of staff 
Average age of building 
Racial composition 

Age distribution of tenants 

Tenant source of income 

39 years 
180 persons 
18 years 
60% black 
24% white 
14% hispanic 
18 or under (44%) 
18-62 (40%) 
62 or older (15%) 
federal aid (60%) 
earned income (25%) 

--Matulef. p. 178 

In the Southwest, the public housing authorities participating in NAHRO's survey 
represented 56,197 conventional public housing units (Matulef. p. 178). The study also 
revealed that public housing authorities are actively involving tenants in efforts to 
improve PHA contributions by establishing tenant councils and tenant participation on 
boards, by employment, and by seeking to identify and obtain social services (Nenno, p. 
106). 

The management structure of the traditional or conventional public housing 
authority consists of three major levels of responsibility, according to HUD. The first 
is the board of commissioners, which is typically appointed by a segment of local 
government. either the mayor or city council. The second level consists of the 
executive director and department heads. Finally, the third level is comprised of 
administrative, clerical. and maintenance staff who perform the day to day task of the 
agency. The problems PHAs face regarding the administrative layers are primarily 
training problems. Each dimension of the agency requires the development of an 
understanding of public housing and the acquisition of the technical skills needed to 
perform its duties. 

Maintaining financial solvency is a primary goal for PHAs. For the traditional 
PHA, the task of examining every facet of internal operations to ensure that services 
are being provided by the most cost-efficient means possible is perhaps the single most 
important item on its agenda. Based on the size of the PHA, management must 
evaluate which services are best provided through centralized and decentralized 
systems. Public ·housing authorities must examine internal accounting practices for 
purposes of tracking income and expenditures as well as implementing effective 
management information systems. 
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Other problems PHAs must address include rent collection, procedures for handling 
problem tenants, and monitoring tenant income and household size (HUD, 1983, pp. 9-
16). Another more delicate achievement is racial integration to achieve a more 
equitable balance within each public housing community. For the executive staff of a 
PHA, responding to HUD's directives for addressing segregation problems requires an 
examination of the system of tenant placement, the procedures used to place persons 
on waiting lists, and the attitudes of residents toward voluntary relocation (Miller and 
DePallo, 1986, pp. 9-16). 

But there are ways to solve these problems, and ways to address the larger 
problems that make public housing a necessity for so many Americans. Because of 
their unique position as service providers to those with the lowest incomes and the 
greatest need, public housing authorities can, if they will, take a lead role in finding 
and developing these solutions. In Chapter 4 we look at the innovative efforts of 
several housing authorities in the southwest and northwest. In Chapter S we examine 
further ways that public authorities can use their special abilities to address the root 
causes of inadequate housing. We also look at how another hybrid organization, the 
community development corporation, can work with public authorities to put these 
solutions to work in communities. Finally, in Chapter 6 we suggest ways these ideas 
can be brought to life in Austin. 
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CHAPTER 3. HOUSING IN AUSTIN: 
MATCHING NEED, SUPPLY, AND DEMAND 

This chapter looks at housing need in Austin and ways to meet it. 
It begins with a discussion of the differences among housing need, supply, and demand 
in general, then moves on to a discussion of need, supply, and demand in Austin. 
Arguing that the public sector has attempted with limited success to fill the gap 
between need and private supply, the chapter concludes with a discussion of current 
stakeholders in Austin housing and sets the stage for chapters 4 and 5. Those 
chapters suggest new roles for these stakeholders and ways to encourage latent 
stakeholders to take part in the policy process. 

SUPPLY AND NEED VS. SUPPLY AND DEMAND 

Housing need, both private and public, is a function of the number of households 
in a community and the type and size of those households. On the private side, supply 
is usually a function of "highest and best use," i.e., the applications, be they housing 
or commercial or office buildings, through which builders and developers can make the 
greatest profit. This supply also is affected by banks' lending policies, and the 
durability of housing built in the past. On the public side, supply is often determined 
by subsidies from higher levels of government, local philosophy toward public provision 
of social services, and the willingness of private suppliers to meet need. 

Housing demand is more complicated. On the private side, demand ~need-
filtered through the incomes of the households involved and their ability to enhance 
their incomes through loans and other forms of financing. Private demand, then, is 
the sum of all the decisions those households make about whether they can afford to 
change housing and to what type or quality of housing they move. This differs greatly 
from need, which is the optimum amount and quality of housing a community could use, 
whether individual households have the purchasing power to obtain it or not. Public 
demand is most complicated of all, because it is the difference between need and 
private demand--that is, the amount of housing a community needs to adequately 
shelter its residents, but for which households have no purchasing power. 

Currently Austin is in the predicament of having an imbalance in private supply 
and demand that favors demand. In other words, there are more private housing units 
available than there is demand for them. (This is complicated by the relatively tight 
lending situation, but that is more a problem for middle-income housing seekers than 
for the low-income families who are potential clients of the AHA.) At the same time, 
an imbalance between need and private supply persists, favoring suppl y. So there is 
still more need for housing than the private sector has supplied, which keeps private 
supply prices from falling as far as they might. This imbalance continues because the 
purchasing power of low-income Austinites cannot match the prices set by owners of 
the private housing units, who are locked into financing agreements and other fixed 
costs they must continue to meet. The result is an increase in public demand--the 
demand on government, housing authorities, and non-profit groups--to fill in the gap 
between need and private supply. This gap is already broad, with both metropolitan 
housing authorities carrying multi-year waiting lists. 
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Here in this gap, then., lies the challenge for Austin's policymakers. How can this 
community: 

1) increase the purchasing power of its low-income residents to 
the point that they can participate in the private housing 
market, thus transforming excess need, now expressed as 
public demand, into private demand; 

2) increase the flexibility of private housing suppliers so they 
can lower prices to reflect market values, make private 
supply available to public demand, and still meet their own 
imperative of devoting their investments to the highest and 
best use; and 

3) increase public supply to meet public demand without incurring 
taxpayer or neighborhood wrath? 

The gap is broad and deep. To fill it or bridge it will take ingenuity, patience, 
and a willingness to compromise. Some possible solutions follow, in this chapter and 
later in this report. But policymakers cannot begin to fill or bridge this gap until 
they know its dimensions, until they see clearly the size and nature of need, supply, 
and demand here in Austin. In the next section, we present basic demographic 
information about Austin in general, and about low-income Austinites in particular. We 
then look at supply and how it has changed in recent years. Finally, we examine 
demand--who expresses it, and what differences it makes. At the end of the chapter 
we begin to discuss the stakeholders in the Austin housing scene and what roles they 
might take in beginning to fill in the need-supply gap. 

HOUSING NEED AND DEMAND IN AUSTIN 

In Travis County between 1970 and 1980 the rapidly growing population 
dramatically affected the demand for housing. The 1980 U.S. Census showed the area 
population to be 419,573. This reflects an increase of approximately 42 percent over 
the 1970 population of 295,516. The Texas Employment Commission estimated the 1986 
population of Austin to be 533,200, a further increase of more than 20 percent. 

Within the total 1980 population there were 158,432 households. Households are 
individuals or groups of individuals living in the same housing unit. Thus in 1980, 
there were nearly 158,500 occupied housing units in Travis County. If the number of 
households increased at roughly the same rate as the estimated population, in 1986 
there were 190,200 households in need of housing units. If the demographic trends we 
have discussed hold true,. the population increase may translate into even more housing 
demand as more individuals stay single longer, smaller families become the norm, and 
more families need two rather than one housing unit because of divorce or other 
situations in which family members do not live together. 

The census categorizes households as family and nonfamily. Family households are 
two or more related individuals sharing a housing unit. According to the 1980 census, 
Travis County had 99,852 family households. These were either married couple families 
(51 percent of all Travis County households), families headed by men without wives 
present (2 percent), or families headed by women without husbands present (10 
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percent). The average size of the family household in Travis County was 3.18 persons. 
The census showed 8,960 of these families, or 8.9 percent, living below the f cderally 
defined poverty level in 1979. These families' housing needs probably will not translate 
into demand for housing appropriate to the size of the families or any special needs 
they may have. Most of those low-income families, 5,713, had members who worked, 
and most included children. Some 3,597 these families were headed by women--more 
than 40 percent of all poor families, in contrast to the 10 percent of all families that 
f cmale-headed families represent. In more than 60 percent of these female-headed 
households living in poverty, the woman worked in 1979. Nearly all these families 
included children, more than half of whom were under 6 years of age. Because of loan 
requirements that often discriminate against women who have limited credit histories, 
these families are even less likely than others to be able to express their need as 
demand that can be addressed by private suppliers dedicated to turning a profit. 

The census defines nonfamily households as one or more unrelated individuals 
living in a housing unit. There were 58,580 households of this type in· Travis County, 
approximately 37 percent of all households. (Though comparative figures were not 
available, one might surmise that this number is higher than in m0$t cities because of 
Austin's high concentration of university students.) The average number of persons 
per nonfamily household in Travis County was 2.53. Some 8,857 persons 65 years or 
older lived in such households in 1979, nearly 3,000 of them living below the poverty 
leveL Here again, a third of elderly Austinites in need of housing and living outside 
family settings were probably unable to afford the kind of housing that would suit 
them. They were, therefore, left out of the private supply and demand equation. 

As we discussed in the introduction and in Chapter I, ethnicity is widely thought 
to be a major factor in income distribution, housing patterns, and housing availability 
in this area. As of 1980, some 73 percent of the population of Travis County was 
white, IO percent was black, and .17 percent was Hispanic. Slightly more than 20 
pe rcent of Travis County's black families and slightly less than 20 percent of Hispanic 
families lived below the poverty level, according to the census. This compared with 
only 5.9 percent of white families. In addition to the difficulty in converting need to 
demand that all poor families experience, black and Hispanic families were further 
hampered by bank and savings and loan credit policies that discriminate against 
members of ethnic minorities and areas in which ethnic minorities predominate, such as 
East Austin. Thus these families, like female-headed households, were not able to 
enhance their purchasing power in the same way that white families could, so the 
quality of housing for which they could make demand was limited. 

Although black residents formed the smallest subgroup of the population, they 
experienced the highest rate of female-headed households: 25 percent. The rate for 
Hispanics was 13 percent, that for whites 7.5 percent. Both minority ethnic groups had 
a higher number of persons per family and persons per household than did whites. 
Minority households headed by women had on average more children per housing unit 
than their white counterparts. If we can generalize from the earlier data, since 
female-headed households in Travis County were more likely to have very low incomes, 
minority families that take this form will also be more likely to have very low incomes; 
their ability to convert housing need to demand will be correspondingly limited. 

In looking at the need for housing we must also consider the growing number of 
elderly Austinites. In Travis County 7.3 percent or 30,67 J people were age 65 and over 
in 1980. Of that number, 19,257 headed households. As noted above, many of these 
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were non-family households and had incomes that fell below the poverty level. The 
housing needs of older people differ from those of younger family and nonfamily 
households. Older people often need less space and more adaptations to increase 
accessibility as their mobility becomes limited. 

Another group whose needs must be addressed are disabled people. They, too, are 
an important factor in affecting the demand for affordable housing. According to the 
1980 census, there were 2,949 Travis County residents age 16 to 65 who did not live in 
institutions, but who had work disabilities (i.e., health conditions that limit the kind or 
amount of work they can do or prevent them from working). Because their job 
opportunities may be limited, these residents may have a lower level of income than 
average. This income level may limit their ability to express housing demand, though 
it cannot relieve their needs for special adaptations to allow them to carry on the 
activities of daily living. These adaptations usually increase the cost of housing. The 
problem for this group, then, is not simply affordable housing, but housing--provided 
by either the public or private sector--that is accessible, accommodates their special 
needs, and does not overly burden their limited budgets. 

More recent financial figures indicate that the income situation for low-income 
people has worsened, while that for families in the general population has stagnated. 
Among the general population the average annual family income for Texas in 1987 was 
$26,500. Families headed by men had an average annual income of $31,430, compared 
with $13,690 for families of comparable size headed by women. Among those living in 
poverty, two-parent families with children had an average annual income of $6,750, 
while comparably sized single-parent families headed by women had an average annual 
income of $3,680. As previously emphasized, these families' ability to convert housing 
need into housing demand is determined by their incomes. It is, therefore, extremely 
limited. 

The Brooke Amendment to federal housing legislation sets the maximum amount 
public housing residents can be asked to pay for assisted residences at 30 percent of 
family income. This percentage is widely used as a gauge of affordability. Applying it 
to the 1987 figures, the average family in Texas could afford to pay $662 a month in 
rent or mortgage. Female-headed families could afford to pay $342 a month. Two
parent families living in poverty could afford to pay $168 a month, and single-parent 
families headed by women and living in poverty could afford to pay only $92 a month. 

Looking at figures for the Austin Metropolitan Statistical Arca for 1987, it is 
possible to estimate demand in various price categories, as dictated by affordability 
guidelines: 

Demand By Income Group and Percentage of Population 

Annual Income 

Less than $I 0,000 
$10,000 - $19,999 
$20,000 - $24,599 
$25,000 - $34,999 
$35,000 - $49,999 
$50,000 or More 

Percentage 
of Population 

7% 
16% 
14% 
27% 
18% 
18% 
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Demand Level: 
Affordable Cost 

Less than $250 
$250 to $500 
$500 to $625 
$625 to $875 
$875 to $1250 
Above $1250 



Austin Housing Authority Residents 

In addition to the broader population of Austin, those whose needs are currently 
being met by public supply should also be considered. They are not currently part of 
the private supply and demand equation; rather, they are part of the public supply and 
demand equation, the equation that is most central to this report. Most of these 
persons are clients of the Austin Housing Authority, though a limited number have 
been assisted by the Travis County Housing Authority and the City of Austin's Housing 
and Community Services Department. As of October, 1986 the Austin Housing 
Authority had a project count of 1,624, which represented the number of units 
occupied or households living in units the Authority provides. Altogether, people in 
public housing represented .9 percent of the 1986 population of Travis County. The 
total number of family members was 4,010, with an average of just over two people in 
each family. Women headed 77 percent of the families or 1,243 households. Of these 
88 percent, or l,430, were single parents. Broken down by racial groups, 29 percent of 
the residents were white, 35 percent were black, 36 percent were Hispanic, and .3 
percent were Native American. The elderly made up 16 percent of the public housing 
residents, the handicapped 2 percent and the disabled 6 percent. Nearly half (48 
percent) of Austin's public housing residents were children 0-17 years old. Of the 
Section 8 residents under contract, 65 percent were black, 15 percent white, 17 percent 
Hispanic, and 3 percent Native American, Asian, or of some other ethnic background. 

PRIVATE SUPPLY IN AUSTIN 

The housing composition of Austin in 1985 contained approximately 55 percent 
single family units, 38 percent multifamily units, 5 percent duplexes and fourplexes, and 
2 percent mobile homes. Most construction has slowed down significantly since 1985; 
therefore, the mix is probably still accurate in 1988. New construction of multifamily 
units increased rapidly from 1981 through 1985. During the first and second quarters 
of 1987, the city granted no building permits for multifamily units, and only 462 
permits for single-family homes--66.5 percent fewer than in 1986. Occupancy rates for 
apartments and single-family units were a major factor in the const ruction decline. In 
the first quarter of 1984, apartment occupancy was at 95.2 percent. The rate as of 
late 1987 was 78 percent. This rate appears to hold throughout the city, including the 
traditionally low-income areas. 

Austin Apartment Occupancy Rate 

1984 1985 1986 1987 
Occupancy Occupancy Occupancy Occupancy 
Rates Rates Rates Rates 

1st Quarter 95.2% 86.7% 80.2% 76.0% 
2nd Quarter 90.5% 85.0% 79.7% 78.0% 
3rd Quarter 89.0% 83.1% 78.5% 
4th Quarter 88.3% 81.9% 78.0% 

Occupancy rates for single-family dwellings have also been affected, as the following 
1987 figures for the metropolitan area show: 
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Occupancy Rate by Area 
Georaetown 
Tarrytown 
North Central 
Northeast 
Central 
East 
Truls Heights 
Barton Hills 
West Lake 
Southeast 
South Central 

70% 
85% 
60% 
70% 
90% 
85% 
90% 
95% 
60% 
50% 
70% (Shoemaker, 1987) 

No doubt one reason for this decline in occupancy has been Texas's depression. 
But houses and apartments that are too costly often sit vacant (as the very high 
vacancy rate for the exclusive West Lake area may indicate). The cost of housing has 
been a problem since the 1970s. Housing prices rose at a much faster pace than did 
incomes from 1970 to 1980. Mortgage interest rates exacerbated the problem, doubling 
from 8 percent to 16 percent during this period. One answer to this challenge was 
increasing the number of workers in a household--usually by having the female spouse 
enter the workforce. Households with two work-derived incomes rose from 40 percent 
in 1970 to 60 percent in 1980. Monthly housing costs for first time buyers rose from 
25 percent of family income to 30 percent during this period. 

Single-Family Supply and Cost 

In the years between 1980 and the collapse of Austin's boom as the decade passed 
its midpoint, housing costs increased tremendously. The average housing price in the 
area increased 89 percent between 1980 and 1987. Interest rates reached a peak of 16 
percent in 1982, but by 1987 had fallen to 11 percent. 

Average Cost of Purchasing a House in Austin 

Year 

1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 

Average Price 

$ 55,028.00 
66,028.00 
71,889.00 
80,347.00 
88,464.00 

101,738.00 
106,265.00 
103,926.00* 

*3rd quarter data 

Annual Percentage Increase 

20.0% 
9.0% 

12.0% 
10.0% 
15.0% 
4.5% 

-2.0% 

The income required to purchase a home in Austin can vary due to interest rates 
and the type of loan the buyer obtains. For example, a $90,000.00 home--less than the 
average price--would require $5,994 as a downpayment and closing costs, with an 
annual income of $30,860 necessary to qualify for a Federal Housing Authority (FHA) 
30-year fixed rate mortgage for the remainder of the purchase price. (This housing 
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cost as a percentage of income is actually 38 percent--more than the guideline for 
affordability.) Using a conventional loan (one not guaranteed by the federal 
government) for the same house, the purchaser would pay SlS,397 to cover 
downpayment and closing costs, and would have to have an annual income of $4S,1S6 to 
qualify for the mortgage on the remainder of the price. (Ironically, because only a 
wealthier buyer C0'1ld obtain this house through a conventional loan, the cost would be 
only 28 percent of income--within the affordability guideline.) It should be noted that 
there arc upfront costs associated with moving into a rented residence, as well. Both 
rental apartments and houses usually require a deposit (of ten as much as two months' 
rent, though this, too, has decreased a.s the market has turned to favor renters). In 
addition, landlords of rent houses often depend upon the tenant to provide such 
essential appliances as stove and refrigerator. The tenant's alternatives in this case 
arc to purchase the appliances or to rent them at unfavorable rates from a furniture 
and appliance rental outlet. In either case the cost will eventually be in the hundreds 
of dollars--in addition to the monthly rental payment. 

Multifamily S•pply a•d Cost 

The average apartment rent in Austin decreased 18 percent between 1984 and 
1987. The drop in rent prices coincides with the abundance of newly constructed 
multifamily units. The cost of apartments is determined by age and amenities, with a 
secondary role played by location. Average rent in traditional lower income areas of 
the city ranges from 31 cents a square foot to SO cents a square foot. 

Year 

1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
198S 
1986 
1987 

Average Rent Per Square Foot io Austin 

Average Rent/ Monthly Cost: Monthly Cost: 
Sq•are Foot Oae Bedroom Two Bedroom 

(600 sq.ft.) (750 sq.ft.) 

.57 $342 $427 

.SS $330 $413 

.SS $348 $43S 

.62 $372 $46S 

.56 $336 $420 

.SS $330 $413 

.S2 $312 $390 

.47 $282 $3S3 

FILLING THE GAP: STAKEHOLDERS IN A NEW COALITION 

Though this chapter draws no direct comparisons between supply and demand in 
Austin because of non-comparability of data, it should be clear from the information 
set out above that private supply cannot fully meet need or demand. While houses and 
apartments at prices wealthier Austinites can pay abound to the point of discouraging 
further construction, f cw accommodations exist for low-income families and individuals 
at prices they can afford. Families that need more than one-bedroom residences arc 
pa rticularly ill-served by the private market. But as the discussion above noted, part 
of this gap is being filled. Public sector agencies. principally the Austin Housing 
Authority, have created a system of public supply to meet the public demand. But the 
Housing Authority is not alone in its concern for meeting this unmet need. What 
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follows is a series of descriptions of some of the agencies and organizations that 
currently contribute to filling the gap. 

Austin Housing Authority 

The Austin Housing Authority (AHA) maintains 1,693 units of pubic housing, 
currently serving 4,032 residents, of whom 44.8 percent are elderly or disabled 
individuals (Gentry, September 1987). An additional 216 units are currently undergoing 
major renovation. Its funding base consists of the Annual Contributions Contract 
(ACC) and operating subsidies allocated by HUD. The 40-year ACC funds can be 
extended for ari additional 20 years for physical rehabilitation of the units. The 
operating budget of the AHA, based on HUD regulations, is approximately 55 percent 
tenant contributions and 45 percent operating subsidies. Prior to 1969, when Brooke 
Amendment restrictions on the proportion of total income tenants could be charged for 
rent took effect, tenant contributions comprised 100 percent of the operating budget 
(Gentry, 1987). 

The AHA has the authority to own land, acquire property through eminent 
domain, and incur indebtedness by issuing bonds, but it may not levy taxes. In 1984, 
the AHA was designated as one of two financially troubled PHAs in the Southwest. 
The current focus of the AHA is on improving its financial management through 
controlling operating reserves and improving management skills and practices. The 
current reserve level has improved from below 20 percent to over 40 percent as of 
March 31, 1988, the end of the fiscal year for the AHA. In April 1988 HUD removed 
AHA's "financially troubled" designation. 

The AHA is addressing its financial condition through a critical review of internal 
operations. AHA's executive director, Rick Gentry, who joined the authority in 1987, 
has hired a new director of finance and a new deputy director. The director of 
finance is responsible for all management support functions of the authority. The 
deputy director is responsible for managing tenant services and for recertification and 
management of the Section 8 program. In addition to these measures, the director 
is examining staff levels, maintenance systems, purchasing procedures, and warehouse 
systems for handling supplies. The purchasing and supply functions will remain 
centralized, but will be made more cost-effective through bulk purchasing and by 
maintaining low inventory levels (Gentry, 1987). 

Another means of controlling expenses has been to focus .on utility costs, which 
comprise 40 percent of budget outlays. The director is working with the City Resource 
Management Department to implement a program of energy audits for the authority's 
housing units. The City will either fund the cost of increasing energy efficiency 
directly ·or set up a credit system for the AHA to pay the cost of the program from 
the savings on utilities. 

The AHA does not incur expenses for maintaining security at its units, as it is 
serviced by the Austin Police Department under a cooperative agreement. Maintenance 
costs are controlled by requiring tenants to mow their lawns, with the elderly and 
handicapped excepted. Federal housing policy requires that tenants who wish to use 
air conditioners provide their own, as it would be too expensive for public authorities 
t_o absorb the cost of providing units to all residences (Gentry, 1987). 
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AHA received in excess of $8 million from HUD in 1986 to accomplish a major 
renovation at the Booker T. Washington public housing property in East Austin. This 
effort, which is currently underway, consists of an innovative combination of 
demolition, new construction, and renovation. Completion is expected in 1989. The 
end result will be an addition of 216 units available for low·income people and the 
reestablishment of a significant community asset to East Austin. 

The Authority received Sl.2 million from HUD in 1987 to improve the South 
Austin public housing community of Meadowbrook. An additional $3 million will be 
received in 1988 for this project. The renovation will include exterior and interior 
improvements. In the past, the AHA has received capital improvement funds from both 
federal and city sources for renovating units. State funding has primarily been for 
operating four day care centers within the public housing communities (Gentry, 1987). 

Currently, the number of families waiting for AHA public housing is approximately 
1,100. The number of families waiting for Section 8 housing is approximately 1,000. 
Elderly and disabled residents occupy almost 50 percent of AHA public housing. They 
are represented in all of the public housing communities. Large families comprise the 
smallest percentage of public housing tenants at slightly more than 5 percent. The 
majority of AHA's units were built in the 1970s. Six of the nineteen communities are 
over 20 years old (Gen try, September 1987). 

In October 1987, the staff of the AHA consisted of 93 full time employees and 2 
part time employees. Over half the full time staff consisted of maintenance personnel 
(Gen try, 1987) which indicates that maintenance remains a significant element in 
managing AHA, despite cost·cutting efforts. The age and quantity of stock also 
complicate maintenance planning and scheduling in the long and short terms. 

The AHA's board of directors represents a broad range of community interests, 
with the exception of the business community. This is significant for the AHA in 
terms of establishing community partnerships such as those seen in Chapter 2. The 
tenants of the AHA are not formally involved in management, but contribu te input 
through the tenant council. AHA also involves tenants by hiring them. In October 
1987, current or former tenants com·prised 25 percent of the total number of employees 
(Gentry, 1987). 

The AHA is improving its internal operations. Within the second half of 1988, the 
director estimates the agency will be in a position to assume the management of 
additional stock. This will require the establishment of communication links with city 
government and the business community in order to identify funding sources. The 
possibility of purchasing existing structures is significan t in that the cost could be less 
to AHA and a purchase of this t ype would most like ly not rece ive the nega t ive media 
attention that a public housing development project might (see comments on the 
Housing Authority of Louisville purchases in Chapter 4). 

Housing Authority of Travis County 

According to its executive director, Sunia Zaterman, the Housing Authority of 
Travis County maintains 105 units of public housing in areas originally outside the city 
limits of Austin (though many of these areas have been annexed to the city). It also 
handles 277 units of Section 8 housing and a housing voucher program consisting of 99 
units. The income levels for both programs are based on 50 percent of median income 
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though 80 percent guidelines are applied at two of the three locations of public 
housing (Zaterman, 1987). The income limits for TCHA public housing programs are: 

Family Size 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Summit & Easter Oaks 

17,100 
19,500 
21,950 
24,400 
25,950 
27,450 
29,000 
30,500 

Alexander Oaks 

10, 700 
12,200 
13, 700 
15,250 
16,450 
17,700 
18,900 
20,150 

While the TCHA is younger than the Austin Housing Authority, like the AHA, it is 
currentl y at maximum capacity for a ll of its programs. The waiting list for public 
housing is one to two years, with the exception of the elderly and disabled for whom 
the wait ranges from six to eight months. Applications are not being accepted from 
la rger families for a n y of the programs. Currently only t he elderly or disabled may 
apply for Section 8 or voucher assistance. The wait for Section 8 hous ing can be as 
long as three years (Zaterman, 1987). 

The board of the TCHA is appointed by the Travis County Commission . A 
representative of the business community is among the four persons currently ser ving. 
While the TCHA has received some local funding to implement a counseling and 
transportation program for AFDC recipients, its housing budget is exclusively comprised 
of HUD allocations and rental income. Expansion of stock is dependen t upon federal 
dollars; therefore, there are no immediate plans for acquisition or deveiopment. Tenant 
management is not part of the TCHA operation. There are no formal communication 
links between the AHA a nd TCHA. 

Austin Housing Finance Corporation 

The Austin Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC) is a public, non-profit 
corporation which the City Council created in 1979 pursuant to state and federa l law. 
The corporation status provides a way to extend tax-exempt financing, as the AHFC 
can issue revenue notes and bonds designed to fu nd housing development. Refinancing 
is used to construct multi-family rental h ousing and to acquire and rehabilitate 
property. The City Council has approved more than twent y projects in the last seven 
years, bu t the program has been criticized for allowing the biggest benefits to go into 
the pockets of developers. Thus, the Council recently has tightened its control over 
the program. Travis County has a similar bond-issuing authority. 

City of Austin 

In 1978 the Department of City Planning studied various efforts for the economic 
revitalization of central and East Austin. In 1984 the Council appointed a Housing 
Task Force to study the apparent crisis in low-income housing. A second study took 
place in 1984 under the direction of the Department of Housing and Community 
Services. Echoing the concerns of the City Task Force report, this study noted the 
city had: 
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Inadequate supply of affordable housing; 
Reduced federal funding; 
Few incentives for private sector participation; 
Deteriorating stock and neighborhoods. 

This study included a list of suggested policy initiatives which the 
City Council adopted as its Housing Policy in November. 1984: 

1. Maximize and pursue the use of available resources (public and private) for 
the provision of affordable standard housing for low and moderate income 
residents. 

2. Increase the availability of affordable standard housing for low and moderate 
income families. 

3. Revitalize declining neighborhoods, discouraging the displacement of 
low-income households. 

4. Increase availability of housing for the handicapped and elderly (single and 
multi-family units). 

5. Provide for emergency housing assistance. 

6. Provide housing services for tenants a nd homeowners. 

This interest in housing occurred during the administration of Mayor Ron Mullen. 
But before the Mullen Administration had an opportunity to implement its "Housing 
Policy Initiatives," Mullen was defeated by neighborhoods advocate Frank Cooksey. 
Cooksey appointed his own Task Force on Affordable Housing to measure the impacts 
certain city policies or private sector practices had on affordable housing. This task 
force was headed by former mayor Jeff Friedman and was made up of individuals in the 
private sector. With his task force in place, Mayor Cooksey ref used to acknowledge 
the Mullen Council Housing Task Force. Each task force worked separately to give its 
own insight into the problem. 

In 1986 Cooksey had an "Affordable Housing Study" conducted by Southwest 
Realty Research, Inc. This study was "not designed to investigate alternative solutions 
to the local affordable housing problem. Nor was it directed to measure the impacts 
on affordable housing of specific city policies or private sector practices. The study 
was to provide a comprehensive, long-term measurement of the affordable housing 
problem" (Southwest Realty Research, Inc., 1986). At the behest of a wide range of 
housing advocates, the Council on February 7, 1987 put a $22.5 million general 
obligation bond proposal before voters. As planned, $7.5 million of the tax-supported 
bond would have been used to acquire land and develop infrast ructure in preparation 
for eventual construction of "affordable" housing. The remaining $15 million was to 
have been used to renovate existing publicly owned housing units and construct and 
repair housing for low-income persons. It was suggested that the program be 
administered by the Austin Housing Authority or by a newly formed Neighborhood 
Housing Revolving Fund. If the Neighborhood Housing Revolving Fund administered the 
program, the City Council would select a Board of Directors from various interests who 
were knowledgeable in constructing and managing low income housing. But all plans 
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were moot. Voters, perhaps panicked by the downturn in the loca l economy, turned 
down the bond issue by a hefty margin. 

Despite renewing his commitment to affordable housing by hosting a national 
conference of the U.S. Conference of Mayors on the subject almost a year to the day 
after the def eat of the bond issue, Cooksey refused to push for another bond vote. 
The defeat of Cooksey by former Chamber of Commerce president Lee Cooke in 1988 
has somewhat changed the picture, but as of this writing no clear direction on housing 
has emerged. The Cooke administration's emphasis on fiscal restraint indicates 
whatever direction is taken will be a low-cost one. Moreover, as of mid-summer 1988, 
the city had yet to select a permanent city manager, and had rece ntly demoted and 
reassigned the top three officers of its Departmen t of Housing and Community Services 
(HCS). Since HCS is the city's primary agency dealing with housing and the city's 
designated conduit for federal CDBG funds, the resolution of this situation could have 
important implications for the low-income housing situation. 

Austin plan 

At the beginning of Cooksey's term, he vowed to develop long-range strategic 
plans to improve the quality of life in Austin. This "Comprehensive Plan" or 
"Austinplan" covered thirteen areas, one of which was housing. Those involved in the 
comprehensive planning process included members of the Austin City Council, the 
Planning and Growth Management Department, the business and finance community, and 
representatives from neighborhoods, public institutions, rea l estate and development, 
human services, and ethnic minorities. People concerned with cu ltural affairs and the 
environment are also .involved in the planning process. AHA board members Earline 
Jewett, William Petri, and Morris Winn are members of the Austinplan Housing Task 
Group. Members of the Housing Task Group will develop the "Housing Element" of the 
Austinplan. 

Austin Chamber of Commerce 

The Austin Chamber of Commerce also has studied the housing problem. This 
body introduced a plan to bring light industri es to the East Austin area, hoping to 
renew the area without displacing residents. Child care facilities, anti-crime measures 
and improved transportation were some of the solutions the Chamber suggested. 

Austin City Community Development Commission 

When Austin became a Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) entitlement 
city, the Council appointed a Community Development Commission to accept comments 
and proposals for use of CDBG funds from citizens and businesses. According to 
information supplied by the CDC, in October 1983 the commission for med a Housing 
Subcommittee, which in 1984 prepared a "Housing Options Report: A Working Paper," an 
analysis of low-income housing strategies. Working with the Affordable Housing Task 
Force, the CDC endorsed proposals for new housing strategies. The CDC also 
participated in the work of the city's Housing Task Force, and was an early advocate 
of a general obligation bond issue to fund low-income housing. 
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Concerned Citizens for Affordable Housing (CCAH) 

Greater Austin Housing Development Corporation 

The heightened awareness of the housing problem brought many in the Austin 
community together to form several housing interest groups. Each worked frantically 
and independently to develop suggestions. As time progressed, the various interest 
groups realized that, rather than pursue the issue alone, it was more practical to pool 
talent and resources and work together. Differences in opinion were to be worked out 
as time went on. Two groups evolved: The Ad Hoc Committee for Affordable Housing 
and the Coalition for Affordable Housing. The first group was comprised of private 
citizens, churches, neighborhood groups, and other civic groups. The second was ·made 
up of members of the business community. These two groups organized around the 
issue of a commercial development fee that was proposed to pay for housing projects. 
The fee on commercial development would be channeled into a "Superfund" which would 
be used to finance low cost housing for the poor. City lobbyist and attorney.Ed 
Wendler, Sr. has been credited with devising this plan. The idea was highly supported 
by City Planning Commissioner Jay Powell, the Economic Development Commission, 
neighborhood groups, council members. The banking and development communities 
largely opposed the concept. 

When Austin realized that there would be an affordable housing bond election, 
these affordable housing groups reorganized. The Greater Austin Housing Development 
Corporation, a nonprofit corporation of bankers, developers, and neighborhood groups 
empowered to issue tax-free bonds for housing, was born out of the Coalition for 
Affordable Housing. Members of the Ad Hoc Committee became the Concerned Citizens 
for Affordable Housing. One of the more visible groups within the Concerned Citizens 
coalition has been Austin Interfaith, a group of Austin churches that advocate social 
justice. Housing is one of their many areas of concern. Long-time Austinite Frank 
Wright headed the Austin Interfaith committee on housing and has been actively 
involved in the Concerned Citizens group. As of early summer 1988, CCAH was 
undergoing a major reorganization with a possible change of leadership and direction. 
But as with the city, which direction the group will go is not yet clear. 

Neighborhood Groups and Community Development Corporations (CDCs) 

Over the years, several neighborhood groups have played prominent roles in 
raising the affordable housing issue. Deteriorating housing conditions and urban 
renewal programs in the 1970's and early 1980's displaced numerous low income people 
and increased the cost of housing. Thus. in an effort to preserve and revitalize their 
neighborhoods, several neighborhood nonprofit development corporations were formed. 
These HUD-certified nonprofit development corporations are based in neighborhoods 
that had the following characteristics as outlined in an unpublished document, 
"Neighborhood Housing Initiatives Projects," provided by Henneberger, Paup, & 
Associates, a consulting firm active in housing and neighborhood development. 

They contain the highest percentage of substandard housing in the city. 

They contain residents with among the lowest incomes in the city. 

Their housing stock is some of the oldest in the city. 
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Their residents are overwhelmingly minority. 

There is a disproportionate number of renters in their neighborhoods. 

They are suffering a rapid loss in the number of housing units. 

These neighborhood corporations include: 

Clarksville Community Development Corporation: Founded in 1978, it owned 
17 houses as of 1987. Its projects include Clarksville Self Help Housing, 
Rental Rehabilitation Program, Clarksville Acquisition/Rehabilitation I and II, 
Clarksville Land Acquisition, Clarksville/Blackshear Joint Venture, and 
Clarksville Community Center. 

Guadalupe Neighborhood Development Corporation: Founded in 1981 , it 
owned 15 houses as of 1987. Its projects include Inks Street Homeowner 
Conversion Project, Small Scale Rehabilitation Project, Low Cost Rental 
Housing Construction, Acquisition/ Rehabilitation Projects I and JI, And Echo 
House Demonstration Project. 

Blackshear Neighborhood Development Corporation: Founded in 1983, it 
owned 20 houses as of 1987. Its projects include Blackshea r Homestead, 
Clarksville/ Blackshear Joint Venture, Shared Elderly Housing, and Blackshear 
Reconstruction. 

Blackland Community Development Corporation: Founded in 1983, it owned 
IO houses as of 1987. Its current project is Blackland Low Cost Rental 
Housing. 

Anderson Community Development Corporation: As of 1987, it had $423,135 
in fund s from the City of Austin to construct f ivc renta l housing units in 
the Robertson Hill neighborhood. By spring 1988 the houses were built and 
occupied. 

Rosewood Village/Glen Oaks New Housing Corporation: As of 1987, it owned 
IO houses. Its current project is Rosewood Village/ Glen Oaks New Housing 
Project. 

In 1987 Clarksville, Guadalupe, Blackshear, Blackla nd , and Anderson development 

corporations agreed to come together in an "historic" joint venture agreement. This 
will be the first time in Austin that a large number of low income neighborhood 
organizations, from all ethnic groups, has joined together to work to improve 
neighborhood housing conditions. This concept worked effectivel y when the Blackshear 

and Clarksville development corporations worked together on their Low Cost Rental 
Housing Project. Members of the corporations and their consultan ts contend that by 
"pooling" several housing projects at one time, this consortium can take advantage of 
various types of financing. 
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CHAPTER 4. INNOVATIVE HOUSING STRATEGIES 

In cities across America, public housing authorities a re tak ing the lead in 
addressing their communities' housing crises. Working from traditional structures or 
forging new organizational forms, they are working more effectively for their own 
tenants, for low-income residents in general, and for their communities at large. They 
are building and buying new housing units, renovating existing housing, helping educate 
and feed, creating jobs, teaching skills, and expanding and strengthening their 
community's tax base. The research team surveyed the literature and annual reports of 
housing authorities from New England to California. We selected twelve cities for 
further study: Baltimore, Boston, West Palm Beach (Florida), Kansas City (Missouri), 
Santa Barbara, Portland (Oregon), Seattle, Houston, San Antonio, Dallas, Phoenix, and 
San Diego. Baltimore, Boston, Kansas City, and San Antonio arc "old" communities in 
the process of rebuilding. West Palm Beach, Santa Barbara, Portland, Houston, Dallas, 
Phoenix, and San Diego are relatively "young" cities just learning how to deal with 
urban problems. This chapter includes case studies of six cities whose situations are 
similar to Austin's--Houston, San Antonio, San Diego, Phoenix, Portland, and Seattle. 
All arc Sunbelt cities or communities which have exper ienced a su rge of economic 
activity during the last decade. They share climatic, political, and cultural similarities. 
Until recently, all were growing more rapidly than they could manage. All experience 
seasonal influxes of persons with chronic housing difficulties. Most have been 
vulnerable to the complications caused by illegal immigration. Houston and San 
Antonio also share Austin's state economy and regulatory and legislative climate. 

Each of these cities has dealt with the need for low-cost housing in a different 
way. Like Por.tland, Houston and San Antonio have responded with traditional housing 
authorities that reach out through innovative activities. Houston uses public-private 
partnerships to meet the social service needs of its public housing tenants. It also 
solicits federal funds to purchase foreclosed houses to rent to public housing residents, 
thus reducing the number of vacant homes in Houston 's recession devastated suburbs, 
moving families into better quality homes, and freeing up much needed public housing 
space. San Antonio promotes and financially supports active tenant organizations and 
provides income and on-the-job training to residents while producing its own cabinets, 
doors, and screens. Portland's housing authority (HAP) is making strategic planning, 
policy research, and community relations pay premium dividends. The HAP is well
respected in the Portland community and its diverse staff exudes confidence and 
professionalism. Phoenix and San Diego have non-traditional organizational structures 
for meeting low-cost housing needs. Phoenix traded in its traditional public housing 
authority in 1970 in favor of a regular city department now called the Neighborhood 
Improvement and Housing Department. Because the NIH also oversees economic 
development for the city, it can better integrate efforts on the two fronts. In San 
Diego, on the other hand, the Housing Commission (which was not established until 
1979) operated like private business until the late 1980s. At one point it boasted the 
fourth largest annual profit of all businesses in San Diego while build ing 8,000 units of 
subsidized housing and leveraging the building of more through public-private 
partnerships. The Seattle Housing Authority and the Seattle community have been 
extremely successful in raising local dollars for low-income housing. Since 1981 , the 
community has raised and otherwise committed more than $100 million to this end. 
The money has been raised through citizen-approved bond issues, property tax levies, 

34 



and prudent investment strategies. The Seattle and the King County housing 
authorities have also been effective in building attractive scatter site housing projects 
throughout the city and county with several designed especially for elderly residents. 

Austin has the potential to make innovative use of its loca l housing agencies-
inclusive of but not restricted to AHA. This chapter closes with a brief profi le of the 
Austin Housing Authority and its sister agency. the Travis County Authority. Even in 
these. brief glimpses. possibilities shine through. In later chapters. the project will 
suggest the possibilities that seem most promising. 

HOUSTON: TURNING IT AROUND 

In Houston. public housing is on the upswing. Problems still exist. but projects 
are being renovated. Maintenance is routine. Crime is down. Rent payments arc on 
time. The housing authority is operating as a well-tuned business, with clear goals, 
stiff performance requirements, and strict accountability. Tenants either pay their 
rents and go by the rules or they are evicted. Grounds are well policed and 
well-maintained. Grass grows. flowers bloom, and playground equipment is not broken. 

The problems facing public housing in Houston are the sa me as those in most 
other places. Crime, aging buildings, inefficient organizational structure, and 
increasing federal cutbacks. Five years ago, Houston was categorized by the federal 
government as having one of the most financially troubled housing authorities in the 
nation. Rents weren't being collected, the projects were in deplorable condition, and 
employee morale was low. But Houston is turning the corner. The reason can be 
traced at least in part to Executive Director Earl Phillips. Now federal officials call 
the Houston Housing Authority one of the best in the country. and have rewarded the 
agency with rehabilitation money and special programs. 

In May 1982, Mayor Kathy Whitmire, angered by mismanagement at the Housing 
Authority of the City of Houston, fired the board of housing commissioners and 
installed a new board. Federal audits had uncovered incidents of gross mismanagement 
and financial impropriety. The housing needs of the city's poor were not being met. 
The financial picture was so uncertain the board made the 11 candidates for the 
executive director position pay their own way to interviews in Houston. The new 
board hired Earl Phillips to run the Authority. 

Phillips grew up in a public-housing project in Newark, New Jersey. He now 
administers the public housing program of the fourth largest ci ty in the nation. 
Phillips immediately eliminated lavish expense accounts. fired dozens of employees. and 
cracked down on tenants who didn't abide by the rules. Within two years the agency's 
books were in order. 

Phillips operates on the premise that public housing is not housing of last resort. 
It is a privilege, not a right. Housing is the primary concern, but there are many 
ancillary issues that tie into the duties of a public housing authority. Phillips has 
sought and obtained help from such organizations as the Houston Independent School 
District, the Houston Police Department, several major private corporations, and an 
association of Houston apartment owners. All have involved themselves in some way or 
another with the problems of public housing residents. 
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Prospective tenants now receive training in basic housekeeping and upkeep. 
Annual apartment inspections weed out tenants who abuse their apartments. Today, 
the first hour every morning, everyone from foreman to laborer picks up Jitter. 
Phillips also replaced managers at most of the agency's housing projects. Now rent 
collection has improved dramatically--to around 99%. 

The Houston Housing Authority has also begun to buy foreclosed homes for 
low-income rental, a move that not only eases demand for apartments in public housing 
projects but also provides occupants for boarded-up homes in some of Houston's nearly 
vacant suburban developments. (This approach reflects a nationwide trend toward 
scattering public housing residents throughout a city instead of concentrating them in 
big apartment projects.) The effort has been made easier by the depressed real estate 
market. With foreclosure rates at record levels, the housing authority is buying 207 
homes repossessed by the Federal Housing Administration. The three- and four
bedroom homes cost the authority an average of slightly more than $30,000. The 
homes are being rented at rates set by the Government to families who have been 
living in large projects. The families that are assigned must have demonstrated some 
ambition, have an income of $13,000 to $25,000, and have taken the home maintenance 
classes. 

The most creative innovation, however, is Houston's program to involve 
corporations in public housing. These corporations have "adopted" projects. They 
organize events, help to fund tenant associations, sponsor visits to elderly residents, 
and even employ tenants in temporary jobs. The program called PSI (Private Sector 
Initiatives), brings together representatives from the private sector to encourage the 
business community to become more active in identifying and addressing local social 
problems. The more specific program is called Partners in Public Housing which brings 
together a group of local business and civic leaders who believe in meeting social 
needs through private industry rather than government programs. 

The concept of "adopting" a public housing development is an example of how the 
public and private sectors work together for the betterment of the community. The 
goals include helping to create a sense of community among the residents, being , 
friends and role models to the children, and stimulating career awareness. In addition, 
it is hoped that programs of this type will help create a positive image of public 
housing in Houston. 

In early 1985 First City National Bank of Houston became the first corporation in 
America to adopt a family public housing development. About 100 volunteers from all 
levels of the bank have participated in various programs, including landscaping, holiday 
celebrations, and field trips. Much of the effort has been directed at the children, 
such as the creation of a 3,000-volume library at the development, tutoring, movie 
nights, and talent shows. Other corporations that have adopted family and elderly 
projects include Brown and Root, Cameron Iron Works, Tenneco, Texas Eastern and 
MBank. 

There are also non-profit groups planting shrubs and trees on the grounds of 
housing projects. The county extension agent is teaching residents to grow their own 
gardens. New playgrounds are springing up all over. The Houston school system is 
opening after-school computer programs for public housing residents. Academically and 
economically disadvantaged children are tutored after school. 
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In the fall of 1985 Houston was selected from 70 cities for Project Oasis. Project 
Oasis operates on the premise that by cleaning up a crime-ridden, trashed-out housing 
project, the surrounding neighborhood improves. Houston a lso received (i n 1986) $5 
million in federal funds to buy HUD-foreclosed homes to lease to low-income families. 
In the past four years, Houston has gotten the bulk of federal money for renovation in 
the southwest. All of the older projects are slated for modernization. 

Between the value of volunteer efforts and loca l contributions, plus a shot of 
federal money, Phillips has found an extra $100 million to improve public housing in 
Houston. 

Houston: (as of March 1986) 

Size: 4,077 units; 20,000 tenants 
Oldest Project: Built about 1939 
Vacancy Rate: 20 percent (nearly half under renovation) 
Rent Due: Less than I percent 
Unfinished repairs: 24 
Last Complete Inspection: 1985 
Annual Inspections: Yes 
Funding: Federal, state, local, and private 

Source: Housing Authority statistics. 

Organization and Internal Management 

The governing body for the Housing Authority is the Board of Commissioners. It 
has five members appointed for two-year terms by the Mayor. The Commissioners 
elect from among themselves a chair and vice-chair. The Board meets at least once 
each month to establish policies that provide decent low and moderate income housing 
for the people of Houston. The Board hires an executive director who serves as 
Secretary to the Board and the agency's chief executive off icer. The executive 
director administers the operations of the Authority and implements the policies 
established by the Board. 

The executive director manages the day-to-day workings of the Housing Authority 
through a management team known as the "Cabinet". The Ca bi net includes: the deputy 
executive director, the directors for Housing Assistance Programs, Administration, 
Finance, Housing Management, Maintenance, Programs Planning, Facilities development, 
Non-Profit Corporations and the General Counsel. The Cabinet meetings are regularly 
scheduled and chaired by the deputy executive director. 

The deputy executive director serves as the management liaison to the var ious 
internal departments to ensure continuity and compliance with established policies and 
procedures. The Minority You th Housing Training Initiatives Program and the 
After-School Tutorial Program fall under the direction and supervision of the deputy 
executive director. 

The Director for Housing Assistance oversees the operations of the Section 8 
Existing, Moderate Rehabilitation, Rental Rehabilitation and Voucher Programs in 
accordance with Department of Housing and Urban Developmen t guidelines. The 
Director of Administration is responsible for personnel, training, insurance and 
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purchasing. The Director of Finance supervises the financial and accounting functions. 
the Management Information Systems Department and its computerized information 
activities. The Director of Housing Management manages the operations of the public 
housing developments including the leasing of units and delivery of services to 
residents. The coordination of such programs as •project Heart: •Partners in Public 
Housing; "A Helping Hand: and •Pre-Occupancy Training• is overseen by this director. 
The Director of Maintenance is responsible for the care of all Housing Authority 
buildings and grounds. The Director of Programs is primarily responsible for non
sheltcr related programs intended to provide employment. education. and opportunities 
to receive other social services. This director is also responsible for raising outside 
funds to support these programs. The Office of Public Information is part of this 
department. The Director of Facilities Development plans, directs. administers. and 
coordinates the modernization of existing public housing units as well as the 
development and construction of new public housing. The General Counsel coordinates 
all legal matters and monitors contract compliance for the Housing Authority. 

Model Programs 

With the assistance of the Houston Committee for Private Sector Initiatives (PSI). 
the Partners in Public Housing concept was developed in order to meet the needs of 
the residents. This program matches private corporations with housing developments so 
that corporate volunteers can design activities to enhance the lives of public housing 
residents. 

The program began in 1983 with Project HEART (Help Elderly Achieve Real Tics). 
Three major corporations -- Tenneco, Texas Eastern and Bank of the Southwest (now 
MBank) -- each "adopted• a housing development for the elderly. Ventures in 
Community Improvement (VICI) provides job training in the construction industry to 40 
youths while accomplishing needed public improvements. This partnership brings 
together the Housing Authority, SER-Jobs for Progress (SER). PSI and Public/Private 
Ventures (P/ PV). SER is paying 50 percent of the trainees' wages with funds from the 
Houston Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) Council and the general contractor is 
paying the remainder. 

The Housing Authority received $100,000 as seed money from the Department of 
Labor and $59,226 from the local JTPA Council to begin a Minority Youth House 
Training Initiatives Program (MYHTIP) in apartment maintenance and management skills. 
A 17-week training program for economically disadvantaged youths aged 18 to 21 
teaches the skills necessary for entry-level positions in the public and private 
apartment industry. The first 11 weeks arc spent in the classroom with the remaining 
six weeks at various Housing Authority facilities for work site experience during which 
trainees are paid a stipend. The Job Readiness Training portion of the curriculum 
focuses upon proper dress, work attitudes. interpersonal relationships on the work site 
and job search skills. Vocational and personal counseling are also available. 

Project Nature Center is a learning program designed to bring a different group 
of ch ildren, ages 8 to 10, to Armand Bayou Nature Center every Saturday for specially 
designed activities. 

Corporate support has involved the •toaning• of private sector experts to the 
Housing Authority for certain projects at no charge. The work of the Management 
Advisory Committee (MAC) also has played a big part. Appointed by the Mayor in 
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1983, this voluntary group meets with staff to share their expertise in such areas as 
real estate development, security, finance, law, public relations, management, energy 
conservation and community involvement. 

SAN ANTONIO: DOING THE BEST WITH WHAT THEY HA VE 

The San Antonio Housing Authority: Housing and the City Council 

The San Antonio Housing Authority is a public housing a ut horit y created under 
the 1937 Housing Act. SAHA has a variety of low income and housing related 
programs. SAHA receives mostly federal funds for f ederally-mandated programs; 
therefore, it is regulated by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD). Although SAHA has been in existence since 1937, it was not until the early 
1970s that providing affordable. public housing for the residents of San Antonio became 
a high priority item for that city council. The 1970s wit nessed a change over in the 
members of the city council. The new council was committed to providing public 
services and since this time, according to SAHA officials, the counci l has retained this 
"people orientation" even though subsequent elect ions ha ve brought new members to the 
council. Another factor that has contributed to the overall increased public awareness 
of social programs is the change to district e lections f rom at-large elections. This 
change created a new poli tica l awareness among politicians rega rdi ng the importance of 
housing issues in the community, especially among representati ves who come from 
districts where there is a great demand for public housing. 

According to SAHA staff members, the City Council and SAHA work well 
together. In 1978, the Council formed a Housing Task Force composed of fi ve council 
members. Any housing agenda item is cleared through this task force first. SAHA 
officials have targeted council members with whom they can build professional 
relationships that will facilitate their involvement in housing policy. In turn, the 
entire Council acquiesces to the recommendations of the task force regarding housing 
policy. This system seems to off er efficient and effective operations for both parties. 

Available Housing a nd Housing Programs 

San Antonio has a medium-sized housing authority that owns, operates, or 
otherwise manages a total of 15,899 housing units. The SAHA conventional public 
housing program consists of 8,549 units at 64 loca ti ons in all areas of San Antonio. 
T hese units are owned and maintained in accordance wi th HUD regulations. The entire 
city has been di vided into 17 public housing management entities. Each sector is 
assigned a project manager who is responsible for the ma nagement and maintenance of 
that sector. Under this program, rent is based on family income. 

San Antonio a lso ma nages three other housing programs in accorda nce with HUD 
reg ulations. The Section 8 (existing and moderate rehabilitation) and voucher housing 
programs enable SAHA to work with private indi vidua ls to provide housing for low 
income families. SAHA operates 7,350 units through these programs. Under this 
arrangement, private owners rent to low income families. Through a Housing 
Assistance Payments Contract with private owners, SAHA pays the difference between 
the fair market rent a nd the rent the tenant pays to the owner. T here are no direct 
home ownership programs in operation at SAHA. 
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Approximately 99% of all housing locations in San Antonio are considered 
high-density. That is, these locations have more than 50 units on a site. This is 
typical of older housing authority locations. However, these locations are not filled 
with high-rise complexes. Approximately 98% of the housing is low-rise structures 
of four stories or less. 

Beginning in the 1960s, a plan was developed to scatter public housing throughout 
the entire San Antonio area to avoid concentrating low-income families in any 
particular part of the city. Although SAHA has been fairly successful in this endeavor 

(64 locations in 17 sectors of the city), Frank Hornsby, Deputy Director, stated that 
SAHA efforts to disperse public housing are usually dictated by economics. Property or 
units bought or taken over by SAHA are usually in low income areas because that is 
what SAHA can afford and that is what HUD will allow them to spend. Thus, while 

SAHA has the plan and makes the effort, concentrations of public housing still exist in 
low income neighborhoods. 

The oldest housing complexes in San Antonio are 46 years old, while the newest 
units are two years old. San Antonio acquired approximately 6% of its public housing 
as existing complexes. The other 94% has been built by SAHA. In all, there are 2,465 
units that are especially designed for elderly and handicapped residents. Some 
complexes are designed just for these residents while others have scattered units that 
have been renovated to meet the special needs of these residents. Apolonio Flores, 
Executive Director of SAHA, rated the overall condition of public housing in San 
Antonio as fair to good. However, he suggested that there was always more that could 
be done to improve even the locations in the best condition. 

The most recent housing complex to . be constructed is two years old. This is a 
four-story, 75-unit development for handicapped and elderly residents. The cost of this 
project was $5,686,113 and was financed by a HUD grant under HUD's New 
Development Program. In 1986, SAHA completed major rehabilitation on several 
housing sites. The cost of this renovation was $20,312,816 and was financed by HUD 
under the Comprehensive Improvement Assistance ·Program. 

As of March 1987, there were over 6,000 applicants on the waiting list to move 
into public housing. The average wait is approximately 15 months. However, elderly 
applicants may wait as Jong as two years before a unit that meets their needs becomes 
available. Once an apartment is vacated the ideal turnover time is 10 days. Turnover, 
however, time has run as high as 50-100 days, with an average 30 days. 

SAHA: Space to Meet Other Needs of Public Housing Residents 

As of October 1986, there were 24 housing units off of the rent roll in San 
Antonio. SAHA rents space at a considerable discount to area socia l service agencies 
who, in turn, provide services for residents at convenient housing locations. SAHA 
leases to agencies who provide the following services: 

o day care 

o intensive supervision/casework (juvenile probation) 

o youth/parent counseling 
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o pre-school training 

o nutrition programs 

o mother/ infant training programs 

At one time SAHA was providing 118 units to social service programs. This is 
consistent with a national trend among housing authorities. Authorities provide units 
to social service programs as a way to either bring services (day or health screening) 
closer to residents or emergency, temporary shelter for special populations. When 
units are used in this way, they arc removed from the rental inventory. However, as 
the demand for housing units has increased and HUD subsidies decreased, SAHA has 
been forced to return some of the units to the inventory and rent them. The effect, 
of course, is that SAHA reduces it capacity to provide social serv ice. Unfortunately, 
the need for these programs has not diminished among public housing residents. In 
fact, the need for social services has grown. SAHA does not provide space as 
short-term shelter for the homeless. Ten housing units are off the rent roll to house 
resident maintenance managers. 

The Resident Population 

San Antonio housing programs provide homes for over 50,000 res idents of the city. 
Approximately 50% of these residents live in traditional public housing. Some 23,400 
residents participate in the Section 8 (existing and rehabilitation) programs. Another 
1,605 residents participate in the voucher housing program. Of the total number of 
public housing families, 66.5% arc Mexican-Americans (5,231), 17.9% are white (1,410), 
16.4% arc black (l ,290), and .3% of the families represent other ethnic backgrounds. 
Over 43% of the families in SAHA public housing represent single-parent families, the 
majority of which arc headed by women. Once again, this is a typical representation 
of public housing families: heavily minority populated with a large representation of 
single-parent f amilics headed by women. 

Almost 50% of the public housing population is composed of chi ldren. Over 79% 
of these children live in single-parent households. The highest concentration of 
children fall into the 6-13 year old age bracket. After that, the ages of children are 
more evenly distributed through all ages. Elderly and handicapped residents comprise 
18.6% of the public housing population. 

SAHA: Internal Organization and Operations 

SAHA is governed by the five-members of a Board of Commiss ioners who arc 
appointed by the city manager in cooperation with the mayor. The rule that housing 
authority tenants may not serve as board commissioners is the only restriction on who 
serve as a commissioner. The SAHA is not a part of the San Antonio city government. 
Both Apolonio Flores, the director, and Frank Hornsby characterized the staff 
relationship with the board as cooperative. Mr. Flores said that the board of 
commissioners is very committed and will cooperate with the staff of SAHA however 
possible to make things happen for the low-income community of San Antonio. This 
commitment extends beyond the limits of traditional housing programs. The board, for 
example, has been supportive of the nutrition program (and last year voted to expand 
it), day care centers, and recreation programs (the mural project). Board members are 
active in other community organizations and assist the SAHA staff in making contact 
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with members of other organizations or community groups to try and work together to 
provide services for public housing residents. SAHA, the Board, and other agencies 
work together to share costs and in this way are able to provide social service 
programs for residents. 

SAHA has a total of 421 employees, half of which provide field service support. 
There are 36 executives and professionals and a 145 clerical and support staff. While 
there is no specific executive management team, Mr. Flores (Executive Director) meets 
with department directors on a weekly basis. The Fiscal Department is responsible for 
accounting, payroll, disbursement, purchasing, and investment. The Department of Land 
Development controls modernization, new development, acquisitions, and technical 
services. Supervision for maintenance and central service comes under the purview of 
this department. 

Central services is staffed with employees that have higher degrees of 
maintenance skill levels such as carpenters, electricians, plumbers and painters. 
Upkeep and repair work is performed by this department on a service request basis. 
SAHA manufactures its own window and door screens, cabinets, and doors. Eighty 
percent of the employees in the manufacturing warehouse arc residents of public 
housing; many are students learning a skill or trade. The warehouse supports all of 
SAHA construction and maintenance projects. Materials and equipment are purchased 
in large quantities and stored at the warehouse for disbursement as needed, 
Maintenance and warehouse personnel also operate the SAHA waste disposal syst(:m 
which is run and financed by SAHA and services all public housing locations. 

Housing Operations collects rent payments, processes rental applications, and 
oversees evicting tenants. The legal department and human resource department are 
within Housing Operations. Administrative costs constitute 21 % of the total 
expenditures for SAHA. Maintenance and renovation of housing is 27% while utilities 
and security require 36% of the expenditures. Only 2% of the budget is set aside to 
operate tenant programs. SAHA pays no debt service and is currently switching to a 
system whereby tenants will pay for their own utilities. 

HUD provides 73% of SAHA's total revenue; 15% comes from public housing rents. 
Investments, fees charged for programs, and fees for units off of the rent roll make up 
the remainder: SAHA has issued bonds backed by the Housing Authority to build 
rental housing, renovate existing housing, and construct a new office building for 
SAHA personnel. The office complex was completed in 1985. Bonds have also been 
issued by the City of San Antonio to assist in the renovation of existing public 
housing. SAHA is clearly dependent upon HUD money as its ma in source of financial 
support. Although there is a recognized need among SAHA executives to move away · 
from dependency on HUD money, there are no plans in existence to help move SAHA 
in that direction. SAHA maintains cooperative agreements with the City of San 
Antonio Fire and Police Departments as well as the City Utilities Commission and the 
Highways Department to cover fire and pol.ice protection, street maintenance, and 
street lighting. 

Public Housing in San Antonio: Some General Considerations 

Although SAHA appears to be an effective and efficient operation, the 
organization can be characterized as "doing the best with what they have." SAHA 
seems to accept its HUD dependency status and does not attempt many new financing 
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initiatives. While a non-prof it corporation was created to assist in the financing and 
construction of a new off ice complex, this complex does not house low-income 
residents. The increasing need for more low-income housing in San Antonio remains. 

In doing the best with what they have, internal management and leadership help 
keep SAHA a respected organization in the community. The Executive Director and 
staff personnel build and maintain relationships with var ious community organizations 
and leaders. SAHA staff arc encouraged to serve on boards and committees {the 
Executive Director serves on committees for both the United Way and the Chamber of 
Commerce), participate in school associations, and be active in community and church 
organizations. This spirit of cooperation and involvement is encouraged on both the 
formal level (serve on a board) and the informal level, to just meet with people at 
other offices to discuss all the issues facing local service agencies. Some staff 
members suggested that this sort of involvement and networking was the most effective 
tool SAHA had in maintaining community relations. 

This spirit of involvement also extends to the residents of public housing and 
SAHA. Each housing complex is assigned at least one resident relations representative 
who is a member of the SAHA staff. Each month the representative attends meetings 
with tenants tenant directors. SAHA took the initiative in 1968 to organize tenants 
into tenant associations. The Authority recognizes only the tenant associations as the 
representatives of tenants in order to limit outside involvement in public housing 
programs and policy development. The resident associations arc funded by SAHA at an 
allocation of $2.00 per unit per month. Associations are authorized to use this money 
in accordance with the Tenant Service Guidelines Manual. Associations sponsor events 
of interest for housing residents, publish newsletters, and off er workshops to assist 
residents in legal and financial matters. 

SAHA cooperates with these associations and uses its relationships with other 
organizations to assist the associations with programs and events. The highlight of 
this cooperative spirit is the Buckhorn Ranch Summer program that SAHA and the 
Tenant Associations sponsor for children and the elderly. A member of the San 
Antonio community offered his ranch as a retreat for public housing children for three 
weeks out of every summer, each child staying a week at a time. Elderly residents are 
brought to the ranch for weekend visits. Cooking services are arranged at the ranch 
with members of the tenant association offering their services whenever possible. 
Association members also assist with transportation to and from the ranch in 
cooperation with SAHA and San Antonio Mass Transit. 

Cooperation, dedicated individuals, a committed Board of Commissioners, and a 
dedicated City Council help to make things possible for the low-income community in 
San Antonio. The unique aspect of these relationships is that these groups work 
together to provide more than just housing units for low-income residents. In 
doing the best with what they have, SAHA attempts to provide a total service for 
tenants; seeking to satisfy shelter, education, recreation, and persona l needs. New 
financing initiatives will be needed in the future to keep providing these services. As 
HUD financing continues to decrease, SAHA and the City will have to rely on 
themselves to supply support for SAHA programs. Luckily, the spirit of cooperation 
and dedication among the staff, board, and council is already established for these 
relationships will be crucial in the future when funding for programs is difficult if not 
impossible to come by. 
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SAN DIEGO: AN ENTERPRISE APPROACH 

In 1979 it became apparent that San Diego might benefit from having a local 
housing agency in San Diego. Until then, the city government had taken no 
responsibility for providing low income or public housing. With state and federal 
guidance, the city authorized the San Diego Housing Commission to develop and 
implement housing policy. The newly created housing agency began as an 
entrepreneurial operation. It favored partnerships with the private sector to provide 
shelter over the more traditional approaches used by other housing agencies . 

In its first seven years, the commission earned recognition for its professionalism, 
skill, management of cost-effective programs, and success in securing the participation 
from the private sector. By 1987, the city elected a new mayor and several council 
members, The new council, in turn, sought a new direction and emphasis for the 
housing agency. 

The commission is led by its Executive Director, Evan Becker. Becker is assisted 
by three deputy executive directors who oversee work in eight divisions: administrative 
services, general services, program and policy development, housing management, 
Section 8, hous ing rehabilitation, housing finance and · development, and bond finance 
and contract administration. Each deputy director is responsible for cff ective and 
efficient policy implementation. 

The commission employs three regional property managers. Each is responsible 
for screening applicants, selecting residents, and main tai ni ng peace between neighbors. 
The scattered nature and low density effect promote a frie ndly working relationship 
among managers and tenants. This same relationship has alleviated the need for tenant 
organization, accordi ng to commission spokesperson Kathy Jones. In addition to 
regional managers, the commission employs on-si te ma nagers at t he la rger complexes. 
These sites have been successful at creating commu ni ties and ma inta ining a high quality 
of life. 

Development and Construction 

Stock has been generated over the last eight years. Apartment complexes and 
condominium developments have been created by tax exempt mortgage revenue bonds 
administered by SDHC. In 1986, 8,000 new units were built, which translates into 2,000 
units for low-income households. Each complex is designed to maximize use of 
prec ious resources. These resources include land, mater ia ls, manage ment, and especially 
the untapped energy or young residents. Apartmen ts arc grouped in small clusters, 
reducing problems coming from higher levels of density. Outside play areas help 
preserve conditions inside. Because construction did not begin until 1979, San Diego 
Housing Commission has enjoyed the opportunity to learn f rom the mistakes made by 
other PHAs in the early 1940s and 1960s. 

Internal Management 

Stock 

San Diego relies on the Housing Commission to add ress the var ious housing needs 
of San Diego c itizens. For renters, the critical issue is cost. Affordabi lity is the 
foremost consideration of the Commission in addressing housing needs; it is, however, 
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not the only one. The Commission relics on private developers. contractors and 
construction teams to create affordable housing. Staff persons understand the 
workings of real estate management yet may choose to hire private management 
companies to help with some properties. Whether the commission performs the task or 
contracts to have it done. the Housing Commission leads the community in substantive 
housing policy. Commission programs in both rental assistance and housing 
rehabilitation arc part of the effort. 

San Diego Housing Commission rehabilitation specialists work closely with property 
owners to provide technical assistance by identifying necessary repairs. estimating the 
cost, facilitating the contractor selection. and monitoring workmanship and quality of 
materials. This program has helped to rehabilitate over 2.800 homes at an estimated 
cost of $30.S million. 

Rnldeats aad Certiflcate/Vomc•er Holders 

The commission offers a variety of rental assistance programs and related 
services. Many of these services arc targeted to such special populations as the 
elderly and disabled. Programs administer Section 8 certificates and vouchers. and 
make social service referrals. The Commission employs two full time counselors to 
assist renters with short term intervention while awaiting help from other agencies. 
Some sites have full or part-time on site managers while others do not. Tenants arc 
not organized into councils or other groups. However. those complexes with on-site 
managers arc most successful at maintaining a high quality of life according to staff 
members. 

This commitment to management of rental ass istance programs and resident 
housing reflects policy set by the San Diego Housing Commission. As policy develops 
in the future. greater emphasis may be placed on services for lower income renters and 
minority populations. 

Totals 
Section a. 
Voucher 
Conventional 
Scattered 
Elderly 
homeless 
homeownership 
wheelchair 

Design 

Privately Owned 

6000 

4000 

6000 
2000 

Construction since 1979 

PUA/ City Owned 

1334 

150 

1334 
242 

92 

Conventional takes the form of apartment/condo complexes 
Dispersed - Section 8 and scattered site programs subsidize 

units in locations throughout the city. Many 
80/20 developments. 
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Model Programs 

The key to success in San Diego has been the wise use of public and private 
resources and the creative combination of these two. Thus, model programs arc related 
to financial initiatives and site selection and development. 

Site Selection and Development. SDHC makes decisions concerning site selection 
for development based on available land. Choice city land has been a key factor in 
the success of the commission. Availability of space for parking lots, playgrounds and 
adequate roads is essential to successful housing. Selection for participation in the 
Housing Rehabilitation Program is often the result of several factors including location 
of the property, available funding, and condition of the units. 

Participating With Private Developers. SDHC places emphasis on the 
uniqueness of each deal agreed to by the commission and a private developer. 
Guidelines for financial participation in housing development projects exist, but the 
commission cooperates with the developer whenever possible in order to gain his or her 
commitment to the project. Existing guidelines are: 

o Public Benefits - At least 20% of the units in subject 
developments will be reserved for occupancy by households below 
80% of the median income at affordable rents for the term of the 
loan. 

o Interest Rates and Return - The combination of terms and 
conditions established for any loan or participation on a private 
development project should assure a return equivalent to private 
sector returns for similar activities. Minimum interest rate is 3%. 

o Amount of loan is based on the minimal cash contribution required 
to make the project feasible. The Commission shall provide no 
more than 20% equity into the project, exceptions not withstan
ding. 

o Security and collateral obtained as follows: 

a second trust deed or outside collateral equivalent to loan amount. 

a total outstanding debt: less than 90% of appraised value, 95% of 
development cost, or small enough to achieve a I.I debt service ratio. 

a personal guarantee or outside collateral of at least 25% of 
the loan. 

o Maturity and amortization rates - To be adjusted at time of loan 
to conform to cash flow terms on primary financing. 

o Revising/refinancing agreements - Staff will consider proposing 
refinancing or amendment of financial participation agreements 
under certain situations. · 
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These guidelines aid the commission in its decisions to participate in financial 
deals with private developers. Each contract is sepa rate and unique, yet the guidelines 
provide a basis from which negotiation begins. 

Substantive housing policy in San Diego concerns site development and 
public/private agreements on terms that include financing. The generation of local 
funds has been accomplished by providing incentives to the private sector in order to 
involve them with affordable housing programs. 

Finances 

Facing the reality of diminishing state and federal resources for the development 
of affordable housing, the commission-marshalled local resources and became a catalyst 
in development by the private sector of an increasing number of affordable housing 
units. This increased private development is the result of innovative approaches to 
project financing developed by worki.ng with local lending institutions, joint venture 
development agreements, and bond final)cing. The following facts reflect the success 
of these endeavors: 

o Bond finance and development incentives have pr0.duced 
$243,624,737 value in revenue bonds creating over 8,000 units. 

o HUD "Special Project" dollars are available as development grants. 

o $1 million of local .funds have been budgeted for new single room 
occupancy (SRO) development and rehabilitation loans. 

The success of SDHC is a result of generating local funds to promote development 
of affordable housing. The following suggests several methods for raising the funds 
and innovatiye to produce affordable housing and to guarantee .future income. 

Methods of Funding 

o Renegotiate banking relationship - Substantial cost savings can be 
realized by periodicall¥ issuing a request for proposals (RFP) to 
determine. which bank should be retained. 

o Ma·ximize Section 8 lease-up rate - Section 8 administrative fees 
provide an income that may amount to· more than overhead costs. 

o Provide services on fee basis to other agencies - Highly developed 
training programs and property management teams a rc needed 
throughou~ the community. 

o View activities performed as enterprises. 

o Use tax increment financing. 

o Collect fees in-lieu of taxes. 
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Methods of Incentive 

o Act as a lender - The agency provides funds needed to supplement 
conventional financing. This supplemental loan moderates rental rates by 
reducing debt service requirements and by decreasfog the return needed by 
the developer. 

o Act as a partner - The agency provides a greater percentage of 
the funds needed and benefits from increasing value over time. 
The developer may retain the option to "buy-out" the agency's 
interest. 

o Provide land for affordable housing projects - City land can be leased to the 
developer and then, with improvements, revert to the agency. 

o Contribute land to joint ventures - The agency makes an equity 
contribution with land, a lender provides the financing, and the 
developer puts up a cash contribution. 

o Provide density bonuses - In accordance with state law, the 
developer is allowed 20% density increase when he or she agrees 
to off er 20% for low-income renters. 

o Allo.w priority processing of documents - Special attention given 
to the paperwork of developers may be all the convincing one 
needs to participate in an affordable housing program. 

Providing incentives for the generation of local dollars is seen ·as a proper and 
efficient role of the commis.sion. The commission appears to have mastered the 
relationship between the public and private sectors, and economic and community 
development. 

Elderly 

As mentioned earlier, the commission owns a new 242-unit complex for elderly 
residents. Beldon Village has an expansive activity center and a full time activities 
director. In a sense, life at Beldon Village resembles congregate living: seniors 
participate in nutrition and health clinics, food co-ops, exercise classes, group 
recreation, and social activities. However, residents maintain their own units and 
prepare their own meals. 

Last year, over 2,000 seniors were assisted through Housing Commission rental 
programs. Low income seniors pay no more than 30% of their income for rent. This 
averages out to $130 per month for a one-bedroom apartment. SDHC abides by the 
HUD definition of elderly which includes persons older than 62 years of age or those 
with disabilities. The definition breaks down when families with children confined to 
wheelchairs are housed with senior citizens; this happens in San Diego as well as in 
most other cities abiding by the HUD definition. 
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Community Housing Policy 

Political Awareness and Concern. The leadership in San Diego housing policy has 
recently changed hands from the executive director of the San Diego Housing 
Commission to the mayor and city council members, several of whom were newly 
elected as of 1987. These new leaders, espousing different philosophies about the role 
of local agencies from those of the previous administration, ha vc issued new directives 
regarding housing policy in the San Diego community. 

In line with the previous, conservative city government, the Commission operated 
like an enterprise in the private sector. The city promoted the idea of a "balanced 
community" by providing incentives for the private sector to participate in meeting 
housing needs. By 1985 the Housing Commission was turning the fourth largest profit 
of all businesses in the San Diego community. These profits were the results of joint 
ventures between the Commission and private developers: available city land was leased, 
sold, and traded to make these ventures possible. Apartments and condominiums 
contracted as "80/20" deals became staples to both community and economic 
development. 

Conservative city leaders were pleased with the successful operations and efficient 
use of community resources. However, in recent years local leadership has changed; 
present council members are less conservative and less eager to ha vc service agencies 
turning profits. In 1986, San Diego voters elected a mayor and five new 
re·presentatives to the city council. All six of the new leaders arc women, and each is 
more liberal in political ideals than the council members they replaced . Under their 
guidance, the city has become much more involved in social services and in shaping 
housing policy. Mayor O'Connor, exercising her power to appoint housing 
commissioners, removed the existing commissioners and replaced them with herself and 
the ffve new council members. These new commissioners, led by the mayor, voted on 
March 2, 1987 to not renew the contract of the executive director who had held his 
position since 1979. Ben Montijo had been almost single-handedly responsible for 
publicly assisted housing policy in the community and was noted for his productive and 
creative financial knowhow. However, Mr. Montijo was also under investigation by 
HUD for a controversial apartment deal the commission had made in the period before 
his dismissal. A potential fraud investigation was also in the works. 

Under its new leadership, the commission appears to have a stronger commitment 
to housing the neediest people. This translates into spending more dollars and 
reducing the cost to potential tenants. Like most cities across the nation, San Diego 
has an increasing homeless population. More transitional housing programs are needed 
to assist these people in regaining stability and independence. The commissioners have 
emphasized the need for more SRO accommodations to better serve the homeless in the 
city. Most likely, 80/20 developments will be less popular in the future. New leaders 
argue that dedicating only 20% of an entire development to low-income housing is not 
enough to warrant public financial assistance. It is too early to see what impact the 
new commissioners will have on housing policy in San Diego, but as the key actors 
change, so too will policy development. 
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Conclusions 

The Housing Commission has established itself as a prominent member of the San 
Diego community with leadership from city council members, housing commissioners, and 
its executive director and staff. The commission has used public and private 
partnerships to generate local funds, creating a sound economic base for present and 
future housing development. The impact of these efforts extends beyond the 
construction of several hundred units. It extends to the strengthening of San Diego's 
social and economic fabric. The community has benefited in many areas: commercial 
business, financial institutions, development and industry, taxpayers and most of all, 
those persons needing affordable housing. The 1986 Council began moving the 
commission's efforts in the direction of assisting homeless people and those with the 
lowest incomes. This, combined with the dismissal of the commission's former director 
who was under investigation by HUD, appears likely to lead the commission away from 
some of the development patterns it used in its first seven years of operation. 

PHOENIX: AGENCY VS. AUTHORITY 

Organization 

Still. The City of Phoenix assumed direct responsibility for the creation and 
maintenance of public and affordable housing in 1970 by establishing the Urban 
Development and Housing Department, now the Neighborhood Improvement and Housing 
Department (NIH). Prior to 1970, the Phoenix Housing Authorit y operated 
independently for city officials except from the fact that the mayor had appointment 
power over the Board of Commissioners. This Authority successfully managed over 
1,600 units and maintained maximum reserves according to HUD specifica tions. 
However, in 1969 when the Brooke Amendment was adopted and the nation was engaged 
in social revolution, tenants voiced their dissatisfaction with the authority. 

Tenants could not understand why the commissioners sent dollars back to HUD 
instead of reducing their rents. Racial segregation a mong the projects added to the 
emotional fervor of the time. Tenants organized rent strikes, took their complaints 
beyond the Commissioners and threatened city officials. The city council realized that 
if they must take the complaints from tenants, they should have control of the 
situation. They also realized the cost of unhappy tenants who vote in city elections 
and make up majorities in several districts. So, in March of 1970, the city of Phoenix 
removed the enabling power of the Phoenix Housing Authority and placed it under city 
control. 

Tenants appreciated the change in authority; with the city in charge, many more 
listeners became available to them. In good faith and in fear of riots and burnings, 
the city held public meetings and heard hundreds of complaints. Unlike the "tight 
ship" practices of the old Authority, the current council members espouse a new 
philosophy of "satisfy the tenants." They abandoned the old practice of turning off 
utilities when tenants' payments were delinquent and gave NIH staff members 
instructions to "drop everything" when tenants call. Housing Authority employees were 
placed into city positions and classifications, both in the Housing Department and 
elsewhere in the city. (The executive director served one yea r as a lame duck officer 
and then retired; the assistant director was reassigned within the ci ty.) Many were 
pleased with increased opportunities for varied jobs, training and education. Today, 
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NIH continues to make up for pensions lost by Authority employees who kept on with 
the City. At the time of transition, the pensions were lost and overlooked. However, 
veteran housing workers claim that the city salary structure and benefits "are much 
better than what the Authority offered." (Conference interview with NIH employees 
during transition period, March 2, 1987.) 

As the lost pensions exemplify, the kinks still arc being ironed out. "Seventeen 
years of constant reorganization" describes the transition from the Phoenix Housing 
Authority to the City of Phoenix Urban Development and Housing Department (now 
NIH). The Department has a 274 person staff. 

Finances 

In the past, NIH has relied heavily on federal assistance. Today it continues to 
apply for every dollar available through HUD, but in light of decreasing federal dollars 
it plans to replace this federal dependency with creative local financing. As long as 
federal dollars are available, Phoenix will .remain a solid competitor for those dollars. 
After years of experience, the department knows what makes a good application. 
Complete program descriptions constantly are being updated and rewritten in order to 
stay abreast of HUD regulations and guidelines. It is equally important that the 
department implement the programs and new monies in an effective and efficient 
manner. NIH considers existing infrastructure and schools when awarding sites with 
rehabilitation and development dollars. 

Recently the city was awarded two federal Housing Development Action Grants 
totaling over $2 million. The grants will leverage the <:onstruction of 212 apartments, 
including 86 low income units and over $6 million of private investment. This is a 
wise use of federal dollars because it stimulates local development making more dollars 
potentially available for housing. 

In 1984 voters authorized use of $5 mitlion of general obligation bonds to 
renovate city owned public housing. This successful authorization is attributed partly 
to the specificity with which it was presented to the voters. The proposal included 
phrases like "modernization of housing for the elderly." Staff members are convinced 
that members of the elderly population voted in favor of the bonds and helped to carry 
the proposal. Use of general obligation bonds for other housing needs is also being 
explored. The following provisions are being considered for use by NIH: 

1. A Housing Fund Using Real Estate Trust Accounts 

2. A State Housing Authority for Arizona 

3. Tax Increment Financing 

4. Tax Abatement 

5. A Real Estate Transfer Fee 

6. Rental Deposit Interest 
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Internal Manaaement 

S1.Q£k. The Housing Services Branch is concerned with housing deterioration and 
neighborhood decline. The branch is divided into two areas of concern: Housing 
Conservation and Urban Development. For a list of programs, sec Model Programs, 
Branch 2. Also, within the Department is a centralized maintenance training facility 
and warehouse. 

Federally assisted rental housing - 8, 706 units 
Privately owned- 6,195 units (71%) 
Section 8 Existing Housing - 3091 units 
Scattered sites - 84 units 
Vouchers- 200 units 
Project Self-sufficiency - 46 units 
Homeless - 105 units 
Other Certificates - 129 uni ts 
Elderly - 2,866 units 
Wheelchair accessible - 266 unit 

City owned- 2,511 units (29%) 
Scattered sites - 99 units 
Homeownership - 6 units 

Elderly - 1,089 units 

Conventional City Owned Public Housing - 1923 units 
Elderly - 636 units 

Design 

Conventional - single and double room units, 1940s and 1960s 
8 units per building, high density, low rise 

Dispersed - Section 8 and scattered site programs subsidize units in 
locations throughout the city. · 

Residents and Certificate/Voucher Holders. The Assisted Housing Branch manages 
programs that provide decent and affordable housing to low and moderate income 
households. Four divisions complete this branch, yet only three are directly related to 
tenant management: 

I. Conventional Housing division manages city owned public housing projects 
which provide shelter to more than 8,000 persons. 

2. Dispersed Housing administers Section 8 certificates, vouchers and Scattered 
Sites programs. Together these provide housing in locations across the city 
and are thus in accordance with city affordability/availability goals. 

3. Elderly Housing and Occupancy Division operates six developments with a 
total of 636 apartments for elderly and handicapped. The division helps 
resident councils to plan social, health and educational activities for the . 
elderly residents. The division also performs all occupancy functions for the 
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Assisted Housing Branch. Determination of applicant eligibility is made 
according to federal guidelines. Services are targeted to low and moderate 
income households regardless of race, creed or color. 

In addition to the services offered by the Assisted Housing Branch, Phoenix 
housing policy includes commitment to housing needs of homeless and disabled persons 
as well as single parent families. NIH relies on HUD programs and community 
resources to initiate programs that address these target groups. 

Racial Composition (as of 1984) 
White 1736 
Black 3957 
Indian 212 
Mexican 3136 
Oriental 5 
Other 26 

9072 

Targeted Populations 
Single-parent families 
Homeless 
Disabled 

19% 
44% 

2% 
35% 
.1% 
.3% 

100% 

Compared with City 
78% 

5% 
*2% 
15% 
*included above 

100% 

Population: Single Parent Families. In 1985 the city applied for the HUD 
demonstration program Project Self-Sufficiency. The goal of this program is to help 
low-income single parents with chi ldren become economically self-sufficient through the 
co-operative efforts of the public and private sectors. A task force has been created 
to coordinate the full range of services needed to become self-sufficient. It is hoped 
that the project will help tenants gain independence and free-up assisted housing units 
for other needy persons. 

Population: Homeless. The establishment of tent cities in 1982 brought state, 
county and city governments together with public and private social and health service 
agencies to respond to the emergency. They formed the Consortium for the Homeless 
which has developed a long-range plan to assist various subpopulations of the homeless. 
Emphasis is placed on assisting the homeless person re-enter the socio-economic 
mainstream whenever and as soon as possible. 

Population: Disabled Persons. Some 350 units of subsidized housing are 
wheelchair accessible in Phoenix. These are a result of two Section 202 subsidized 
projects and federal regulations requiring that at least 5% of a complex be made 
accessible. The city is committed to increasing these numbers and creating housing for 
developmentally disabled persons. The state Department of Economic Security serves 
these persons and is instrumental in shaping housing policy to meet their needs. Thus 
by coordinating local, state and federal resources, NIH leads the community in 
substantive housing policy as well as cultivates the political consensus. 
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Model Programs 

The City of Phoenix continues to rely on NIH to (1) encourage development 
resulting in job generation and a stabilized city tax base. (2) revitalize and preserve 
neighborhoods, and (3) develop and maintain affordable housing for low and moderate 
income families. 

NIH is divided into three branches in order to accomplish these tasks. Each 
branch administers related •model programs: 

Economic Development Branch. The Economic Development Branch consists of 
three divisions: Business Development, Neighborhood Development. and Sky Harbor 
Center. Programs arc designed to attract new business and industry as well as retain 
the same and assist them to expand: 

I. Phoenix Local Development Corporation is a joint cff ort of the city and the 
Chamber of Commerce to stimulate local economic growth. It provides 
financial assistance to small and medium-sized businesses to expand. thereby 
creating jobs and increasing the tax base. 

2. Phoenix Industrial Development Authority provides below market rate 
financing to developers of industrial. commercial. and residential housing 
projects. This is accomplished through the issuance of tax exempt bonds and 
provides the city with an economic development tool to attract new industry 
and to expand existing businesses: 

3. Phoenix Foreign Trade Zone establishes a site where merchandise and 
products may enter without formal custom duty or government excise taxes. 
It provides other attractive measures for foreign trade. 

4. The Commercial Development Assistance Program is a locally run federally 
funded effort to stimulate commercial and industrial development. 

5. Minority and Women's Business Enterprise Program increases opportunities 
for firms owned and controlled by minorities and women to compete for city 
vending and construction contracts. 

6. Community Development Block Grants are administered with an annual budget 
of up to $10.5 million. 

Housing Services Branch. The Housing Services Branch is concerned with housing 
deterioration and neighborhood decline. Two divisions handle these concerns. Housing 
Conservation and Urban Development: 

I. Rehabilitation within CD target areas. 

2. Rehabilitation financing for rental units . 

3. City-wide home repair program and educational classes in home maintenance 
for low and moderate income homeowners . 
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4: Technical assistance to citizens rehabilitating their homes without city 
financial aid. 

. 5. Inspection services for the FHA and VA, public housing projects and general 
maintenance. 

6. Relocation benefits and assistance to homeowners, tenants and businesses 
who are displaced by City improvement projects. 

7. Enforcement of city's hazardous property ordinances for vacant land and 
open buildings, handling small demolition work for city projects. 

8. Fair Housing and Counseling programs off er pre-purchase landlord- tenant 
counseling and mortgage default advise. They gather and disperse information 
on affordable, available housing. Also they administer the new HUD 
program"Project Self-Sufficiency." 

Assisted Housing Branch. The Assisted Housing Branch manages programs that 
provide decent, safe, sanitary, and affordable housing to more than 4,400 low to 
moderate income households. Four divisions complete this branch: I ) Elderly Housing 
and Occupancy, 2) Dispersed Housing, 3) Conventional Housi ng, and 4) Housing 
Development and Modernization. 

1. Six developments provide 636 units for elderly and handicapped, and assist 
tenant councils with social, health, and educationa l activities. 

2. · Determine applicant eligibility . 

3. Section 8, few Section 23 and Scattered Site programs provide 2,800 
subsidized housing units. 

4. Maintain 1,776 city owned units of conventional public housing which were 
built in the 1940s and 1960s. 

5. Increase the housing inventory available for low and moderate income 
families. 

Management Services Division. The Management Services Division employs 
competent staff persons who bring to the department expertise in budgeting, 
accounting, purchasing, inventory control, facilities maintenance, management and 
operations analysis, personnel and payroll, and computer operations. These staff 
members advise, consult and inform NIH management, other city departments, and the 
federal government concerning housing policy and program implementation in Phoenix. 
These services promote and guarantee quality implementation of the policy maintained 
by the city. 

NIH espouses the philosophy that staff members should be hired who possess an 
expertise or sk ill in a specific area, even though he or she might be unfamiliar with 
housing policy and programs. Persons can become familiar with the workings of NIH 
once they come on board. This attitude seems to assure that the quality level of 
services performed meet the goals NIH suggests. Recent accomplishments by the 
management include: 
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I. The implementation of I 1 productivity improvements which resulted in cost 
avoidance and savings as well as program efficiency. 

2. Revision of utility allowances and surcharges of residents in assisted housing 
programs. 

3. Transition from a centralized computer to individual department minicomputer 
systems. 

4. Departmental orientation to familiarize new employees more completely with 
programs and policies of NIH. These improvements reflect a department that 
continues to modify techniques and procedure in order to best carry out the 
policy set by NIH. 

Programming for the Elderly 

As mentioned earlier, the department maintains an Elderly Housing Division that 
manages 636 units for elderly persons. Section 8 certificates and vouchers available 
for elderly residents help meet the increasing needs of this enlarging population. Goal 
6 from the city's housing element reads: "The city should encourage development of 
housing units suitable to residents with special needs such as the elderly." It is 
estimated over 800 elderly households are in need, half of which receive some 
assistance(Housing Goal 6, page 35, City Development and Policy Manual, 1986). 

NIH abides by the HUD definition of elderly which includes persons older than 
62 years of age or those with disabilities. The definition breaks down when families 
with children confined to wheelchairs are housed with senior citizens; this happens in 
Phoenix as well as in most other cities abiding by the HUD definition. 

Community Housing Policy 

Political Awareness and Concern. The leader of housing policy in Phoenix is the 
City of Phoenix NIH. As a department within the city administration, NIH receives 
direction and supervision from the city council. The City of Phoenix has a council
manager form of government with council members elected by districts. Those elected 
from districts with high proportions of low to moderate income residents are extremely 
concerned with providing appropriate and affordable housing to their constituents. 

Voters hold these council members accountable for policies and procedures; the 
council members in turn hold the department accountable for the same. Other 
·representatives are more concerned with economic development and neighborhood 
revitalization. Together, these factors bring much attention to NIH policies and place 
many demands on the staff responsible for implementing those policies. 

Though the department is both accountable and vulnerable to the demands of 
many public officials, staff members are convinced that a city-wide awareness and an 
understanding of low-income housing problems and concerns docs exist. This awareness 
exposes NIH to a double-edged sword: it prospers from close connections with other 
city departments and services, yet it must answer to council members' requests and 
must abide by city rules and regulations. Examples of this duality include the benefits 
from relations with "sister agencies" of the city, such as the police and recreation 
departments. Recently, the city returned "in lieu of taxes" payments to NIH to be used 
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for air conditioning repairs. This cooperation results from being part of the city 
bureaucracy. On the other side of the sword are city restrictions such as budgets and 
audits, purchasing procedures, and other administrative requirements that come with 
bureaucratic: governments. In addition, NIH must comply with f edcral HUD regulations. 
HUD monitors the department and audits the programs over the federal fiscal year, 
while the city conducts its audit on a July to June fiscal year. 

Phoenix has grown phenomenally during the recent decades and has experienced 
an impressive rate of housing construction. Even so, to accommodate the expected 1.3 
million people who will reside in the Phoenix planning area by the turn of the century, 
an additional 128,000 rental and owner-occupied dwelling units will be needed. The 
following goals are part of the 1979 Phoenix Concept Plan 2000 that were adopted to 
assure decent housing for all citizens (Phoenix HAP). 

Goal 

1. All housing in the community should be maintained in a decent safe .and 
sanitary condition for its useful life. 

Policies 

Goal 

a. Encourage high quality design of all housing construction 

b. Assure design of all housing does not contribute to blight and slum 

c. Discourage :owners. from neglecting maintenance of properties 

d. Consider adopting minimum maintenance standards and enforcement 
methods 

e. Promote public and private housing rehabilitation and improvement 

2. A sufficient choice of adequate housing should be provided in all villages .if 
the city is to meet the needs of individuals of all socio-economic 

. backgrounds . . 

Policies 

a. Develop a range of housing densities in urban villages 

b. Rezone areas where appropriate 

c·. Administer the ·City's Housing :Assistance Plan 

d. Encourage use of redevelopment plans, including housing for low to 
moderate incomes, parks, etc. 

e: Provide public assistance and/ or incentives to foster low to moderate 
. priced housing and other needed housing · 
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Goal 

3. Housing development in each urban village should enhance the character of 
the village and facilitate orderly neighborhood and community development 

Policies 

a. Promote innovative and complementary design and land use 

b. Examine rezoning requests for their impact on suggested land use 

Goal 

4. A full complement of public and private services and facilities should be 
provided at the neighborhood level 

Policies 

Goal 

a. encourage new development of additional services and facilities 

b. phase new residential development with provision of public and private 
services and facilities 

S. Neighborhood stability, identity, health and safety should be assured. 

Policies 

Goal 

a. Designate special planning districts 

b. Preserve and upgrade existing residential areas complementary to the 
overall character of each urban village. 

6. The City should encourage development of housing units suitable to residents 
with special needs such as the disabled, elderly and large families. 

Policies 

Goal 

a . Requiring units to accommodate households with special needs in 
redevelopment areas 

b. Identify incentives to encourage private developers to provide housing 
for special populations 

7. The City should actively assist in programs designed to assure that 
members of the community are not denied their choice of housing due 
to discrimination. 
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Policies 

a. Enforce the Fair Housing Ordinance and Anti-discrimination laws 

b. Support new legislation and enforcement methods 

c. Discourage redlining practices in private lending operations 

The City reiterates its commitment to housing by addressing needs for 
rehabilitation and redevelopment. The following goals and policies reflect this 
commitinent: 

Goals 

1. Neighborhood stability, identity, health, and safety should be encouraged. 

2. Diverse land patterns that facilitate orderly neighborhood and community 
development should be promoted. 

3. City programs to encourage the leveraging of private improvement to 
properties should be encouraged. 

4. Rehabilitation and conservation of sound but aging housing within the city 
should be encouraged. 

5. The maintenance and upkeep of all properties and the prevention a nd/or 
elimination of slum and blighting influences should be promoted. 

Policies 

a. Work with the Community to address the spreading g·rowth of 
neighborhood deterioration. 

b. Encourage the cooperation and participation of area residents and 
business in City programs with special emphas is on stabilizing property 
values, improving reinvestment and development potential, and 
increasing the safety and attractiveness of neighborhoods. 

These goals and policies provide direction to the community concerning various 
housing needs. Specifically, these city goals direct the efforts and shape the 
commitment of NIH. City-wide implementation of these policies can be seen in the 
model programs performed by NIH. 

Conclusions 

The City of Phoenix is committed to assisting people in the community with their 
housing needs. NIH is a vital part of the community and under direction of the city 
council provides leadership and structure for policies concerning housing for low to 
moderate income individ·uals and families, the elderly, and homeless populations. NIH is 
aware of local needs and of local, state, and federal resources available that can help 
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meet these needs. While the bond among the NIH and sister agencies in the city 
promotes an attitude conducive to accomplishing tasks, the department is often limited 
by bureaucratic procedures and regulations. 

PORTLAND: STRATEGIC PLANNING AND PUBLIC RELATIONS PAY 

The Housing Authority of Portland (HAP) is a very traditiona l and very effective 
housing authority. HAP owns or manages approximately 6,300 units through eight HUD 
authorized housing programs; it has a 145 person staff . . Under its previous executive 
director, W. E. Hunter, HAP had forged a positive communi ty image and reputation for 
effective and efficient management of public housing programs. In January, 1986, the 
Board of Commissioners adopted a five point strategic plan of operating policies. The 
plan sought to 

promote visibility of its services to all appropriate publics in a planned 
and skillful manner. This process will include research, promotional · 
activity, coordination with the media, training of staff a nd 
commissioners, and the commitment of HAP resources to Community 
Service and other involvement. 

engage in more effective cooperative activities and expand its role to 
include a wider range of public and private sector relationships, with 
special attention to enhancing relationships with city and county 
offices. This action will entail joint community planning and 
.development of a comprehensive networking plan to include objectives, 
timeliness, and implementation strategies. 

maintain its commitment to providing housing for low income 
households; increase development efforts for exploring housing options 
for those who arc ineligible or unable to obtain housing through 
existing HUD programs; increase joint venturing efforts with service 
agencies and other organizations; expand efforts to seek alternative 
funding sources. Additionally, the Housing Authority of Portland shall 
comprehensively coordinate existing development activities and de,velop 
a plan of action to encompass the full spectrum of research, planning, 
proposal submission, and internal coordination. 

play a more active role within the social service community in order to 
further identify resources available to meet tenant needs. Additionally, 
provide program planning and development consistent with tenant needs 
and evaluate the eff e.ctiveness of such programs. 

continue to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of existing 
operations within available financial resources. Areas of consideration 
will include: intra-departmental diagnosis and evaluations; long-range 
planning; and development of individual departments' implementation 
strategies for improvement. 

The HAP has many impressive accomplishments. Two clearly separate it from the 
other housing authorities we studied. First, it has active research and public relations 
programs and it has an extensive preventive maintenance program which is saving 
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money. On the research side, a telephone monitori ng study is worth noting. The 
study was designed to profile all calls to ·the Authority, including executive officers, to 
determine the time required to respond to them and if the caller was sa tisfied with the 
response. A second research project is attempting a longitudinal study of HAP 
residents to determine if multiple generations of the same family live in public housing. 
The study, in part, seeks to test ' the assumption that wclf are programs "breed" poverty 
and dependence across generations within the sa me family. There arc no conclusive 
results to date. With respect to preventive maintenance, the HAP has developed and 
implemented several cost-saving programs. The HAP, working with a p rivate 
contractor, developed a plumbing device and procedure wh ich con tinuously "delimes" 
waterlines in its large housing complexes. The devices have been insta lled in most or · 
its buildings. The procedure has reduced the frequency and cost of using a chemical 
process to reduce lime deposi ts in water lines. More importantly for the residents, the 
new procedure does not require periodic interruptions of water se rvice. 

SEATTLE: LOCAL DOLLARS THROUGH EFFECTIVE COMMUNITY COALITIONS 

The Housing Authority of Seattle (SHA)has ove r 12,000 housing units and a staff 
of approximately 350 individuals. It is engaged in a full-range of HUD sponsored 
programs. 

The most notable recent accomplishment of the SHA is its Seat tl e Senior Housing 
Program (SSHP). The SSHP is a locally-funded development program for income 
eligible elderly and handicapped persons. It was initially funded by a $48. l million 
general obligation bond issue which voters approved in 1981. It was intended to build 
at least 1000 new units by 1985. It succeed by accomplishing its goa l a head of 
schedule and under budget. In fact, the SHA was able to build an add itional 200 units 
with the $7 million "surplus." The highly visible success of the SSHP allows the 
Authority and a coalition of community groups to return to the voters to secure 
approval of a $50 million property tax levy for more low-income housing. The 
temporary levy approved in 1986 will extend over eight years. 

The magnitude of these projects has requi red the SHA to become a ma jor builder 
and developer in Seattle. This is apparent when one studies how the Authority is 
organized. A major operation in the agency is the Maintenance a nd Construction 
Division. The Division includes a number of engineers and a highl y ski ll ed 
Construction Program Manager Unit. The un it oversees a ll facets of the pla nning, 
development, and actual construction of new properties. It works closely with the City 
of Seattle to "fast-track" its projects. 

The SHA has also forged very strong relationships with commu ni ty serv ice 
organizations. For example, the Morrison Model Project is a partnership between the 
Authority and several private, non-profit socia l serv ice agencies. The Project provides 
housing at the Morrison complex for a number of disabled residents. The soc ial 
service agencies have agreed to provide more intens ive, on-site services. The SHA and 
its partner agencies jointly screen potential residents, determine placements, and 
evaluate the placements. 

The SHA is also actively involved in the state legislative are na. It works with 
other housing authorities to gain approval for state legislation which provides more 
flexibilit y and latitude for housing authorit ies to sell, lease, exchange, and transfer real 
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and personal property among government agencies and low-income persons. On 
balance. the SHA, along with the San Diego Housing Authority. revealed the best track 
record in our study of successfully property planning and development. 

HOUSING AUTHORITIES AND AGENCIES CITED IN THIS CHAPTER: 

Housing Authority or the City of Houston 
Earl Phillips. Executive Director 
4217 San Felipe 
Houston Texas 77027 
(713) 961-1541 

P.O. Box 2971 
Houston. Texas 77252-9950 

City or Phoenix Nelahborhood Improvement and Houslna Department 
Marvin Bowles. Director 
830 E. Jefferson 
Phoenix, Arizona 85034 
(602) 262-7774 

The Housing Authority of Portland 
Donald E. Clark, Executive Director 
1605 N.E. 45th St. 
Portland. Oregon 97213 
(503) 249-5514 

P.O. Box 13220 
Portland, Oregon 97213 

Hous~ng Authority of the City of San Antonio 
Apolonio Flores. Executive Director 
818 S. Flores St. 
San Antonio. Texas 78204 
(512) 220-3210 

P.O. Ora wer 1300 
San Antonio, Texas 78295 

San Diego Housing Commission 
Evan Becker. Executive Director 
1325 Newton Ave. 
San Diego, California 92113 
(619) 231-9400 

Seattle Housing Authority 
Harry Thomas. Director 
120 6th Ave .• North 
Seattle, Washington 98109 
(206) 443-4400 
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CHAPTER 5. HOUSING POLICY IS MORE THAN SHELTER 

HOUSING POLICY AS ECONOMIC ST AB I LIZER 

The Need for Economic Stabilizers 

Until the 1930s, no one expected the government to intervene to s tabilize 
economic cycles; the New Deal, the Fair Deal, the New Frontier. and the Great Society 
changed expectations. These programs were based on the Keynesian economic theory 
which makes two major points--business cycles are temporary and that economic 
welfare and government policies can be used to stabilize the economy. 

Keynes believed that a nation's economy experiences repeated periods of growth 
and decline. These cycles are temporary but affect all segments of the economy from 
agriculture to high tech. A determining characteristic feature of such cycles is that 
growth or decline in one sector reinforces growth or decline in the others. leading to 
an upward or downward spiral. In all cycles, however, one .or more sectors eventually 
reach a turning point and conditions begin to move in the opposite direction. Again 
the reinforcing effect takes hold, and the entire economy begins moving toward 
prosperity .or decline. Sometimes these turning points occur inexplicably. At other 
times the reasons for change are all too evident--as in the case of World War II, 
which provided the turning point that brought the U.S. out of the Great Depression. 

Since the 1930s, government has become heavily involved in attempts to 
manipulate these cycles--to moderate and shorten the downward trends. to broaden and 
prolong the upward ones. This is most frequently done with monetary policy, or 
changing t)1e cost of money by lowering or raising the interest ra tcs. Fiscal policy. 
usually in the form of public works, has been used as well. Such policies seek to 
prevent the economic cycle from running its full course. 

These policies are established to create a stable economy; therefore, they must be 
fast acting and flexible to respond to fluctuations in the economy. They achieve this 
fast acting flexibility. through long term planning. Programs cannot be 
developedplanned or reworked after the economy begins its downward spiral. Thus. 
specific blueprints. sites, schedules. and funding need to be kept on reserve and up-to
date to stabilize the economy. 

The Decline of the Federal Role 

The federal government took the lead in cou nteracting business cycles until 1974 
when Richard Nixon introduced New Federalism. Housing and employment programs 
have usually been the centerpiece of federal stabilization efforts. While the advocates 
for New Federalism were careful not to deny the established tradition of government 
responsibility for stabilizing the economy, they did begin shifting countcrprogramming 
planning responsibility to states and localities. Under Ronald Reagan's call for a New 
Federalism, this shift of responsibility has included a significant reduction in support 
for many housing and employment programs. For example. since 1980 the f cderal 
housing budget has been cut by 70% and almost all federally initiated construction 
programs have been suspended (Hays, 1985, 245-255). 
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State and local governments must begin to recognize this shift of responsibility 
and begin the serious search for innovative ways to develop programs and raise the 
money needed to create healthy economies a nd a quality environ ment for all their 
ci tizens. This is not an impossible task. It requires everyone involved in economic 
development and housing to join together and expand their job descriptions, stretch 
their capabilities, and to take an active role to fill the void left by the federal 
government. 

This change in leadership may be the beginning of a new round of more effective 
action. Programs that failed when administered by the federal government may succeed 
when administered locally, precisely because of the strengths loca l development, 
financing, and administration can provide. 

Federal countercyclical programs have suffered from two primary problems: time 
lags and a failure to target the right communities. These difficulties result from the 
fact that Congress, a national policymaking body, has been compelled to try to develop 
programs that would suit both the city of New York and a village in Hawaii. 
Conditions differ broadly in a country as large as the U.S. As the economy makes its 
way through a period of structural change, regiona l diff crences in the national 
economy are becoming more and more pronounced. Too of ten policies that benefit one 
a rea of the country don't merely fail to help another, but cause actua l harm. Local or 
regional policymakers are in a better position to assess the needs of their areas and 
may be able to resolve conflicting demands more quickly than Congress could (Vaughn 
and Pollard, 1984, p. 105-109). 

Most federal stabilizing programs have suffered from major de lays in 
implementation. They have not been sta rted until a recession was recognized on a 
national level. This has left the earliest affected cit ies and states in severe trouble as 
the rest of the country was jbeginning to feel the cff ects. By developing 
countercyclical programs on a local level, such delays in economic recovery could be 
avo ided. 

Jn addition, many of the federal macroeconomic programs did not actually reach 
their intended targets. For example, several programs aimed at creating jobs simply 
paid existing state and local employees with federal funds. The result was fiscal relief 
for state and local governments but no real increase in tota l public expenditures, and 
no "pumping up" of the local economy. This diversion of funds also encourages delays 
in spending. State and local governments will wait to sec if the federal government 
will send money before they begin their own spending programs. This postpones 
economic recovery even tonger. 

Enlightened communities concerned with pursuing a stable local economy must 
begin setting their own agendas and establishing their own programs and funding. The 
success of these types of programs depends on long term planning, flex ibility, and the 
light tools to get the job done. Let us took at three possible approaches to 
stabiliza tion through housing policy. All use the spec ial nature of the loca l public 
housing a uthorit y. The first approach involves taking advantage of the specia l 
characteristics of public housing authorities as public author iti es. The second makes 
use of PHAs' unique relationship to their clientcle in gather ing essen tial information on 
housing need, supply, and demand. The third uses PHAs to coord ina te the efforts of 
locally based community development corporations, or CDCs. 

64 



<.PUBLIC AUTHORITIES 

. Annmarie Hauck Walsh in her book The Public's Business describes public 
') authorities as convenient tool or "alternative devices for funding 

and co'nstructing ·public buildings and convenient legal shortcuts around constitutional 
debt limits, voter ·resistance to debt, or troublesome municipal boundaries" (Walsh, 1978, 

. p. 48). Public authorities can be used as management instruments, fiscal or legal 
devices, or political means to an end. 

Public authorities were created to circumvent problems associated with government 
agencies. These problems include narrow-minded financial concern, short-term projects, · 
and -rigid civil service practices (Walsh, 1978, p. 233). Public authorities were created 
not to abandon government but to make it better. They began as a cross between 
government and business. The first authority was established in 1790 in Philadelphia to 
manage the city and suburban prisons. By 1900 six additional metropolitan districts or 
authorities had been organized across the country (Smith, 1964, pp. 9-10). The New 
Deal programs initiated by Franklin D. Roosevelt legitimized the structure and function 
of public authorities. The New Deal established the Tennessee Valley Authority and 
the 1937 Housing Act established the mechanisms to begin local housing authorities 
across the country. Roosevelt described the public authority structure as "clothed with 
the power of government but possessed of the flexibility and initiative of private 
enterprise" (Smith, 1964, p. 88). Austin J. Tobin, longtime director of the Port 
Authorities of New York and New Jersey, described public authorities as "designed to 
put public enterprises on their own feet and on their own responsibility; to free them 
from political interference, bureaucracy and red tape, while at the same time retaining 
adequate controls" (Henriques, 1986, p. 2). 

Public authorities have a unique structure which allows them to react quickly to 
shifts in the economy but remain sensitive to public interests. They resemble private 
corporations because they arc overseen by an autonomous corporate-style board of 
directors. The board of directors is usually appointed by an elected state or city 
official; sometimes by the consent of a legislative body. The board of directors can 
also be elected. Most directors are successfully employed in the private sector. 
Directors lend prestige to the organization, often provide specific financial contacts, 
and above all, buff er management from community interest groups and elected officials. 
The board of directors hires a manager of the enterprise to run the day to day 
activities. 

Public authorities can have more flexibity than wholly public agencies to manage 
their internal activities. For example, they are usually free from such state and local 
civil service regulations as pay scales. This allows them to hire easily from the 
private sector. Management personnel tend to stay with public authorities for 
relatively long periods of time, often for decades, but they do not enjoy guaranteed 
tenure. In authorities, staffs implement decisions made by the top executives. 
Decisions can be made quickly and changed just as quickly (Walsh, 1978, pp. 246-247). 

The director is given considerable discretion over daily operations. Administrative 
autonomy for public authorities usually includes freedom from management controls. 
This allows the public authority to negotiate its own contracts, purchase its own 
mate.rials and, sometimes, set its own prices. Moreover, authorities can consolidate 
budgets and only publicize the bottom line. This allows money making endeavors to 
subsidize costly public projects without open budgetary meetings and financial debates. 
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.. 'f.bile freedom from rigid controls can make it easier and faster to fund programi, _.it ; ~ .. ! 
' also limits accountability (Walsh. 1978, pp. 40, 91). 

Public authorities an finance their operations by selling tax-exempt bonds to 
private investors. The municipal bond market is a loosely organized system for issuing 
and selling short and long-term securities for government agencies. These bonds are, . 
in effect, the IO Us of cities. towns. counties, states. school districts, and public 
authorities. The interest paid each year to the bond holder is exempt from federal 
income taxes. The interest rate on tax-exempt municipal bonds is generally lower than 

· that paid on federal or private corporate bonds. 

Public authorities must repay the money they borrow solely from the revenue 
generated by the project constructed with the loan or through direct government 
subsidies. The fact that a public authority is subsidized by the government does not 
necessarily undermine its purpose or advantages. Virtually every public authority has 
at one time used taxpayer help. Government subsidies help ensure that the broader 
public interests arc being served and profit is not the motive behind every decision 
(Walsh, 1978, p. 161). · 

Authorities arc immune from state or f cdcral banking laws. This allows them to 
make loans according to their own criteria and terms. They can hold debt or capital 
r~serves for longer than a single budget year. It has even been suggested that capital 
reserves are a major advantage to public authorities. The purpose of a capital budget 
is to permit a realistic analysis of the long-term financiai, social and environmental 
effects of a proposed project or projects (Walsh, 1978, p. 167). 

The authority's "stripped down" style of governance is a blessing and a curse. 
Its ability to make swift decisions without ref ercnce to committees, public hearings, or 
time-consuming regulatory rcvi~w can also precipitate failure and possibly corruption. 
·Authorities do not have to conform to Security Exchange Commission standards or even 
basic business standards. Difficulties can be avoided by establishing strict internal 
financial and managerial controls including a bipartisan board of directors, external 
audits, annual reports, public bearings, and detailed long-term planning (Henriques, 
198~. pp. 1-17). 

Public authorities have the needed capability to provide financing independent of 
tax collectors, to set loan standards and criteria, administer comprehensive long-term 
plans. and establish reserve funds which can help local communities stabilize their local 
economy. But they must temper the business side with concern for the public interest. 
Public· housing authorities have the same capabilities as other public authorities' with 

·the added advantage of input from minorities and low income individuals, a perspective 
that could encourage local communities to accept the responsibility for ensuring 
f airncss and equity in their policies. 

Although many public housing authorities have in the past reacted more like city 
agencies than standard public authorities. they can expand their roles and become 
efficient and effective managers of comprehensive housing policy. To accomplish this 
task, the public housing authorities must provide the political leadership and policy 
framework to make this idea a reality. 
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A Stabilizlna Housing Proposal 

One way for a loca l public housing a uthority to set the agenda for local housing 
policy is to make a bold proposa l: a new neighborhood aff orda blc to those on the 
waiting list for public housing, compatible with its surroundings in sca le and style, to 
be built by unemployed local constrUcction workers at union wages, and to be paid for 
by a public-private partnership, the lead partner of which would be the housing 
authority. As noted above, the authority could fund its portion of the cost of this 
major development by issuing tax-free bonds. But unless interest rates are very low, it 
would be wiser to make payments out of a cash reserve fund. Let us turn to the 
benefits of such a plan. 

Affordable Housing as Public Works 

Public housing and other low-cost housing should be viewed as a form of public 
works, like bridges, flood control devices, roads, schools, convention cen ters, and the 
like. Low-cost housing is an essential part of our community infrast ructure, the 
human-crafted part of our environment that make our daily lives ru n smoothly. Like 
most of the infrastructure, it is not efficiently provided for by the free market. 
Fortunately, public works programs pump money into the local economy when they are 
built. They produce direct construction jobs and indirect employment through the 
acquisition of supplies. By increasing employment during a recess ion, they enable 
workers to rel y upon their wages rather than specia l assistance. When those workers 
spend their wages, the local economy experiences a multiplier effect as the wages 
circulate. But public works programs also produce buildings, in this case housing or 
infrastructure. The legacy of the Works Progress Administration of the New Deal, for 
example, can be seen in large and small towns across the count ry. Schools, roads, city 
halls, San Antonio's famed River Walk--a ll are WPA projects that provided jobs in the 
short run but created the infrastructure necessary for local economic development in 
the long run. These programs pump up depressed economies. But they can be 
prepared for in ways that cool down "overheated" economies. 

The best way to develop a cash reserve that can be use to fund affordable 
housing and at the same time stabilize the local econom y is to take money out of an 
expanding economy. An example of this type of funding would be a tax or user fee 
collected during an expansionary cycle and suspended during a downturn in the 
economy. 

These types of charges are called linkage fees. Linkage fees began in the mid 
1940's to help defray the public costs of providing sidewalks, streets, parks, and 
parking lots. Private sector groups benefiting from a local housing program could help 
establish a fund through yearly or one time fees for special projects. These linkage 
programs are becoming quite popular. San Francisco, Santa Monica, Boston, and Jersey 
City have all set up linkage programs to help fund affordable housing. Linkage fees 
can be established for everyone involved in the housing industry including real estate 
companies, financial institutions, and private developers. These fees help defray the 
cost associated with displacing low income ho mes and rental units. Most linkage fees 
are assessed on the square footage of new development. Because new development 
usually takes place during a strong economy, money tends to be taken out of the 
econom y during these periods of growth. 
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Similarly, a local capital gains tax or fee cou ld be administered by the city. The 
tax would be based on the difference between the purchase price of the home and the 
sales price. During a recession the demand for and therefore the appreciation on 
homes is less. This would cause less tax to be collected. D ur ing a n expansionary cycle, 
appreciation increases and more taxes would be collected. This expanding and 
contracting tax counteracts the swings of the economy. These stab ili zation programs 
are aimed at expansionary cycles. The money collected during economic expansions are 
sa ved and redistributed during economic d ecline through public works projects. 

Public works projects can also be funded through money a lread y circulating in the 
local economy. Unlike a linkage fee fund, a trust fund does not take money out of an 
expanding economy but it could be used to establish a rese rve fund. Trust funds are 
popular because they take money already in the system a nd use it in a new way. The 
first trust fund was the highly successful Interest on Lawyer's Trust Accounts (IOLTA) 
program. The funds from IOLT A are used to pay the legal cost of low income clients. 
Several states including New York, Maine, and Washington have used this model to set 
up real estate trust funds which collect the interest off of real esta t e escrow accounts 
a nd use the funds to meet public demands. Potentia l housing trust funds couJd include 
mortgage property tax escrows, commercial a nd res identia l tenant securi ty deposits, or 
wa ter, sewer, and public utility deposits (Nenno, 1986, pp. 5 1-56). The interest on 
these trust funds would be collected on an ongoing basis a nd would not be used until 
it was needed to counter recessionary tendencies through a construction program. 

PUBLIC AUTHORITIES AS "AUTHORITIES" 

Because of their wide-ranging powers to enter into contracts a nd agreements, 
public housing authorities may be unique among local governmenta l entities in their 
ability to gather, organize, retain, and use information. This abi lity gives them the 
chance to establish themselves as the true "author ities" on housing policy. To 
capitalize on this chance, authorities can use newly developing computer information 
management systems to keep track of four vital aspects of the housing picture in a 
community: the population in need of low-cost housing, the ava ilability and condition 
of low-cost housing stock, funds available for adding new stock or rehabilitating 
exist ing stock, and social service agencies available to housing clien ts. 

Identifying the population with housing needs is not limited to the initial pfanning 
stages of developing an affordable housing plan, but is part of an ongoing process of 
implementing and maintaining a plan over time to ensure a balance between housing 
stock and public need. To avoid waste, dupl ica ti on, and missed opportunities, a 
community responding to a housing availability and affordability problem should 
integrate a management information system i nto a ny plan to address the housing needs 
of low income persons. The task of monitoring housi ng costs, availabi lity, and demand 
is extensive. A housing authority cannot physically count every person who is in need 
of shelter at a given period; therefore, i t will be necessary to utilize existing 
community agencies and institutions to determine growth patterns of low cost housing 
and low income persons in their city. 
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Identifying Those In Need 

Identifying housing affordability problems requires the analysis of data on the 

ability or inability of persons to pay for housing. This task is important because 

identifying the issues tied to the ability to afford shelter revea ls the necessi ty for a 

housing plan that is flexible enough to respond to individual needs to acquire and keep 

shelter. The first step in completing this task is recognizing that there are three main 

categories of persons with different housing needs ranging from those without shelter 

to those locked into a particular type of housing which may not be su itable to their 

needs. The spectrum consists of homeless, vulnerable low income, and immobile low 

income. 

Using information management requires the identification of the factors which 

determine the categories. Moreover, while precise estimates of the number of 
individuals within a category may be difficult to determine, it is possible to identify 

concentrations of individuals within particular categories. The economic and social 

factors contributing to a housing situation are important for monitoring trends in 
housing and social service needs. 

The Homeless. The homeless represent a sign ifican t portion of the total number 

of persons in need of affordable housing. Moreover, the homeless represent a unique 

group of individuals who have been left without a means to acquire shelter due to 

economic or social policies at the federal, state, and local levels. While it is true that 
there exists a group of persons who are homeless because they have chosen to live on 

the streets, the majority of the homeless would pref er some form of shelter. Any 

effort to determine the number of homeless persons and the cause of their homeless

ness identifies a clear need for a carefully tailored approach to developing not only an 

affordable housing plan, but an integrated system of soc ial serv ices. It is essen tial to 

recognize the problems which are unique to the homeless in contrast to low income 

persons whose selection of housing is limited. 

The homeless population consists of individuals who have been unable to acquire 

or maintain shelter due to economic and/or social factors. Jon Erickson and Charles 

Wilhelm state that the homeless typically represen t persons who have not been able to 

acquire employment due to lack of education and training, loss of employment, or 

inability to meet rising housing costs with existing incomes. Moreover, the rate at 

which persons have become homeless has fluctuated with the employment rate (Erickson 

and Wilhelm, 1986, p. xxiii). The increase in the nu mber of persons who may be 

classified as having no income or low income has accelerated a t such a rapid pace in 

recent years that there is a new group of persons emerging who arc now referred to 

as the "underclass." This group consists of persons in low income categories discussed 

below as well as the homeless. 

A useful information system would not require exact numbe rs of persons in each 

category; however, it should contain estimates and have the capaci ty to project growth 

rates within each category. The number of homeless persons is difficult to determine 

in any given community due to the fact that some homeless persons a re constantly 

moving, some do not wish to be identified, and for some the lack of she lter can last 
anywhere from a day to years. 

Statistical data on estimates of homeless persons within Austi n can be derived 

through an analysis of the data maintained by various agencies within the city. Among 
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these are the number of clients served by the Center for Battered Women which would 
include estimates of those in need of permanent shelter and those in danger of losing 
shelter. The Texas Homeless Network could possibly provide estimates on the number 
of persons unable to afford shelter costs, as this agency also provides assistance to 
those unable to afford medical care. The Salvation Army could provide information on 
estimates of transients in Austin over a given period of time. Data obtained from 
Caritas and Catholic Charities would also help determine 'characteristics of families in 
poverty in Austin. All social service agencies assisting low income persons should be 
identified, as well as any duplication or overlap of services, to derive some estimate 
of the number of persons without shelter and of the groups with shelter problems 
discussed in the following sections. The previously mentioned link between employment 
and homelessness indicates that the employment rate in Austin must also be monitored 
as a signal of increasing problems in the ability of persons to afford and keep shelter. 
The Texas Employment Commission would be a valuable source of information for this 
data base file. 

Low Income At Risk. The groups represented in the category of persons with 
shelter problems consist of individuals in danger of losing income due to job loss and 
those in danger of losing shelter due to gentrification or poor condition of housing. 
Other subgroups of the low income at risk category include those persons who can no 
longer stay with family or friends and those persons who cannot absorb any increases 
in their existing housing costs. Persons in this category are potentia lly homeless. 

The 1981 National Housing Survey revealed that there were approximately 8 
million persons paying in excess of 50% of income for rent (Applebaum, p. 154). The 
ability to retain income and shelter are inseparable. The needs of persons within the 
low income at risk group are different from homeless persons in some respects: 
primarily, these persons need assistance in staying in shelter in contrast to the 
homeless who need help acquiring the means to obtain income to purchase shelter. 

Secondary data on Austin low income at risk could be obtained from several of 
the agencies cited in the section on the homeless, including the Department of Human 
Services and neighborhood groups engaged in efforts to protect existing housing from 
commercial displacement. Primary data must include an actual count of persons in 
substandard housing in Austin as they are clearly at risk. 

Low Income Locked-In. The low income persons in this category have character
istics i~ ·~ommon with the groups previously discussed, particularly in terms of keeping 
a source of income to provide shelter. Additional subgroups in this category are 
persons who cannot afford shelter because of cost. This includes those persons in 
public housing who cannot increase income enough to absorb the initial move-in costs 
of private housing. Other persons who are locked-in are elderly homeowners who, 
according to Sandra J. Newman and James Reschovsk y, cannot afford to sell their 
existing homes and move into housing which is better suited to their needs. Newman 
anc1 Reschovsky assert that a substantia l supply of housing better suited for families is 
retained by the elderly who do not have saving, and whose incomes are less than 
$10,000 (Newman and Reschovsky, 1987, pp. 403-416). 

The needs of the low income locked-in group vary among cities as well as among 
households. The primary need is the means and the knowledge to move out of existing 
subsidized or unsuitable housing to improved housing. An important task for the 
Austin Housing Authority is to identify the problems of accessibility and affordability 
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and how their impact on the groups discussed in the preceding sections. Establishing a 
data base on innovative housing techniques being implemented throughout the country 
can possibly result in a matching of need with appropriate housing options. The major 
data base to be implemented and maintained is one based on a physical count of low 
income persons in Austin in subsidized, substandard, or temporary shelter. The AHA 
would need to employ the services of an agency or institution with personnel trained 
in statistical analysis who could collect and analyze data on the various target groups 
in Austin including income, education, and employment profiles in order to determine 
correlations between economic conditions, availability of social services, and mobility 
within the housing market. 

Stock: Determining Supply 

· Identification of existing stock is a mandatory component of a city's effort to 
determine what type of affordable housing is needed: In addition to low income units, 
cost and occupancy characteristics of the private rental and ownership markets should 
be monitored. Structures which are not safe for particular occupants should be 
identified. Additional factors to be examined include potential sites for low income 
housing, the total number of foreclosed properties on an annual basis, as well as 
characteristics of the private home market (Shoemaker, 1987, pp. 25-29). 

Due to ·the economic conditions in Austin, it would be beneficial for the AHA to 
moe'itor specific locations of foreclosed properties on a weekly basis during peak 
periods of foreclosures and less frequently during prosperous economic periods. 
Monitoring foreclosures on a more frequent basis than yearly would facilitate 
identifying growing economic trends in their early stages as well as assuring that 
locations which are needed for low income housing are not overlooked. Moreover, the 
goal of "scattering" low income housing units may be possible if appropriate structures 
located in various districts of the city can be obtained at affordable prices. The 
purchase of existing structures which differ from traditional public housing units in 
appearance is less likely to be challenged by private homeowners than the purchase of 
raw land. The Housing Authority of Louisville in Kentucky has been successful in 
dispersing public housing units throughout the city and gaining public support for its 
efforts. The Coutier Journal reported in its September 25, 1987 issue that HAL's 
purchase and renovation of public housing at nine locations thro\)ghout the city 
consisted of a combination of refurbished and new structures which did not have the 
appearance of traditional public housing (Cunningham, 1987, p. I). In order for the 
Austin Housing Authority to increase the number of public housing units without facing 
tremendous public opposition, the purchase of existing structures at various locations 
should be a primary goal. 

An ongoing evaluation of existing low income units through the use of a data 
base will enable the AHA to pursue the purchase of additional st ructures while avoiding 
the clustering of low income units in any particular section of the city. The type of 
information system employed will have to be updated as units of low income housing 
are added and taken out of the stock. The time required to select a location for 
purchase, obtain funding, and purchase the structure, suggests that the information 
could be updated through a physical count done on a biannual basis. 

The entity chosen to manage the information base for the AHA should be 
responsible for taking the count of low income units. The information system 
employed should include an annual evaluation of opportunities for private rental and 
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ownership for moderate to low income persons. The purchase of existing structures 
will be dependent on the accuracy of the third component of the data base which is 
the monitoring of available dollars. 

Monitoring Funding Sources and Social Services 

The third portion of the data base could be maintained by staff within the AHA: 
the monitoring of funds available through HUD and other private and public agencies 
at the local, state, and federal levels. Funding sources could be ca tegorized in terms 
of possible usage, such as purchase of sites, modernization, and socia l service programs 
to assist low income residents in moving out of subsidized housing programs. Funds 
which could be used to improve the public image of existing units should be monitored. 
The Oasis Project, which has been implemented by the Housing Authority of Louisville 
and the Housing Authority of the City of Houston (see Chapter 3), improved the image 
of one public housing community through decreasing criminal activity and improving 
physical appearance. Money for the project came from national and local sources 
(Cunningham, 1987, p. Bl). 

By monitoring supply, demand, and funding sources throughout the year, a PHA 
can make itself invaluable to the housing community. It can ga in credibi lity for itself 
and leverage through providing information to those who need it. Smaller 
organizations in particular may develop new, cooperative relationships with the PHA. 
enabling the PHA to take advantage of their organiza tional flexibility in accomplishing 
goals its larger structure cannot accommodate. One group of organizations with which 
this can be of special benefit is the community development corporations (CDCs). 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATIONS AND HOUSING 

Community Development Corporations (CDCs) arc organizations created and 
controlled by people living in impoverished a reas for the purpose of planning, 
developing, financing, and when necessary, owning businesses and housing (Faux, 1971, 
p. 29). They appeared in the 1960s as a new attempt to meet the economic 
development needs of poverty-stricken communities which, up to that point, had not 
been satisfied by private sector activity nor through existing local or federal 
government programs (Peirce and Steinbach, 1987, p. 19). 

The concentration of CDCs in communities marked by deteriorating housing, 
declining businesses, and populations character ized by limited work skills and poverty 
suggest a common pattern of neighborhood segregat ion in man y ci ties. This pattern 
reflects a conscious effort to segregate the poor--most of whom a rc people of color. 
The persistent nature of poverty in communities like East Austin has encouraged the 
growth of CDCs. Communities have turned to these organizations to preserve or 
enhance the quality of their neighborhoods. Indeed, CDCs commonly developed from 
neighborhood groups that originally organized to fight the break-up of the community 
or to tackle local problems neglected by loca l pr iva te and public institutions (Mayer 
and Blake, 1981, p. vii). The CDCs' strong sense of community and political astuteness, 
in turn, has enabled them to succeed. This sense of community is reflected, for 
example, in their commitment to providing low-income housing that is sensitive to the 
desi res of the loca l community. The CDCs' astu teness, moreover, is a funct ion of their 
knowledge of the long-term community needs as well as of the loca l real estate 
opportunities. Nevertheless, the CDCs' most important contr ibution during the 1960s 
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and 1970s has been their willingness to build in poor neighborhoods that defied 
revitalization and to assume the investment risks t ha t private developers have 
considered too great. 

It is for this reason that CDCs are impor tan t vehicles for economic d evelopment 
in the 1980s as well. Indeed, it can be suggested that CDCs arc more important to 
communities now than in the 1960s. Many of the Community Services Administration 
programs that communities could rely upon in the 1960s no longer ex ist and many HUD 
programs have been drasticall y curtailed or eliminated. As a resu lt, CDCs are 
frequently the only prov iders of housing development in many poor neighborhoods. 

The scarcity of federal dollars also serves to distinguish the CDCs of the 1980s 
from the 1960s CDCs. Today, CDCs are not able to rely on a plethora of federal funds 
to compensate for mismanagement and poor decision-making. Indeed, CDCs have had to 
learn to work with several partners and to be more adept at a rra nging complex 
financial packages in order to develop projects. As a rcsul t, the CDCs of the 1980s 
have become more professional at dealing with government regulations and more 
proficient a t financial management. 

CDCs as Effective Tools for Economic Development 

CDCs a re, for a number of reasons, effective and appropriate veh icles for 
economic development. Indeed, the community development corporat ions of the 1980s 
should be the cornerstones of a comprehensive, coun te rcyclical progra m to faci litate 
the provision of low-income housing and the revita li zation of low-i ncome areas in boom 
or bust economic periods. 

First, community development corporations arc private, non-profit corporations. 
These f ea tu res distinguish CDCs from other neighborhood .groups and a llow them to 
engage in a broad scope of activities that some government a nd neighborhood groups 
do not have the legal capacity to undertake. CDCs a rc corporations, moreover, exempt 
from income tax based upon the regulations under section 501 (c) 3 of the Internal 
Revenue Code. CDCs in Texas file for ta x-exempt sta tus with the sta te Comptroller of 
Public Accounts. They are, as a result, exempt from franchise and sa les tax as well as 
federal income tax. 

CDCs gain their non-profit status by incorpora ting under the state's Non-Profit 
Corporations Act. Obtaining status as a non-profit corporat ion is advantageous to 
CDCs for a number of reasons. It enables CDCs to be el igible to receive ma ny forms 
of funding, attract board directors, and participate in com munit y development programs. 

Many foundations and public fundi ng sources, for example, set f orth non-profit 
status as an eligibility requirement to receive money. CDCs can also receive direct 
donations. In addition, non-profit status--which requi res that a ll prof its be re
invested into the corporation--discourages indi viduals from using t he CDC as their tool 
for personal financial gain. 

Second , corporate sta tus ensures that a CDC's board of directors and members 
receive some degree of protection from persona l liability (Mayer and Blake, p. 21). 
This is important for attracting influential board directors who may otherwise fear 
joining the organization. It also enables CDCs to undertake commercial ventures and 
other development projects which other neighborhood associations arc unable to do. 
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A CDC's flexibility originates in its corporate charter. A CDC can do virtually 
any activity it chooses to incorporate in its own charter. Indeed. there are few 
activities CDCs cannot undertake for legal reasons. Therefore, a CDC, in theory, has 
the capacity to administer activities--for example, housing rehabilitation. barrier 
removal, neighborhood crime prevention programs as well as job services programs-
that city departments commonly administer. 

Third, a CDC's small size enhances its capacity to act as an effective instrument 
for economic development. Indeed, a CDC's typically small size is well-suited for 
small neighborhood projects. Their size and multi-purpose function grant these 
organizations the flexibility to become involved on a local scale with neighborhood 
preservation and affordable housing projects. Indeed, the CDC is small enough to focus 
on a single house. Thus, they are capable of building infill housing. 

Furthermore, CDCs maintain small staffs and carry lower administrative costs 
which is critical when developing projects with limited funding. In addition, a CDC's · 
small size allows it to be flexible enough to tailor small projects to fit into a 
community as opposed to a bureaucratic city department which is best-suited, indeed 
designed, to coordinate routine, large-scale operations. 

Four, a neighborhood-based organization--such as a community development 
corporation--has the capacity to not only develop and rehab low-income housing, but 
to help preserve the existing low-income housing stock by preserving the character and 
cohesiveness of the neighborhoods. Certainly preserving the existing stock is as 
important a task as adding to the stock. A CDC is in a unique position to do so 
because it is based in the community. 

Thus, it can identify projects within the community that outside investors may 
overlook. A CDC would more likely be able to determine. for example. whether a child 
care center is critical for a particular community. A community-based organization 
like a CDC can also more easily develop infill projects which residents of poor 
neighborhoods may otherwise resent for fear that they will be displaced by upper
income arrivals. Indeed, in some instances, infill projects that require the developer to 
clear his/her plans and designs with neighborhood residents may only possibly be built 
by a CDC. 

Staff and board members' commitment to the community, moreover, can keep 
project costs low because they may be more willing to work long hours for little or no 
pay. In addition, community support, in the form of volunteer help and participation 
at public meetings, can help a CDC garner financial as well as technical assistance. 
Indeed, many large, private foundations and religious organizations heavily weigh 
community support when they allocate their funds (Mayer and Blake, p. 24). 

Finally, if citizen participation is considered a value in itself, CDCs are important 
organizations for they, by nature, stress citizen participation. And, indeed, enabling 
citizens to partake in the decision-making process is important for decentralizing 
decision-making. Thus, citizen participation ensures that community desires and needs 
are weighed when council members and other civic leaders formally make the decisions 
that determine the character of the city. It ensures, moreover, that the city leaders 
will balance the need for economic revitalization as well as for economic growth. That 
is to say, it directs city resources to the communities. 
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Citizen participation and commuhity activity, in turn, foster civic pride. It is 
having a genuine stake in the character of the neighborhood. This strong 
psychological investment can, in part, forestall the deterioration of neighborhoods as 
they become older. Indeed, a neighborhood can be stable in low-income communities so 
long as residents possess the willingness to invest, for example, sweat equity to 
compensate for scant capital investment. This commitment to the city would seem 
highly valuable to civic leaders concerned with making their city prosperous and their 
neighborhoods liveable. 

Partnerships: Public, Private, and Mixed 

But to maximize their effectiveness, to significantly reduce costs, and leverage 
money, community development corporations should work together as partners rather 
than ~s competitors. They should, moreover, form close tics with local private 
institutions such as banks and local governmental entities, including public authorities-
especially housing authorities. By working with other CDCs, they can, for example, 
pool resources such as technical assistance and administration and can establish a 
unified front with which to effectively solicit a slice of the shrinking pie of CDBG 
funds. By working with a PHA, CDCs may be able to participate in pooled bond issues 
or other such financing methods that demand a higher volume than a CDC alone could 
generate. Or, pecause the PHA is likely to be one of the largest rental management 
agents in a community, by developing a close relationship, CDCs may gain the inside 
track for contracts for goods and services the PHA needs in its day-to-day operations. 
(Though such contracts are usually awarded on a competitive basis, the first step to 
competitiveness is first hand knowledge of the customer's needs). This could give the 
CDC the consistent cashflow it needs to carry on its own housing projects. In return 
the CDC might get job training or social service contacts for its tenants, or it might 
simply get the community participation and good will the CDC, being closer to the 
community, has to share. 

By developing close working ties with a city's umbrella organization and 
administering housing programs, a CDC can receive such assistance as streamlined 
regulations and simplified requirements which reduce delays in processing. This is 
particularly important for small developers such as CDCs who generally find lengthy 
procedures prohibitively expensive. Projects such as infill development, for example, 
require cooperation with public agencies. Infill sites remain undeveloped for a reason. 
The site, for example, may have unusual needs that conflict with zoning or building 
regulations. 

Successful models do exist that demonstrate that CDCs can work as partners with 
other organizations to develop low-income housing. All of these community development 
corporations fit the general pattern of CDCs around the country. They, like nearly all 
CDCs, are located in the community in which they serve. (Indeed, this is a HUD 
requirement.) These communities are characteristically suff cring from significantly 
worse conditions than other neighborhoods in the city. They experience high 
unemployment rates, low income and higher levels of crime. Indeed, all of the CDCs in 
Austin are located in East Austin, the largely low-income, minority-dominated section 
of town. Furthermore, the CDCs in Austin, like most CDCs, grew out of neighborhood 
associations or churches. 
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There are two major categories of CDCs in Austin: 

1. The one project vehicle for receipt of federal funds. 
They are organized to comply with HUD regulations. 
HUD funds could thus be funnelled through the city to 
a non-profit for the purpose of implementing a CDBG 
program. 

2. The multiple project CDC that has a broader scope. 
Those that have a corporate charter that allows a CDC 
to do more than merely receive CDBG funds (Fort, 
1988). 

Some cities across the United States, moreover, have already embraced a 
comprehensive approach to the development of low-income housing. In Chattanooga, 
Tennessee, for example, the city adopted the Enterprise Foundation's action plan--"The 
Chattanooga JO-Year Program for Making All Housing Fit and Livable" (The Enterprise 
Foundation, 1987, p. 8). Chattanooga Venture, the Lyndhurst Foundation, and the City 
of Chattanooga have spearheaded the project. The project began by the Enterprise 
Rehabilitation Work Group--with the assistance of the Chattanooga/Hamilton County 
Regional Planning Commission--conducting a survey of housing conditions in 
Chattanooga. Enterprise identified 13,220 housing units in 26 neighborhoods needing 
"modest" to "substantial" rehabilitation at an average cost of $6,700 (The Enterprise 
Foundation, p. 9). 

This project reflects the understanding that the solutions to the scarcity of 
livable low-income housing will be achieved through the strengthening of neighborhood 
organizations and community residents that can carry on the work and maintain the 
spirit of community pride. All of the city's low-income housing programs are 
administered by Chattanooga Neighborhood Enterprise, Inc. (CN E) CNE is serving as 
the umbrella organization which coordinates the community groups, city officials, the 
private sector, and churches. 

Chicago is another illustration of a city where CDCs are working as partners to 
facilitate the development of low-income housing. In the past, confrontations between 
community groups and banks attempting to expand were common. These organizations 
would try to block approval of a merger or acquisition on the grounds that a bank was 
not in compliance with the Community Reinvestment Act. Their goal was to secure 
commitments from the banks to lend to low- and moderate-income neighborhoods. 
Community development corporations are now working with local banks as partners 
with productive results. Northern Trust Company, for example, agreed to commit $18 
million over five years to commercial and residential loans in Chicago's low- and 
moderate-income communities. Indeed, in the first year, the bank lent more than $11 
million--none of which is in default. 

While it is important that CDCs work as partners with other organizations, these 
examples raise some important points to consider. Before CDCs can be effective 
partners in a coordinated program to provide low-income housing, they must first 
strengthen, if not establish, their own technical capabilities. Many CDCs do not 
possess the specific technical skills to effectively carry out projects without relying 
heavily upon the direction of outside technical advisors. This has several implications. 
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First, board members must depend inordinately upon the expertise and, thus, the 
opinion of their advisors. Project directors extensively experienced in development 
projects arc difficult to attract to small, poorly-funded organizations paying modest 
wages. When a difference of opinion emerges, the board members arc thus more 
vulnerable to persuasion. Some critics may argue that technical advisors arc just that
-advisors. That is to say, their role is to lay out the options and allow the board 
members to decide. In practice, however, board members seem prone to acquiesce to 
the desires of the technical advisors. Indeed, it is easier for residents to rely on the 
technical advisors rather than to learn the develop process themselves. Even if the 
advisors have altruistic motives and wish to educate the board members, f ull-time jobs 
and other time constraints and/or the board members' lack of forma l education often 
make this practice prohibitively time-consuming. 

Thus, proposals made to a city council reflect more the desires and particular 
interests of the technical advisors rather than of the community. If the technical 
advisors faithfully and truthfully represent the interests of the community, it is not so 
troubling. But even seemingl y altruistic people have hidden agendas that interfere with 
their ability to serve the community. Some CDC board members and project directors 
complain, moreover, that the national support organizations--such as the Local 
In itiatives Support Corporation (LISC) and the Enterprise Foundation--dominate the 
development process despite these organizations' contention that their projects arc a 
collaboration with the community. 

Second, a lack of technical capacity reduces the incentive for CDCs to work 
together as partners. Before the CDCs can work together and sha re technical and 
administrative resources, they must build their own capacity for such pooling of 
resources. The members must be taught practical ski lls such as proposal writing, 
accounting, and loan underwriting. Indeed, as a result of limited technical expertise, 
CDCs may be less willing to work together for lack of a mutual interest to bind them. 
Even if one of the CDCs possesses technica l expertise, the members may not be willing 
to share their knowledge for little or nothing in rcturn--particularly when they may be 
helping a competitor seize a share of scarce funding that could have go ne to their 
CDC. 

Nevertheless, it is important to remember that CDCs possess many unique features 
which render them appropriate vehicles for economic development when working as one 
of many units in a comprehensive program to provide housing. 

For many reasons, CDCs should be perceived as valuable and appropriate rcsouq::es 
to be employed in a coordinated, community-wide program to provide low-income 
housing. Based in the community, CDCs select projects which may not be highly 
profitable--a common occurrence when developing low-income housing. Their 
commitment to the community, moreover, ensures that community des ires arc considered 
which, in turn, encourages civic pride and the preservation of the quality of 
communities. 

It must be noted, however, that CDCs must enhance their technical capacity in 
orde r to be effective partners. Otherwise the board members risk abdicating their role 
in decision-making. Thus, values such as citizen participation arc lost. A lack of 
technical expertise, moreover, compels these CDC boa rd members to overly depend upon 
outside assistance. 
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First, in order to empower CDCs with the capability to act as effective partners 
in a community-wide program to provide low-income housing and to expand their 
capability to develop more complex projects, CDCs' board members and other residents 
need to be trained in all aspects of the development process. 

Second, in order to fulfill the first objective and other objectives, CDCs should 
attempt to establish close working relationships as partners with other CDCs, the 
private sector, and public ageneies--especially public housing authorities--in a 
comprehensive program to develop low-income housing. 

Third, CDCs should be promoted by cities as facilitators of civic pride. This 
spirit enhances the neighborhood preservation process by fostering among the residents 
a desire to commit energy and time to the neighborhoods which results in stable and 
liveable communities. 
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CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Our recommendations to the Austin Housing Authority arc brief. They are based 
on the finding that there is a need for low-cost housing in Austin, but that this need 
is not straightforward. It is complicated, first. by traditions regarding ethnicity; 
second, by economic, social, and political forces not unique to Austin. Currently there 
is much interest and discussion about the housing problem, but little coherent or even 
directed action. The city government's administrative agency for housing is in disarray 
and the chief affordable housing advocacy group is undergoing reorganization. The 
incumbent mayor, an avowed housing advocate, was defeated by an avowed business 
advocate, and the new City Council does not seem inclined to begin new programs that 
will not pay for themselves in short order. Thus, the Austin Housing Authority, flush 
from its success at achieving financial soundness in the eyes of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, can take the lead if it so chooses. Other housing 
authorities in similar cities have done so, as Chapter 3 indicated. Chapter 4 offered 
new directions for a housing authority faced with a hostile community (cooperation 
with CDCs) and a fiscally conservative municipal partner (information management and 
countercyclical programming possibilities). 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Our recommendations do not come directly from any of these suggestions. but 
draw on them all to produce a plan of six goals and seven action steps. In general, 
the goals address the Authority as a leader in the larger commun ity. The action steps 
offer a suggested path for achieving that position of leadership. 

Goals for AHA 

1. To establish itself as the local "authority" on housi ng policy and 
programs. 

2. To expand and redefine its mission to include low- and moderate-income 
housing and economic development, as well as publicly owned housing. 

3. To use housing policies and programs to stabi li ze a nd revitalize the local 
economy. 

4. To develop a broad-based, committed coa lit ion around the interrelated fields 
of housing, economic development and economic stabil ization. 

5. With this coalition, to develop a n action plan for local economic development 
and stab~ lization through housing policy. 

6. With members of the coalition, to develop the ongoing capacity to gather 
and interpret for quick use accurate statistics on the local housing and 
economic situations. 

79 



Action Steps 

1. The Austin and Travis County housing authorities should be consolidated into 
a single body, a "Metro Housing Authority," with a five-member board of 
directors. In addition to the five regular members, representatives of state 
government should participate on an ex officio basis as a way to involve the 
state in local policy a nd ensure local influence on state policy. 

2. The new board should set criteria for appointment to the board that stress 
technical skills, relating to housing and economic development and 
stabilization, as well as public service. Such criteria should ensure that the 
collective skills and experience of each board include finance, land 
development and property management, real estate and public sector law, 
previous or current residency in public housing or low-income housing, and 
community and social service. 

3. T _he new authority should commission a legal analysis of the fu ll extent of 
its powers and possibilities. Basing its decisions on that analysis, the board 
should develop a new mission statement and strategic plan, setting goals and 
defining the tools it wishes to use in pursuing them. 

4. The new aut}Jority should seek to coordinate loca l housing efforts, 
particularly those of community development corporations and other non
profit groups. An important feature of this new role should be contracting 
with the City of Austin to operate and manage its Community Development 
Block Grant programs. 

5. In preparing to develop a coalition to lead community hous ing efforts, the 
current Austin Housing Authority should immediatel y convene an ongofog 
symposium on local housing and economic development needs. This 
symposium should include at least the mayor and city council members, AHA 
and Travis County Housing Authority board members, the Travis County 
commissioners, interested current and past participants in Leadership Austin, 
participants in the Austinplan process, and representatives of all interested 
community groups including housing and neighborhood advocates and 
economic development actors such as the ·several chambers of commerce. 

6. This symposium should meet on a regular basis until it has developed a 
coherent program setting out: the ongoing roles and responsibilities of 
groups and individuals involved; funding plans for the new coalit ion and for 
housing initiatives on the horizon; and procedures for the friendly merger 
and consolidation of organizations whose efforts are redundant, so that 
resources may be used more effectively. 

7. Finally, the symposium should develop a metropolitan strategy for housing, 
community economic development, and economic stabi li zation that can be 
passed on to and refined by the coalition over time. 

Once AHA has accomplished these goals and steps, or ones like them, it should be 
ready to lead a new housing coalition. Given active, committed leadership with flexible 
powers and approach, such a coalition could have an authentically significant effect on 
how housing works in Austin. Through increasingly broad and accurate knowledge of 
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the local housing situation and through a new focus on housing as a tool of economic 
development and stabilization, the coalition can move toward effic ient provision of 
housing as a user good. 
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