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June 11, 2018

Alfred M. Pollard, General Counsel

Attention: Comments/RIN 2590-AA83

Federal Housing Finance Agency

400 Seventh Street, SW, Eighth Floor

Washington, D.C. 20219

Re: 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and Request for Comments – 


RIN 2590-AA83 – Affordable Housing Program Amendments

Mr. Pollard:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the FHFA’s proposed rulemaking regarding the Affordable Housing Program.  The Texas Association of CDCs represents 120 nonprofit affordable housing developers in Texas working to improve the lives of low income residents.

As you know, new, safe, and decent affordable housing does get built without subsidy and the AHP and other FHLB discretionary programs represent an important source of hard to find gap financing for many projects in Texas.  Many of our members utilize not only AHP, but HELP, SNAP, HAVEN, and Partnership Grant as well.  Our members have expressed concern to TACDC that the proposed changes will complicate financing affordable housing in Texas, make that administration of the programs more problematic, and limit the FHLB of Dallas’ ability to respond to market changes and natural disasters in our state.

With the hundreds of comment submitted on these topics, TACDC wants to reiterate four main issues we have with the proposed rule amendments.

First, the outcomes framework for awarding AHP is concerning as proposed as it  prioritizes the Federal Housing Finance Agency’s (FHFA’s) overall housing goals and limits the FHLB’s ability to create flexibility in scoring to respond to market conditions in their territories.  The FHLB of Dallas has five states in their region, but Texas alone comprises the equivalent of six large regions each with their own unique housing needs. By imposing the outcomes based framework, the FHLB’s are not allowed to creatively address differing housing needs across their footprint.  We recommend staying with the current scoring approach to selecting AHP awards.
Second, the proposed rules make AHP generally more difficult to administer for both the FHLBs and housing developers.  The proposed changes place too heavy a hand on the affordable housing scale toward FHFA’s priorities and not the priorities within districts.  By increasing the percentage housing set aside for extremely low and very low income recipients, the FHFA is dictating more and more how other, non FHLB funding sources will be utilized without contributing more into the deal itself.  The result will be projects that are stretched very thin to meet the new income targeting and may make the deals ultimately less financially viable.  While some of these changes, such as deeper income targeting seem appropriate, we anticipate less geographic dispersion of AHP funded developments as some markets will not be able to absorb greater affordability or the additional subsidy may not exists in all political subdivisions across a district.  Additionally, imposing this requirement will limit AHPs reach to provide housing across a broad spectrum of income targets including workforce housing that the private markets refuse to serve.  This is especially concerning in markets in Texas that are growing rapidly, have effectively zero unemployment, and desperately need housing that is affordable to families at 60% to 120% of AMFI.
Third, our members understand that under the proposed rules that flexibility and transparency in scoring are negatively impacted. Under the proposed amendments, our members have concerns that higher scoring developments can be passed over for lower scoring developments in order to satisfy predetermined outcomes requirements.  Our members are opposed to losing accountability and transparency in an effort to meet FHFA’s imposed priorities.  

Lastly, we do not support the added burden of the Targeted Community Lending Plan as proposed.  Requiring a six month review process and a 12 month review process for Targeted Funds limits the ability of FHLBs to respond to market changes and disasters in district.  It also means that FHLBs will always be planning the use of funds for future years without fully understanding how the current uses of funds should be changed to align with district market demands.  A much shorter planning process should be implemented if this requirement is not eliminated.
Thank you for the opportunity to share our viewpoints on this very important program. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 512.916.0508. 

Sincerely,

Matt Hull
Executive Director


