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The Governor of California
President pro Tempore of the Senate
Speaker of the Assembly

State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Governor and Legislative Leaders:

As directed by the Joint Legislative Audit Committee, my office conducted an audit of the
housing agencies serving the counties of Orange, Riverside, and Sacramento. Our audit focused
on the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Housing Choice Voucher
program (HCV) and three related programs serving specific populations.

We found that each of the housing agencies we reviewed lack sufficient federal funding to

meet their jurisdictions’ need for HCV vouchers, which leads households to experience long
wait times. To provide vouchers to all their potentially eligible applicants, we estimate that

the three housing agencies alone would need almost $2 billion in additional federal funding
annually. The current limited federal funding, combined with the actual cost of vouchers that
fluctuates depending on the unique circumstances of each household—such as their income and
the rent charged by their landlord—can cause housing agencies to fully spend available funds
before they can use all allocated vouchers.

We found that the three housing agencies have different approaches to administering their HCV
waiting lists—as federal regulations allow—and generally complied with HUD’s waiting list and
relevant fair housing requirements. Nevertheless, we identified an area in which Riverside could
enhance its processes to better comply with disability accessibility requirements.

Importantly, one of the three related programs we reviewed—the Emergency Housing Voucher
program (EHV)—is set to end in 2026. This program supports those experiencing homelessness
and those fleeing domestic violence. Sacramento and 12 other housing agencies in California are
at risk of not transitioning EHV participants into HCV because they may lack adequate funding,
putting at risk roughly 2,300 households that may face homelessness. The State could consider
creating or expanding existing state programs to assist or prioritize those affected by the end

of EHV.

Respectfully submitted,

oy

GRANT PARKS
California State Auditor

621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1200 | Sacramento, CA 95814 | 916.445.0255 | 916.327.0019 fax | www.auditor.ca.gov
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Selected Abbreviations Used in This Report

CoC

ERHV

FUP

FYI

HCV

HUD

VAWA

Continuums of Care

Emergency Housing Voucher program

Family Unification Program

Foster Youth to Independence Initiative

Housing Choice Voucher program

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Violence Against Women Act
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Summary

Key Findings and Recommendations

Congress established the Section 8 Housing Program in 1974, and amendments in the 1990s
led to what is now known as the Housing Choice Voucher program (HCV). HCV provides
rental assistance to households that meet income limits and other eligibility requirements.
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) is responsible for issuing
regulations and allocating HCV funding to public housing agencies (housing agencies).
Housing agencies then administer HCV by creating waiting lists of interested applicants,
prioritizing applicants based on local preferences, and, when funding and vouchers are
available, evaluating those applicants’ eligibility and issuing vouchers to use for rental
housing. In 2023, the Orange County Housing Authority (Orange) opened its HCV waiting
list to applicants for the first time in 11 years. The Joint Legislative Audit Committee (Audit
Committee) requested a review of Orange’s processes for administering HCV, a comparison
of Orange’s processes with those of two other agencies, and a review of the three agencies’
efforts to house foster youth or former foster youth and their administration of the
Emergency Housing Voucher program (EHV).

Three Housing Agencies Have Different Approaches to Administering
Their HCV Waiting Lists, Which Federal Regulations Allow Page 15

The three housing agencies we reviewed for this audit—Orange, the
Housing Authority of the County of Riverside (Riverside), and the
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (Sacramento)—used
different approaches to administer their waiting lists. Federal guidance
provides that housing agencies may determine how long to keep their
waiting list open but cautions against doing so for limited periods such as a
single day. Orange and Sacramento opened their waiting lists to applicants
for a period of 12 and 29 days, respectively, and also used a lottery process
to limit the size of their most recent waiting list openings. Riverside took a
different approach and chose to leave its waiting list open for 10 years and
included every applicant.

Sacramento and Orange complied with key HCV requirements related

to their waiting lists, including notifying the public when their waiting
lists opened. We could not review Riverside’s compliance because it no
longer had the necessary records available due to the length of time that
had passed since it opened its waiting list. Additionally, the three housing
agencies’ compliance with fair housing requirements was sufficient.
However, Orange and Riverside could improve their compliance in certain
fair housing areas. For example, Riverside does not have a section 504
coordinator and risks not adequately addressing applicants” accessibility
needs or performing appropriate outreach.
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The Three Housing Agencies Lack Sufficient Federal Funding to Meet
Page 21 Their Jurisdictions’ Need for HCV Vouchers, Leading Households to
Experience Long Waits

Although HUD annually allocates each housing agency a maximum
number of vouchers, it also establishes an annual limit on the total amount
of funding available. A single housing voucher does not correspond to a
fixed dollar amount. Rather, the cost to support a voucher varies based

on factors such as household income, household size, and monthly rental
costs. A housing agency can only issue a voucher to an applicant when it
has funding necessary to support that voucher. Consequently, the funding
that housing agencies receive may not be sufficient to cover all the vouchers
they have been allocated. This lack of available federal funding means

that applicants on a housing agency’s waiting list will often wait years or
even decades before receiving assistance. To provide vouchers to all of the
potentially eligible applicants on their waiting lists, we estimate that the
three housing agencies we reviewed would in total need almost $2 billion
in additional funding annually. The length of time an applicant will remain
on a waiting list also varies depending on the preferences—such as for
households with veterans—the housing agency has established. As a result,
households that do not meet a preference wait longer than ones that do.

During our audit period of 2022 through 2024 (audit period), after
applicants were selected from the waiting list, their success in obtaining an
HCV voucher differed by agency. Orange issued vouchers to 67 percent

of the applicants it evaluated while Riverside approved 14 percent because
applicants did not respond to its requests for information. At both

Orange and Riverside, 72 percent of applicants who received a voucher
ultimately obtained housing by the end of the audit period. We identified
inconsistencies and discrepancies about its applicant evaluations in
Sacramento’s HCV data that made us question the data’s accuracy and
reliability, and we determined the data were insufficient for addressing some
of the audit objectives, such as determining the rate at which the housing
agency approved applicants. However, we note that there is no HCV
requirement for housing agencies to calculate and report these metrics that
the Audit Committee requested.

The Three Housing Agencies’ Processes for Administering Special
Page 31 Purpose Voucher Programs Complied With Key Requirements

Special purpose voucher programs operate under HCV’s rules and
regulations, but provide focused support to certain groups. HUD
administers several of these programs. The three special purpose voucher
programs we reviewed in this audit are the Family Unification Program
(FUP), the Foster Youth to Independence Initiative (FYI), and EHV.
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All three housing agencies complied with key federal requirements
when administering FUP and the FYT program, including
appropriately partnering with public child welfare agencies to receive
referrals. FUP serves families whose inadequate housing is the

cause of—or may result in—the separation of children from their
families, as well as youth aged 18 to 24 who are aging out of foster
care and may face homelessness. The FYI program also supports this
latter population. We found that Orange and Sacramento approved
the majority of their FUP and FYI program applicants to receive
vouchers while Riverside approved less than half of their applicants.
We found that approved FUP and FYI program applicants at the
housing agencies obtained housing more than half of the time, with
the exception of Riverside’s FYI program’s approved applicants who
obtained housing 42 percent of the time during our audit period.

Congress created EHV during the COVID-19 pandemic to

provide housing to individuals who were at risk of or experiencing
homelessness and those fleeing domestic violence, among others.

All three housing agencies implemented processes that complied

with EHV requirements. We found that the three housing agencies
approved EHV applicants more than 70 percent of the time and that
approved EHV applicants obtained housing more than half of the time
during our audit period.

About 2,300 Households in California May Lose Their Housing
When EHV Ends in 2026 Page 39

When Congress created EHYV, it appropriated $5 billion to remain
available until September 30, 2030. However, HUD informed housing
agencies in March 2025 that this funding will be fully expended
sometime during 2026. Although HUD created a process to ease the
transition of EHV households to another program by allowing housing
agencies to issue the households HCV vouchers, our review found that
13 of the State’s housing agencies, including Sacramento, likely lack the
federal funding necessary to accommodate displaced recipients from
EHYV due to the agencies’ projected shortfall status.

Shortfall results when HUD projects that a housing agency will not
have sufficient funds to support all of its voucher recipients through
the end of a calendar year. If these 13 agencies reach the point of
shortfall in 2025, they will not be able to issue any HCV vouchers to
EHYV households. These 13 housing agencies currently serve about
2,300 EHV households who are likely at risk of becoming homeless
when the program ends. We estimate that the 13 housing agencies
would need a total of about $52 million annually to continue to
provide assistance to these households. State intervention may be
necessary to keep these families from becoming homeless.
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Orange and Riverside expect to be able to fully transition all of their
EHYV households to HCV, but as part of Orange’s phased approach
to the transition, it has not yet individually contacted all of its EHV
households. Sacramento, as an agency projected to be in shortfall,
lacks the approximately $7.6 million in annual funding it would
need to transition its EHV households. Sacramento’s HCV director
explained that the housing agency is in shortfall because of several
factors, including federal funding limitations and rising rental
costs. Sacramento provided us with its plans to pursue cost-savings
measures such as ceasing the issuance of HCV vouchers, which

is consequently limiting Sacramento’s ability to transition EHV
households to HCV. Nonetheless, Sacramento has not directly
informed its EHV households that they may soon lose their rental
assistance because it believes such a communication may be
unnecessarily alarming.

Summary of Recommendations

To mitigate the impact that the end of EHYV is likely to have on households
throughout the State, we recommend that the Legislature consider requiring housing
agencies that administer EHV to publish transition plans for their voucher recipients
and other stakeholders. We further recommend that it consider establishing a
temporary state program or allocate additional funding to existing state programs to
provide assistance to current EHV households that are unable to transition to HCV
in a timely manner because of funding constraints.

Additionally, to address the findings from this audit, we made recommendations to
all three housing agencies we reviewed. Specifically, we recommend that Riverside
designate a section 504 coordinator to comply with federal regulations and that it
update its processes to improve its processing of its HCV waiting list applicants. We
recommend that Orange and Sacramento identify any EHV households to which
they may no longer be able to provide rental assistance when EHV ends and that they
immediately inform those households of the date that their rental assistance may
stop. We further recommend that Sacramento work with its authorizing agencies
and its community partners to identify potential areas of funding it could use to help
its EHV households.

Agency Comments

Orange and Riverside agreed with our recommendations. However, Sacramento
disagreed with our recommendations related to the importance of immediately
informing EHV households of the date their housing assistance may end and to
work with stakeholders to identify potential funding to assist these households.
Sacramento indicated that it believes its existing communications about EHV have
been sufficient.
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HCV—also known as Section 8—is the federal government’s largest rental assistance
program for low-income households. Congress first established the program in 1974
through an amendment to the U.S. Housing Act of 1937. Further amendments in the
1990s led to what is known as HCV today. HUD issues regulations, allocates funding,
and monitors performance of HCV. However, housing agencies are responsible for
the administration of the program at the local level. Under federal regulations, a
housing agency is any state, county, municipality, or other government entity or
public body authorized to administer federal housing programs.

In California, housing agencies typically cover cities or
counties. They administer HCV by reviewing applicants
and making payments to landlords, as well as performing
other functions such as those the text box describes.

The three entities that we reviewed for this audit

are all separate legal entities under state law and not
departments within the cities and counties they serve. We
discuss the housing agencies we selected for review below.
While operating HCV, housing agencies must comply
with federal laws and regulations. Further, HUD requires
each housing agency to maintain a written administrative
plan that outlines their policies and procedures for
operating HCV. As of September 2025, 9o housing

agencies were responsible for administering HCV in California.

Examples of Housing Agency
Administration Activities

- Managing waiting lists

+ Reviewing applications and verifying eligibility
- Conducting inspections

+ Submitting payments to landlords

Source: Federal regulations.

In 2023, Orange opened its waiting list for HCV. As a result, households in Orange
County were able to apply for federal rental assistance for the first time in 11 years.
As part of this audit request, the Audit Committee asked that we review Orange’s
processes for opening its waiting list and compare its processes to those of two other
agencies. We selected Riverside and Sacramento because of their similar size and
structure. Figure 1 shows the three housing agencies’ locations and briefly describes

their governance structures.
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Figure 1
The Three Housing Agencies We Reviewed Have Distinct Jurisdictions
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HCV Eligibility and Waiting Lists
HCV Eligibility Requirements
HCV provides primarily tenant-based rental assistance to
eligible households. Figure 2 provides an overview of the
application process. To qualify, households must meet income

- Ahousehold’s annual income must be
under income limits, which vary by location.

limits set by HUD and satisfy other eligibility requirements, + An applicant must be eithera U.S. citizen or
which the text box describes. When a housing agency eligible non-citizen as defined by HUD.
determines a household is eligible for the program, it issues that | . The head of the household must have a
household a voucher that it can use to rent a housing unit on valid Social Security number.

the private market. - The applicant cannot have been convicted

. . . . . .. of certain crimes.
Federal regulations require housing agencies to establish waiting

lists for households interested in participating in HCV." Each
housing agency must establish its own policies and procedures

Source: HUD website.

for opening and closing its waiting list, accepting applications,
and selecting applicants. HUD requires that when opening its waiting list, a housing agency
must provide public notice with information about where and when to apply.

When Orange opened its waiting list in 2023 for 12 days, it received more than

57,000 applications. As we discuss later in this report, some housing agencies add every
household that applies to their waiting list, while others, including Orange, use a lottery
system to limit the length of their waiting list. Table 1 shows the number of households
on the waiting list at the three housing agencies we selected for review.

Table 1
Waiting List Sizes Varied Across Housing Agencies

HOUSING AGENCY WAITING LIST SIZE AS OF DECEMBER 2024

Orange 13,976
Riverside 144,825
Sacramento 4,408

Source: Housing agencies’ applicant data.

Note: These waiting lists only include applications associated with the housing agencies’ tenant-based voucher programs. Orange
opened its waiting list in 2012 and again in 2023, Riverside opened its waiting list in 2015 and kept it open until 2025, and
Sacramento had two recent waiting list openings, one in 2018 and the other in 2022.

Federal regulations allow housing agencies to establish a system of local preferences to
determine the order in which applicants on their waiting lists receive vouchers when
funding becomes available. For example, a housing agency may establish a preference for
veterans in which veteran applicants are placed higher on the list than applicants who are
not veterans. Housing agencies may not discriminate against applicants based on protected
characteristics, such as race. However, they may prioritize applicants who live and work

in the city or county. HUD requires housing agencies to state these preferences in their
administrative plans, which the housing agencies’ governing bodies must formally adopt.

T The exception to this requirement is for special admissions, such as when HUD targets assistance to households in specified units,
such as households residing in housing units that HUD sells.

7
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Figure 2

The HCV Application Process Includes Multiple Steps

HOUSEHOLD APPLIES FOR WAITING LIST

c %

Household requests admission to waiting list
by submitting household information.

2

[ 1111]
[1111]
(111 1]
L

Housing agency’s random lottery selects
household for placement on waiting list or
agency accepts all applicants.

HOUSING AGENCY EVALUATES APPLICANT

ga.  Housingagency selects household from waiting list,
generally in order from highest preference to lowest.

!

\

® Housing agency’s random lottery
does not select household for
placement on waiting list.

J

to demonstrate eligibility.

=i

Head of household provides documentation

¥

»
i Housing agency reviews eligibility documentation
and verifies eligibility and preference categories.”
\l/ |

Housing agency
approves application
and issues voucher.

¥

\

® Housing agency denies application for
reasons such as earning more income
than allowed or having a disqualifying
criminal record.

VOUCHER RECIPIENT SEARCHES FOR HOUSING ® Household does not complete the pocess
® Housing agency returns household to

\

\

Household Household is unable
obtains housing. to obtain housing.

Source: Orange, Riverside, and Sacramento’s administrative plans.

waiting list for not meeting waiting list
preferences or lack of funding.

* Federal regulations allow housing agencies to prioritize the applications of some households, such as applications from persons with disabilities or
from persons who are elderly.
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HCV Funding and Vouchers

Congress appropriates funds for HCV, and HUD then allocates those funds and
identifies the number of vouchers available to housing agencies across the country.
HCV funding uses a structure known as renewal funding. HUD allocates renewal
funding to housing agencies based on their previous year’s leasing and cost

data, adjusted for inflation. If Congress does not appropriate sufficient funding

for the program in a given year, HUD may adjust the allocations to all housing
agencies. If Congress appropriates additional funding for the program, HUD
awards new vouchers and funding—known as incremental vouchers—to housing
agencies that are most able to use them to serve extremely low-income and very
low-income households.

Federal law generally prohibits housing agencies from using other sources of funding,
such as state or local funds, to expand HCV or mitigate funding limitations.” In
addition, HUD allocates separate funding to housing agencies for their administrative
costs. Housing agencies can use this funding only for certain purposes. HUD
calculates the fee amount based on geographic area, changes in wage data, and other
objectively measurable data that reflects the costs of administering the program.

The amount of funding a housing agency pays for each
voucher varies based on the household and housing Average HCV 2025 Rental Assistance Limits
unit. The voucher subsidizes the household’s rent,
with the household generally paying 30 percent of
their adjusted income toward rent, while the program Omnge  $2345 52,762

pays the remaining portion—up to a specified limit—

. . Riverside $1,852 $2,306
directly to the landlord, which we call the rental
, . .3 . Sacramento $2,040 $2,530
assistance limit.> The text box provides the average
rental assistance limits for the three housing agencies Source: Orange, Riverside and Sacramento websites.
we reviewed, and Figure 3 shows hypothetical Note: Orange’s rental assistance limits generally vary by
examples Of how Vouchers can provide different levels city, while Sacramento’s vary based on ZIP code. We provide

the averages in this text box.
of support.

2 HUD may provide an exception for housing agencies that do not have adequate funds and are at risk of terminating
assistance for current participants, but agencies must seek its prior approval in such instances.

3 Ifa household’s rent exceeds the payment standard, or rental assistance limit, for the local housing market, the family pays
a larger share of the rent.
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Figure 3
Hypothetical Examples of How a Voucher Can Provide Different Levels of Support for Program Participants

HOUSEHOLD OF FOUR ~ HOUSEHOLD OF TWO  HOUSEHOLD OF ONE

in a Three-Bedroom in a One-Bedroom in a One-Bedroom
Housing Unit Housing Unit Housing Unit

v v v

Adjusted Monthly Income* $3,000 $2,000 $1,000

Monthly Gross Rentf+ $3,550 $2,250 $2,250

Household Contribution $900 $600 $300
(generally 30% of adjusted monthly income)$

v v v

Housing Agency Contribution $2,650 $1,650 $1,950

(Voucher)

Source: Housing agency payment standards for Orange in 2025, HUD income limits for Orange County in 2025, and HCV regulations.

Note: The monthly income and rent amounts above are hypothetical values.

* Adjusted monthly income is defined as a household’s monthly income after making some mandatory deductions, such as a deduction for a
dependent.

In all three hypothetical monthly rent amounts, the monthly rent is equal to or less than housing agency payment standards, which we refer
to as rental assistance limits in the report, for Orange in 2025. If the monthly rent were higher than the payment standard, then the household
contribution would be larger.

Gross rent is the sum of the rent to the owner plus any utility allowance.

When a housing agency issues a voucher to a household, the household generally pays 30 percent or more of their adjusted income on rent, and
the housing agency pays the rest to the landlord.

—+

w

The Family Unification Program and Foster Youth to Independence Initiative

As Figure 4 shows, HCV includes different special purpose voucher programs that
provide focused support to certain groups. For example, Veterans Affairs Supportive
Housing program vouchers provide rental assistance to veterans experiencing
homelessness, while Mainstream vouchers generally assist non-elderly people with
disabilities. Both of these programs—and the others listed in Figure 4—operate
under HCV’s rules and regulations.
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Figure 4
As Part of HCV, HUD Administers Several Special Purpose Voucher Programs

Housing Choice Voucher Program (HCV)

HCV VOUCHER
HCV

& \_/
ang/ /\ SPECIAL PURPOSE

VOUCHER PROGRAMS*
(e

- « Family Unification Program (FUP)
« Foster Youth to Independence Initiative (FYI)
« Emergency Housing Voucher Program (EHV)
« Non-Elderly Disabledt
« Mainstream ¥

« Veterans Affairs Supportive HousingT

Source: HUD.

* The special purpose voucher programs listed in the figure provide rental assistance to targeted populations, but recipients
must also meet HCV's income requirements.

T We did not include Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream, and Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing programs in our review.

¥ Mainstream vouchers serve families that include a person with a disability who is at least 18 years of age and not yet
62 years of age and prioritize serving those eligible persons who are transitioning out of institutional or other segregated
settings, experiencing homelessness, among others.

Two of the special purpose voucher programs we reviewed in this audit are: FUP
and the FYI program. Established in 1990, FUP provides rental assistance to

families whose inadequate housing causes or risks the separation of children from
their families. For a maximum of 36 months, if there are no extensions, FUP also
provides assistance to youth aged 18 to 24 who age out of foster care and may face
homelessness.* To support this latter group with additional resources and assistance,
HUD began the FYI program in 2020. Because the FYI program is limited to a
portion of the FUP’s population, we refer to the programs together throughout

this report.

FUP and the FYI program operate with a referral-based system, as Figure 5 shows.
When a local public child welfare agency refers a household to the housing agency,
the housing agency requires the household to complete the application process to
determine its eligibility for a voucher. If the household is eligible, the housing agency
will issue a voucher to the household, which then uses it to obtain housing.

4 Eligible youth may receive an extension of the 36-month limit of assistance for up to an additional 24 months if they meet
certain education, workforce development, or employment activity requirements, or meet certain statutory exceptions,
such as being a youth who is also a parent.

11
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Figure 5
The Housing Agencies Receive Applicants From Referral Agencies for FUP, the FYI Program, and EHV

REFERRAL AGENCY REFERS ELIGIBLE CANDIDATES

HOUSING AGENCY EVALUATES REFERRED APPLICANT

Housing agency reviews application
documentation and verifies eligibility.

® Housing agency denies applicant for
reasons including being over income or
disqualifying criminal activity.

= , Housing agency issues
applicant a voucher.

® Applicant does not complete the process.

VOUCHER RECIPIENT SEARCHES FOR HOUSING

\2 N

Applicant Applicant is unable
obtains housing. to obtain housing.

Source: HUD notices, housing agency data, and housing agencies’ administrative plans.

Note: For the housing agencies we reviewed, the referral agency for FUP and the FYI program is the public child welfare agency. For EHV, the
referring agency is the CoC.



The Emergency Housing Voucher Program

In response to the COVID-19 pandemic’s impact
on housing stability, Congress used the American
Rescue Plan Act of 2021 to create a new special
purpose voucher program: EHV. EHV provides
rental assistance to individuals and families who
meet the criteria listed in the text box. When
creating EHV, Congress provided it with one-time
funding. HUD required housing agencies to form
partnerships with Continuums of Care (CoCs),
which are local organizations responsible for
coordinating services and service providers under
the federal McKinney Vento Homeless Assistance
Act. Further, HUD allocated more funding to
housing agencies that demonstrated the ability to
implement the program quickly.

CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR 13
Report 2024-104 | March 2026

EHV Eligibility Requirements

Individuals and families who meet HCV eligibility
requirements and meet one of these four categories:

« Experiencing homelessness.
- Atrisk of experiencing homelessness.

- Fleeing, or attempting to flee, domestic violence, dating
violence, sexual assault, stalking or human trafficking.

« Recently experienced homelessness, and for whom
providing rental assistance will prevent the family’s
homelessness or having high risk of housing instability.

Source: Federal regulations.

Similar to HCV, households that receive an EHV voucher can use it to rent housing
in the private market. However, in addition to rental assistance, EHV provides
funding for supportive services that may include housing search support, landlord
incentives, and application fees to help households successfully lease a unit. EHV
operates through a referral-based system similar to the FYI program and FUP, as
Figure 5 shows. The partner CoC refers a household to the housing agency when

a voucher becomes available. As with HCV, the housing agency then requires the
household to complete its application process to ensure eligibility. If the household
is eligible, the housing agency issues the voucher to the household to use it to obtain
housing. After September 30, 2023, HUD required housing agencies to stop reissuing
EHV vouchers, thereby limiting new participants in EHV.

As we discuss later in this report, HUD informed housing agencies in 2025 that
the program will run out of funding sometime in 2026, at which point it will

be eliminated.
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Three Housing Agencies Have Different Approaches
to Administering Their HCV Waiting Lists, Which
Federal Regulations Allow

Key Points

+ The Orange County Housing Authority (Orange) and the Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency (Sacramento) complied with key federal requirements related to
public notices of waiting list openings.

+ When Orange and Sacramento most recently opened their Housing Choice Voucher
program (HCV) waiting lists, they kept them open for less than one month. In contrast,
the Housing Authority of the County of Riverside (Riverside) kept its waiting list open for
10 years.

+ The three public housing agencies’ (housing agencies) compliance with fair housing
requirements was sufficient, but Orange and Riverside could improve their compliance in
certain areas.

+ The three housing agencies’ application processes align with their administrative plans.
However, we identified an instance where Riverside did not follow its policy when
communicating with applicants.

Orange and Sacramento Complied With Key Federal Waiting List Notification Requirements

As Figure 2 explains, housing agencies open waiting lists to receive applicants that
potentially can be selected for HCV. Federal regulations require that the housing agencies
notify the public about where and when they can apply to participate in HCV. Regulations
further require housing agencies to publish a public notice in a local newspaper of general
circulation and to provide further public notice through minority media. The regulations
also allow housing agencies to take steps such as posting information on their websites and
social media accounts. We did not identify any requirements in the regulations that state for
how long or how far in advance of the waiting list opening a housing agency must post the
public notice.

We were not able to review Riverside’s efforts, but Orange and Sacramento complied with
federal requirements when delivering their public notices. For example, Orange publicized
where and when applicants could apply to its waiting list in the Orange County Register,

a local newspaper of general circulation. The notice stated that applications could be
submitted online or through a paper application beginning September 18, 2023, through
September 29, 2023. Similarly, Sacramento published where and when applicants could
apply in the Sacramento Bee. We were unable to review Riverside’s efforts since its waiting
list opened more than a decade ago and its data retention policy calls for Riverside to keep
documents such as public notices for only two years after the end of the calendar year in
which they were created.
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Orange’s Waiting List Outreach Efforts

- News articles published in English and non-English
news media.

- A post on the official County of Orange Instagram account
in multiple languages.

- Atoolkit of documents for the County Board of Supervisors
to use to promote the opening of the waiting list.

- Outreach to local welfare centers, public libraries, and
nonprofits, including homeless and domestic violence
shelters and minority-serving institutions.

Source: Orange and publicly available media.

In addition to these newspaper notices, Orange
and Sacramento both took additional steps to
reach out to potential applicants. In the text box,
we describe the measures Orange took to notify
the public. For example, it published notices in
the Spanish language newspaper La Opinion and
on social media. Similarly, Sacramento published
notices in various languages—such as Spanish,
Russian, and Vietnamese—and on social media.
Sacramento also publicized the opening of its
waiting list through news platforms such as
ABCa1o, the Sacramento Bee, and KDEE, a local
radio station, as well as performing outreach to
various community service providers.

Orange and Sacramento Both Opened Their HCV Waiting Lists More Recently Than
Riverside, Which Kept Its List Open for a Decade

We did not identify federal requirements in HCV regulations regarding how long

a housing agency must keep its waiting list open. In fact, federal guidance provides
that housing agencies may determine whether to keep their waiting lists open
indefinitely or for defined periods. In 1998, Congress declared that deregulating

and decontrolling public housing agencies and providing them more flexible use

of federal assistance would further the purpose of HCV, which was to increase the
supply of affordable homes to low-income families in a safe and healthy environment.
However, federal guidance cautions housing agencies against opening their waiting
list and accepting applications for limited periods, such as a single day. Table 2 shows
when the three housing agencies we reviewed opened their waiting lists and how

long they kept them open.

The housing agencies we reviewed each offered their own explanation for the
length of time it left its waiting list open. For example, Orange’s housing manager
stated that that the housing agency opened its waiting list for 12 days because it
understood two weeks as standard practice. Similarly, Sacramento’s director stated
that the housing agency initially intended to open its 2022 waiting list for two weeks
but extended the period to four weeks to provide an additional application option
to the public. Sacramento did so in response to fair housing concerns it received
from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) about not
offering paper applications and providing additional information about offering
reasonable accommodations. In contrast, Riverside’s deputy director explained

that the housing agency decided to keep its waiting list open for 10 years because it
wanted to fully reflect the community’s need for affordable housing and thus increase
its chances of receiving available funding from HUD. Additionally, Riverside’s
principal development specialist explained that potential applicants may react
negatively to a waiting list being closed.
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Table 2
When the Housing Agencies Most Recently Opened Their Waiting Lists, They Did So for Varying
Time Periods

MOST RECENT LENGTH OF TIME AGENCY’S METHOD FOR
OPENINGS OF WAITING LIST AGENCY’S REASON FOR LENGTH OF ADDING APPLICANTS
HOUSING AGENCY WAITING LIST WAS OPEN TIME WAITING LIST WAS OPEN TO WAITING LIST
Orange Alignment with the duration the housing
2023 12 days agency understood to be industry best Random selection

practice through conversations with
other housing agencies.

Riverside 2015-2025* Display large housing need in hope of
(stayed open 10 years obtaining additional HUD funding. Accepted all applicants
during this period)
Sacramento Planned for two weeks, but extended
2022 29 days the waiting list opening period to four Random selection

weeks to address fair housing concerns
from HUD.

Sources: Orange and Sacramento public notices, Riverside administrative plan and website, staff interviews, and HUD.
Note: We did not identify a requirement for how long housing agencies must open their waiting lists in HUD HCV regulations.

* Riverside closed its waiting list in 2023 to applicants that did not meet certain preferences. In 2025, Riverside closed its
waiting list to all applicants.

Orange’s housing manager explained that the housing agency did not open its
waiting list for over a decade before it did so in 2023 because it did not have a need
to do so. Prior to Orange opening its waiting list in 2023, it confirmed that it had
last done so in 2012. Orange’s housing manager explained that it took a long time to
review applicants on the 2012 waiting list because at that time, the housing agency
had accepted all applicants for its waiting list, rather than conducting a lottery

to reduce the 50,000 applications it received to a more manageable number. We
reviewed how Orange’s waiting list size changed from 2014 through 2018 and found
that Orange reduced the list by about 2,300 households per year. We also reviewed
2022 and 2023 and found that it reduced the list by about 9oo households each
year.” Because the housing agency did not have federal funding to provide more
HCV vouchers, Orange’s housing manager explained the housing agency was unable
to more rapidly reduce its waiting list. In addition, Orange noted that due to the
COVID-19 pandemic, a large portion of program participants experienced declines
in their incomes, thereby requiring Orange to increase its contributions to tenants’
rental payments and subsequently delay its proposed plan to open its waiting list
again in 2020. We found that the federal funding Orange needed to support its
vouchers increased from an average of less than $1,000 in 2015 to $1,750 in 2025. As a
result of these additional expenses, Orange identified a need to delay opening a new
waiting list.

5 Orange also reduced its waiting list by an additional 3,700 households in December 2022, after it contacted these
households and determined that they were no longer interested in remaining on the waiting list.
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Riverside’s decision to leave its waiting list open for 10 years can contribute to a long
wait for assistance. Federal guidance states that when housing agencies are choosing
how to administer their waiting lists, they should carefully consider circumstances
such as whether a waiting list’s length will lead to an unreasonably long wait for
housing. In fact, Riverside’s deputy director explained that the housing agency
eventually decided to close its waiting list because the waiting period for households
on the list had extended to over 10 years. However, if one assumes that funding and
voucher levels remain constant and that 14 percent of the households on Riverside’s
waiting list are eligible for vouchers—which has been the case in the past—we
estimate Riverside would need about 26 years to work through its current waiting
list. We are concerned that applicants may not have an accurate understanding of
the amount of time they may wait because Riverside does not provide estimates on
its website about average or potential wait times. Riverside does not currently have
plans for how it will efficiently work through the households on its waiting list in a
timely manner.

The Three Housing Agencies’ Compliance With Fair Housing Requirements
Was Sufficient

Federal regulations and state law establish the fair housing requirements that housing
agencies must follow when administering HCV, including their waiting lists. We
reviewed federal regulations and HUD guidance for HCV to identify key fair housing
requirements such as federal regulations which generally require housing agencies

to provide reasonable accommodations for applicants’ disabilities and a best practice
in HUD guidance for housing agencies to include their reasonable accommodation
policies in their administrative plans. Additionally, federal regulations state that

any public agency that receives federal financial assistance from HUD and that
employs 15 or more people must designate at least one person to coordinate its
efforts to comply with regulations related to accommodating disabilities (section 504
coordinator). We also evaluated the housing agencies’ plans, policies, and procedures
for HCV to determine if they complied with those requirements. For example, we
reviewed whether the housing agencies provided information on federal, state, and
local equal opportunity laws to applicants selected to participate in the program as
federal regulation requires.

The policies and procedures of all three housing agencies generally complied with
the fair housing requirements we identified, as Table 3 shows. For example, federal
regulations require housing agencies to adopt an emergency transfer plan under the
Violence Against Women Act (VAWA), and each housing agency has adopted such
plans.® However, when we tested select requirements, we found that both Orange
and Riverside could improve their compliance in providing certain information to
applicants. For example, we found that neither housing agency provided applicants
with adequate information on state and local equal opportunity laws. As a result,

6 An emergency transfer under VAWA refers to an emergency relocation of a tenant who has experienced and is under threat
of imminent harm from domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, or stalking, to another unit.
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applicants may not have been appropriately notified of all their protections under
the law, such as the right under California law to seek and obtain housing without
discrimination because of an applicant’s marital status. After we shared the results
of our review with the housing agencies, Orange committed to providing additional
documents related to state and local equal opportunity laws to approved applicants
in the future. Riverside stated that it compiled such information for voucher
recipients in January 2026.

Table 3
The Housing Agencies' Policies and Procedures Generally Comply With Key Federal Fair Housing
Requirements and Best Practices

Summary of Key Requirements and Best Practices ORANGE RIVERSIDE ~ SACRAMENTO

1 Submitted a signed certification that it adheres to applicable

federal civil rights laws. Yes Yes Yes
2 Certified to affirmatively further fair housing. Yes Yes Yes
3 Provide information on Federal, State, and local equal opportunity No No Yes
laws to applicants selected to participate in the program.
a. The contact information for the Section 504 coordinator? Yes No Yes
b. A copy of the housing discrimination complaint form? No Yes Yes
¢. Information on how to request a reasonable accommodation
) ) Yes Yes Yes
or modification?
4 Waiting li iscrimi i
g list preferences do not discriminate against Yes Yes Yes
protected classes.
5  Provide reasonable accommodation to persons with disability
. Yes Yes Yes
to ensure equal opportunity.
6  Administrative Plan includes policies and procedures for
) Yes Yes Yes
reasonable accommodation.
7 Provide notice of current listing of accessible units to
. b g Yes Yes Yes
households that include a person with disabilities.
8 Adopt an emer: i
p ner gency transfer plan for survivors of Yes Yes Yes
domestic violence.
9  Provide “Notice of Occupancy Rights” to applicants. Yes No Yes

Source: State law, federal regulations, HUD guidance, and the housing agencies’ administrative plans and documentation.

Additionally, Riverside does not have a section 504 coordinator as required by
federal regulations. Section 504 coordinators are responsible for performing duties
such as reviewing reasonable accommodation requests, contributing to marketing
and community outreach for housing and employment, and ensuring compliance
with accessibility requirements. Riverside explained that it does not have a need to
designate one individual to perform such tasks full time. According to Riverside,

it has a three-member committee that is responsible for reviewing reasonable
accommodation requests and communicating with applicants about their requests.
Riverside further stated that it has trained certain staft to address applicants’
reasonable accommodation requests. However, the section 504 coordinator’s
responsibilities include more than just processing reasonable accommodation
requests, as we explained above, and Riverside confirmed that it did not perform
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outreach to community groups that serve people with disabilities when it opened its
waiting list in 2015. Without a section 504 coordinator, Riverside risked not adequately
addressing applicants’ accessibility needs or performing appropriate outreach, such as
when it opened its waiting list in 2015. Noncompliance could also put the agency at risk
of suspension of the federal financial assistance it receives.

Housing Agencies’ Application Processes Align With Their Administrative Plans

The application processes for all three of the housing agencies we reviewed aligned with
their administrative plans. Federal regulations require housing agencies to administer
HCYV in accordance with their administrative plans. We reviewed compliance with
sections in administrative plans where the housing agencies discussed their voucher
application, waiting list management, including removals, and applicant selection
processes. For example, when we reviewed a sample of applicant selections the
housing agencies made from their waiting lists, we found that the housing agencies
selected applicants in accordance with the preference categories in their administrative
plans. Additionally, the lottery processes that Orange and Sacramento used for

their most recent waiting list openings aligned with their administrative plans. For
example, Orange’s administrative plan established that if it received more than

12,000 applications, its software would perform a random selection to determine
which 12,000 applications would be placed on the waiting list. We found that Orange
did perform the random selection and selected 12,000 applications for its 2023

waiting list.

However, we identified one area in which Riverside did not follow its administrative
plan. Riverside’s administrative plan states that households have 30 days to respond to
the agency’s mailing or Riverside will remove them from the waiting list. Nonetheless,
we identified over 1,300 instances in which Riverside provided households with less than
20 days to respond to a mailing related to their removal from its waiting list. Riverside
staff explained that their mailings including a 15-day deadline for applicants’ responses
was likely an oversight and that the mailings should have been updated to reflect the
30-day policy. Riverside staff also explained that although the mailing established a
15-day deadline, the housing agency usually provided additional time for applicants to
respond. Nevertheless, as a result of this administrative error, some households may not
have had adequate time to respond before Riverside may have inappropriately removed
them from the waiting list.
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The Three Housing Agencies Lack Sufficient Federal
Funding to Meet Their Jurisdictions’ Need for

HCV Vouchers, Leading Households to Experience
Long Waits

Key Points

+ The housing agencies we reviewed are unable to issue all of the HCV vouchers available
to them in a given year because they lack the federal funding necessary to cover the costs
associated with those vouchers. Federal funding is not directly connected to the number of
vouchers provided to housing agencies, but rather based on a housing agency’s expenditures
from the previous year.

+ To immediately provide HCV vouchers to all of the applicants on their waiting lists, we
estimate the three housing agencies together would require more than a billion dollars in
additional federal funding. In the absence of such funding, many applicants are likely to spend
years, if not decades, waiting for a voucher.

« All three housing agencies have established preferences for selecting applicants from their
waiting lists that affect how long applicants wait for a voucher.

+ The available data show that Orange approved about 67 percent of the applicants it evaluated
for HCV vouchers, but around 8o percent of the applicants whom Riverside evaluated did not
complete the application process, leading to an approval rate of 14 percent. Sacramento does
not maintain sufficiently reliable data on certain aspects of the evaluation process, but rather
maintains its evaluations in individual case notes or files.

Housing Agencies Do Not Have Enough Federal Funding to Issue All of Their Vouchers

As we describe in the Introduction, a single housing voucher does not represent a set dollar amount.
Rather, the amount of federal funding a housing agency distributes for a voucher varies based on
factors such as household income, household size, and monthly rental costs. Orange noted that
when incomes of program participants fall, the rental assistance cost increases. Additionally, as
rental costs have increased over the last several years, so have the housing agencies’ rental assistance
costs, as we discuss below. Because the housing agencies distribute different amounts for a voucher
depending on these variables, and HUD funding reflects prior year spending with an inflation factor,
the allocated funding can limit how many vouchers the housing agencies issue.

The housing agencies we reviewed do not issue all the vouchers they receive from HUD because
they reach their spending limit first. As we explained in the Introduction, HUD allocates funding
and voucher amounts to housing agencies. Generally, the amount of funding and the number of
vouchers that HUD allocates to a housing agency are the maximum that it can spend and issue,
respectively. Figure 6 shows the funding and voucher amount by housing agency from 2022
through 2024. Even though HUD allocated a certain number of vouchers to a housing agency,
that agency cannot issue all of those vouchers if it runs out of funding first.
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Figure 6

Because of Funding Constraints, None of the Three Housing Agencies Issued All of Their Allocated Vouchers From
2022 Through 2024

B nitially Allocated VUUGHERS
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ORANGE RIVERSIDE SACRAMENTO

Source: HUD.
Note: Funding amounts were rounded to the nearest million. HUD provides the additional funding above the initial allocation as necessary.

* Sacramento did not provide us with the HUD funding letters showing its funding and voucher amounts for 2022. HUD did not respond to our
request for Sacramento’s funding letters. Therefore, the funding and voucher numbers for 2022 are based on a HUD financial report instead of
funding letters.

T Allocated number of vouchers and funding for Sacramento in 2023 is a minimum.
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None of the housing agencies we reviewed were able to issue all their allocated vouchers

in the audit period. For example, Orange issued only 10,352 of its 11,360 available

vouchers in 2024, but used all of its available funding to support those 10,352 vouchers.

In fact, Orange explained it had to rely on reserves held by HUD to cover additional spending
beyond its allocation from HUD that year.

The housing agencies would have needed significant additional funding in the audit period

to issue all of their available vouchers because of rising rental assistance costs. For example,

we estimate that Orange would have needed over $21 million in additional funding in 2024 to
issue all of its allocated vouchers. Based on the housing agencies’ average cost per voucher and
remaining allocated vouchers, we estimate the total cost to fund all vouchers for all three housing
agencies we reviewed would have been more than $51 million in 2024. We are able to attribute
much of this gap in funding to the increase in the housing agency’s average cost per voucher.”
From 2015 to 2025, the average per-voucher cost has doubled or nearly doubled at all three
housing agencies we reviewed, as Figure 7 shows. For example, Orange’s average per-voucher
cost increased nearly 82 percent during these 10 years, from $964 to $1,750. Both Riverside and
Sacramento saw similar increases. These increases mirror increases in rent in California over a
similar time period. Research published by the Public Policy Institute of California shows that
rental prices in California increased 71 percent from 2010 through 2023. Because HUD generally
allocates funding based on housing agency spending in the prior year, rather than matching
funding to the number of approved vouchers or the size of the waiting list, the increase in rental
assistance costs have reduced the number of vouchers these housing agencies can issue.

Figure 7
The Three Housing Agencies’ Average Per Voucher Costs Have Increased Significantly Over the Past 10 Years
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Source: HUD HCV dashboard.

Note: Research from the Public Policy Institute of California shows rent prices in California increased 71 percent from 2010 through 2023,
which generally aligns with increases in costs depicted in the figure.

7 HUD has a publicly available HCV dashboard that publishes various information for housing agencies and their programs. The dashboard
shows the average per-unit cost, or the average monthly payment a housing agency makes for a voucher.
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The Housing Agencies’ Lack of Sufficient Funding Prevents Them From Reducing
Waiting Lists Quickly

To immediately serve all of the applicants on their waiting lists, the housing agencies
we reviewed would need more than a billion dollars in additional funding. To
estimate the amount of additional funding the housing agencies would need, we used
the agencies’ average monthly costs per voucher and the total size of their waiting
lists. Table 4 identifies our estimates for each of the three housing agencies, assuming
a 70 percent eligibility rate. We found that Orange would need around $205 million
in additional annual funding to serve all its applicants on its waiting list, while
Riverside would need around $1.5 billion. Moreover, these estimates—which the
housing agencies agreed were reasonable—are likely lower than their communities’
actual need for housing, especially for Orange and Sacramento because those two
housing agencies reduced the sizes of their waiting lists through a lottery process.

Table 4
We Estimate That The Three Housing Agencies Would Need Almost Two Billion Dollars in
Additional Annual Funding to Serve All the Households on Their Waiting Lists

ESTIMATED ANNUAL
NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS ON AMOUNT NEEDED TO SERVE

AVERAGE COST PER VOUCHER WAITING LISTS ALLHOUSEHOLDS ON THE
HOUSING AGENCY (AS OF JULY 2025) (AS OF DECEMBER 2024) WAITING LISTS*
Orange $1,750 13,976 $205,000,000
Riverside $1,250 144,825 $1,521,000,000
Sacramento $1,456 4,408 $54,000,000

Source: Housing agencies’ waiting list data and HUD average per voucher cost information.

Note: Average costs per voucher were rounded to the nearest dollar and estimated annual amounts were rounded to the
nearest million.

* This estimate assumes that 70 percent of households on the waiting list would be eligible for a voucher.

Because the housing agencies do not have sufficient funding to issue more vouchers,
applicants on their waiting lists may experience significant waiting times. At current
funding levels and rates of voucher approvals, it would take Riverside around 26 years
to get through its waiting list. Both Orange and Sacramento similarly explained that
without additional funding, they will likely not be able to issue vouchers to everyone
on their waiting lists in the near future.

Established Preferences for Selecting Applicants From HCV Waiting Lists Affect How
Long Applicants Wait for a Voucher

Federal regulations allow housing agencies to establish a system of local preferences
for selecting applicants from their waiting lists based on local housing needs and
priorities. The housing agencies must identify their selection preferences in their
administrative plans—which their governing bodies must approve—and ensure that
the preferences are consistent with fair housing and civil rights laws. For example,

a housing agency may adopt a residency preference that prioritizes applicants who
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reside in a specified city or county, but it may not establish a requirement that
applicants must be residents of a specific area. Additionally, a housing agency’s
preferences cannot discriminate based on characteristics such as age, race, religion,
and disability, among others.

As Figure 8 shows, all three housing agencies we reviewed have established local
preferences in their administrative plans. The housing agencies select applicants who
meet the preference criteria first. For example, Orange’s administrative plan directs
it to select an applicant who is an Orange County resident and a veteran before an
applicant who is not an Orange County resident and not a veteran.

Figure 8
The Three Housing Agencies Have Established Preferences for Selecting Applicants From Their
Waiting Lists

= ©
* Jonmce  |* Towesoe " [ sacravento
Prioritizes applicants who Prioritizes applicants who
reside and/or work within reside and/or work within
Orange’s jurisdiction Riverside's jurisdiction
Q Households experiencing ¥ 0 Displaced families*
homelessness who meet
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vouchers were recalled due
@) Veterans to insufficient funding
@) Households with elderly @) Households who live, work,
persons or persons with or have been hired to work
a disability, and working in Sacramento County
families

@) veterans

@) Non-working families
@) Among others

@) Among others

Source: Orange, Riverside, and Sacramento’s administrative plans.
Note: The preferences listed for each housing agency are not exhaustive.
* Displaced families include households that are displaced by government action or as a result of a disaster.

The data we evaluated show that applicants who met a higher preference category
generally spent less time on the waiting list than applicants who met a lower
preference category. We evaluated the waiting list and applicant data that we received
from the housing agencies to determine if preferences affected the length of time

an applicant remained on the waiting list. We found that applicants with a higher
prioritized preference category generally spent less time on the waiting list than
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applicants with a lower prioritized preference category. Specifically, we found that
at Orange, the applicants in a higher preference category—veterans who live or
work locally—spent a median of nearly three years on the waiting list, which was

77 percent less time than applicants in a lower preference category—non-working
families living or working locally—who spent a median of more than 11 years on
that waiting list. Additionally, at Riverside, the applicants in its higher preference
category—veterans who live or work locally—spent a median of four months on the
waiting list, which was 84 percent less time than applicants in a lower preference
category—extremely elderly who live or work locally—who spent a median of more
than two years on the waiting list.

Orange Issued Vouchers to Most Evaluated Applicants, but Riverside Approved a Lower
Percentage Because Applicants Did Not Respond

The Joint Legislative Audit Committee (Audit Committee) directed us to determine
the number and rate of applications the housing agencies approved and denied,

as well as the time it took the housing agencies to make the determinations and
secure housing for approved applicants. The Audit Committee also directed us

to determine, to the extent possible, the demographic breakdown of the housing
agencies” approved and denied applications and the agencies’ reasons for denying
applications. To meet these objectives, we obtained waiting list and applicant data
from the housing agencies we reviewed. However, in some instances, the housing
agencies were unable to provide us with data, or we determined that the data they
provided were unreliable, as we describe later in this report.

We did not identify any requirements in federal HCV regulations for housing
agencies to regularly report data for households on the waiting list or households that
are evaluated but not approved for a voucher. In contrast, federal HCV regulations
require housing agencies to report information on households that are approved for
a voucher and obtain housing. We also did not identify any requirements in federal
HCYV regulations for housing agencies to calculate the time necessary to evaluate
applicants or for those applicants to obtain housing. Table 5 shows the lack of
certain information reporting requirements in federal HCV regulations. Likely due
to the lack of requirements, two of the housing agencies we reviewed, Sacramento
and Riverside, were unable to provide certain data the Audit Committee requested,
as discussed in Appendix D. However, we present the data that were available in
this report.
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Table 5
HUD Housing Choice Voucher Program Regulations Do Not Require Regular Reporting of Certain
Information or Analyses Relevant to Our Objectives

HCV REGULATIONS REQUIRE
INFORMATION TO BE MAINTAINED HCV REGULATIONS REQUIRE

IN HOUSING AGENCIES’ HOUSING AGENCIES TO REPORT
OBJECTIVE ELECTRONIC DATABASES? THIS INFORMATION TO HUD?

2 Review HCV applications processed by Orange
and the housing agencies for two comparable
counties during the past three years and
determine the following:

a. The number of HCV vouchers HUD issued to

Orange and the other housing agencies. Not required Pt

b. The number and rate of applications Orange
and the other two housing agencies approved
and the time it took each housing agency to
make the determination.

Not required Not required

b. The number and rate of applications Orange
and the other two housing agencies denied
and the time it took each housing agency to
make the determination.

Not required Not required

b. The time it took each housing agency to

secure housing for the approved applicants. R RS GEe

b. To the extent possible, determine the
demographic breakdown of each housing Not required
agency’s approved applications.

Required for applicants that
obtained housing

b. To the extent possible, determine the
demographic breakdown of each housing Not required Not required
agency’s denied applications.

b. Determine the reasons for the denied

applications. Not required Not required

3 Review and assess waiting list administration

procedures by evaluating the size of waiting lists. Not required NI

4 Determine the time it takes Orange to review
EHV applications and to find secure housing for Not required Not required
approved applicants.

5 ldentify the time required to find secure housing

for foster youth or former foster youth. Notrequired Notrequired

Source: Audit scope and objectives; federal requlations.

Orange Approvals During the Audit Period

Orange approved for a voucher the majority of applicants it evaluated during the
audit period, and most applicants who did not receive a voucher were those who
did not complete the application process. As Figure 9 shows, Orange approved

67 percent of the 1,491 applications it evaluated during the audit period. 25 percent
of the applicants did not receive a voucher because they did not complete the
application process. Orange denied a voucher for only 3 percent of applicants, or
47 applicants. Of those that Orange denied, Orange determined around 83 percent,
or 39 applicants, earned more than the maximum allowable income and 13 percent
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had criminal activity that made them ineligible. As Figure 9 shows, 72 percent of
approved applicants at Orange obtained housing during the audit period, whereas

28 percent did not. Appendix A provides demographic information for the applicants
Orange evaluated and those who obtained housing.

Orange explained that it does not have information available to support the cause of
households failing to obtain housing after receiving HCV vouchers. However, staff
observed that several factors may be involved, including a general lack of affordable
housing and competition from other renters. According to Orange, applicants
themselves may not know why a landlord rejected their rental application. In an
effort to help voucher recipients obtain housing, Orange has implemented a landlord
incentive program that uses funds from the county to incentivize landlords to rent

to HCV voucher recipients. Specifically, when a new owner agrees to rent to a
household with a voucher, the owner is eligible to receive a $1,000 payment.

Figure 9
From 2022 to 2024, Most of the Applicants Riverside Evaluated Did Not Complete the HCV Application Process,
but 72 Percent of Approved Applicants at Both Orange and Riverside Obtained Housing

Applicant
Received Voucher Applicant Did Not Receive Voucher
NUMBER DID NOT RETURNED
HOUSINGAGENCY = EVALUATED APPROVED DENIED = COMPLETE PROCESS = TOWAITINGLIST = OTHER

‘ m 1,491 999 (67%) 47 (3%) 379 (25%) 66 (4%) 0 (0%)

‘m 15,487 2,125 (14%) 602 (4%) 12,201 (79%)T 557 (4%) 2(<1%)

1,532 (72%)—O0btained Housing ‘) k‘ 593 (28%)—Did Not Obtain Housing*

721 (72%)—-O0btained Housing 278 (28%)—Did Not Obtain Housing*

Source: Housing agencies’ application data.

Note: Because Sacramento’s data did not consistently record whether it approved or denied HCV applications, we do not present the data for

Sacramento. Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

* Approved applicants may have obtained housing after the end of calendar year 2024, but that information was outside of the time period of
our review.

t Given the length of time Riverside’s waiting list was open, the high percentage of its applicants who did not complete the process can plausibly be
explained by interested households moving, no longer qualifying, or missing the response deadline, which we discuss in the report.
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Riverside Approvals During the Audit Period

The majority of applicants Riverside evaluated during the audit period did not
complete the process, but over 70 percent of approved applicants obtained housing.
As Figure 9 shows, nearly 8o percent of the more than 15,000 applicants Riverside
selected from its waiting list for evaluation during our audit period did not

complete the evaluation process. Riverside approved 14 percent of the more than
15,000 applicants for a voucher and denied a voucher to only 4 percent of applicants.
Of the 602 applicants denied a voucher, Riverside determined that 94 percent were
over the allowable income limit and 6 percent had criminal activity that made them
ineligible. As Figure 9 shows, of the more than 2,100 applicants Riverside approved
for a voucher, 72 percent obtained housing while 28 percent did not, a ratio equal to
Orange’s applicants. Appendix B presents the demographic information of Riverside’s
approved applicants who obtained housing.

When we presented the results of our analysis to Riverside’s staff, they explained that
most applicants who did not complete the process did not respond to Riverside’s
requests for information. Riverside staft explained that applicants might not have
responded because they no longer needed support or they had found housing through
other means. Additionally, some applicants filled out the initial application but did not
respond to Riverside’s follow-up communications requesting additional documents.
Riverside further noted that it does not evaluate the reasons why approved applicants
do not obtain housing, and it is not required to do so. We reviewed federal HCV
regulations and did not identify any requirements to evaluate or determine the reasons
an applicant does not obtain housing.

Time Frames for Evaluations and Housing Placement

As Table 6 shows, Orange’s evaluation process generally took about twice as long as
Riverside’s. This difference in time could, in part, be the result of Orange approving
most of the applicants it evaluated, while many of the applicants Riverside reviewed
did not complete the process. Therefore, Riverside would have required less time to
review its applicants. The table also shows the time voucher recipients took to obtain
housing. We discuss Sacramento’s data in the next section.

Table 6
From 2022 to 2024, Orange’s HCV Evaluation Process Took More Than Twice as Long as Riverside’s

AVERAGEDAYS | MEDIAN DAYSTO AVERAGE DAYSTO MEDIAN DAYSTO
HOUSING AGENCY ERied37Z\RVY ) 3 EVALUATE* OBTAIN HOUSING OBTAIN HOUSING
Orange 219 185 88 67

Riverside 94 92 160 58

Source: Housing agencies'application data.

Note: Because Sacramento’s data did not consistently record when it approved or denied HCV applications, we do not present the
data for Sacramento.

* This difference in time could, in part, be the result of Orange approving most of the applicants it evaluated, while many of the
applicants Riverside reviewed did not complete the process. Therefore, Riverside would have required less time to review its applicants.
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We did not identify any federal HCV regulations requiring housing agencies to
evaluate applicants within a specified time frame. Federal HCV regulations state that
the initial term of a voucher must be at least 60 calendar days. However, housing
agencies may grant one or more extensions to this initial voucher term in accordance
with their administrative plan policies. Both Orange and Riverside attested that they
provide such extensions.

Sacramento Data

We determined that Sacramento’s data for evaluated applicants during the audit
period were not sufficiently reliable for certain audit purposes and that federal HCV
regulations do not require them to maintain such data in electronic databases.
Audit standards require us to assess the sufficiency and appropriateness of
computer-processed information we use to support our findings and conclusions.
In our review of Sacramento’s waiting list and applicant data for certain applicants,
we identified inconsistencies and discrepancies that made us question the data’s
accuracy and reliability. We identified several hundred applicants who Sacramento
selected for eligibility evaluation but for whom Sacramento did not record the
results of its evaluation in its data. We reviewed several of these applicants with
Sacramento, and they reported that the applicants had actually been denied or were
put on hold. Sacramento explained that staff did not always close out applications
in its electronic data system after it sent them determination letters. As a result, we
determined that Sacramento’s data for evaluated applicants during the audit period
were not sufficiently reliable to calculate the number and rate of HCV applications
Sacramento approved or denied. We reviewed federal HCV regulations and did not
identify any requirements that housing agencies update their electronic data systems
in these instances.

While the data Sacramento provided does not contain certain elements needed to
calculate some of the information that the Audit Committee requested, Sacramento
does maintain more information within individual household case notes or files—of
which there are thousands. To obtain an appropriate sample of these files, we would
have had to extend the audit significantly. As a result, we do not present data for
evaluated applicants at Sacramento.

Additionally, we identified a limitation in Sacramento’s data for approved applicants
who obtained housing. For example, an application in the data was listed as an HCV
waiting list application, and the applicant subsequently received a voucher. The
supporting documentation for this applicant indicated that the applicant received

a special purpose program voucher. Sacramento asserted that it pulled some
applicants off the waiting list and gave them special purpose program vouchers as
HUD required for that program. We therefore determined that Sacramento’s data for
approved HCV applicants who obtained housing were of undetermined reliability.
We present these data for informational purposes only in Appendix C.



CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR
Report 2024-104 | March 2026

The Three Housing Agencies’ Processes for
Administering Special Purpose Voucher Programs
Complied With Key Requirements

Key Points

+ 'The three housing agencies we reviewed complied with key federal regulations to
partner with public child welfare agencies (child welfare agencies) to receive Family
Unification Program (FUP) and Foster Youth to Independence Initiative (FYI) program
referrals. Orange’s applicants received vouchers and obtained housing at higher rates
than those in Riverside, in part due to the assistance external housing navigators
provide to voucher recipients in their search for housing.

+ 'The three housing agencies established processes that complied with HUD’s
Emergency Housing Voucher program (EHV) requirements, including verifying
applicant eligibility and maintaining applicant documentation.

The Three Housing Agencies Administered Foster Youth Voucher Programs in Alignment
With HUD’s Key Requirements

Housing agencies apply to HUD to receive FUP and FYI program vouchers and receive
funding to administer those vouchers. As we describe in the Introduction, FUP and the FYI
program provide rental assistance to families whose inadequate housing causes or risks the
separation of children from their families, and it assists youth who are aging out of foster
care and are at risk of or experiencing homelessness. To receive funding, housing agencies
apply to Notices of Funding Opportunity that HUD issues. Table 7 shows the amount of
FUP and FYI program vouchers available to each of the three housing agencies we reviewed.

Table 7
From 2022 to 2024, the Number of FUP and FYI Program Vouchers at the Housing Agencies Varied

HOUSING AGENCY YEAR FUP VOUCHERS FYIVOUCHERS

Orange 2022 325 0
2023 325 25

2024 325 25

Riverside - 180 100
a3 180 100

o204 180 100

Sacramento 2022 36 0
2023 36 98

2024 36 123

Source: Interviews with housing agencies’staff, Orange’s internal communications, and HUD data.
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HUD requires housing agencies to partner with child welfare agencies to receive
referrals for FUP or FYI program vouchers, and we found the three housing

agencies complied with this HUD requirement. After a housing agency receives a
referral, generally in response to a voucher becoming available, the housing agency

is responsible for determining whether the applicant is eligible for a voucher. When
we reviewed the three housing agencies’ processes for administering FUP and the
FYT program, we found that each had a memorandum of understanding with their
partnered child welfare agency that outlines the responsibilities of both entities. We
also found evidence that the housing agencies are making determinations on whether
applicants met program requirements.

Applicant Evaluations

In addition to examining the administrative processes for these programs, we also
reviewed the housing outcomes for evaluated applicants and voucher recipients

at the three housing agencies during our audit period of 2022 through 2024. As
Table 8 shows, Orange approved 72 percent of FUP applications and 8o percent of
the FYI program applicants it evaluated. Sacramento approved 100 percent of FUP
applicants and 85 percent of FYI program applicants. In contrast, Riverside approved
only 29 percent of FUP applications and 46 percent of the FYI program applications
it evaluated.

Table 8

From 2022 to 2024, Orange and Sacramento Approved Most of the FUP and FYI Program
Applications They Reviewed, but Many of Riverside’s Applicants Did Not Complete the
Application Process

RECEIVED
VOUCHER DID NOT RECEIVE VOUCHER
P e
HOUSING AGENCY PROGRAM EVALUATED APPROVED INELIGIBLE COMPLETE OTHER
Orange 78 (72%) 9 (8%) 1(19%)
FYI 30 24 (80%) 1(3%) 5(17%) NA
Riverside FUP 211 62 (29%) 8 (4%) 114 (54%) 27 (13%)
FYI 284 130 (46%) 19 (7%) 133 (47%) 2 (1%)
Sacramento FUP 6 6 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0(0%)
FYI 138 117 (85%) * * 21 (15%)*

Source: Housing agencies’ application data.
Note: Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.
NA = Not applicable. Certain outcome headings are not applicable across all agencies.

* Sacramento’s data did not contain the reasons that it did not issue a voucher to applicants for this program, but
Sacramento maintains this information in individual case notes or files.
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One reason for the difference in approval rates is that roughly 20 percent of Orange’s
applicants and about half of Riverside’s applicants did not complete the application
process. Orange asserted that despite its streamlined application that only asks for
what HUD requires it to collect, the application process is time-consuming, invasive,
and may be uncomfortable for some applicants. Riverside’s principal development
specialist did not know why applicants do not complete the process. The principal
development specialist explained that when a case worker refers an applicant to
Riverside, it sends the application to both the applicant and the referring case worker
to assist the applicant. However, they also stated that the housing agency lacks the
funding to provide assistance directly. Although Sacramento’s data did not include
the reasons that it did not issue a voucher for FUP and FYI program applicants, the
housing agency does maintain these reasons in individual case notes or files.

We also evaluated the amount of time it took the housing agencies to evaluate
applicants and found that they take months to do so. Because FUP and the FYI
program are special purpose voucher programs under HCYV, there are similarly no
HUD regulations related to the length of time a housing agency may take conducting
its FUP and FYI program application evaluations. Our analysis found that Orange
took a median of around three months to evaluate referred applicants, while Riverside
took a median of around two months to evaluate referred applicants, as Table 9
shows. Orange’s housing manager explained that Orange operates special purpose
voucher programs with extreme flexibility, and as a result its reviews can take time to
complete as applicants experience barriers or hardships while completing the process.
According to Riverside’s principal development specialist, Riverside does not have a
designated caseworker for FUP and the FYI program to facilitate application reviews,
and the length of its evaluation process for a FUP or FYI program applicant depends
on the number of referrals it receives. Because Sacramento’s data did not include the
date that Sacramento denies applicants for FUP and the FYI program, we cannot
compare it to the other housing agencies in regard to evaluation timing.

Table 9
From 2022 to 2024, Riverside’s Evaluation Process for FUP and the FYl Program Was Slightly
Faster Than Orange’s Process

AVERAGE DAYS MEDIAN DAYS
FOR APPROVED FOR APPROVED
AVERAGE DAYSTO | MEDIAN DAYSTO APPLICANTSTO APPLICANTSTO
HOUSING AGENCY H{ec]:{:1] EVALUATE EVALUATE OBTAIN HOUSING | OBTAIN HOUSING
Orange FUP
FYI 96 95 69 66
Riverside FUP 81 71 98 110
FYI 77 66 106 91
Sacramento FUP 97 119 112 121
FYI 78* 45% 125 104

Source: Housing agencies’ application data.

* These figures only relate to approved vouchers because Sacramento’s data did not contain the dates that it denied
applicants for this program, but Sacramento maintains this information in individual case notes or files.
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Applicant Housing Outcomes

Most of Orange’s FUP and FYI program voucher recipients obtained housing,
while Sacramento and Riverside’s voucher recipients had less consistent success
during the audit period, as Table 10 shows. The percentage for Orange’s FUP
voucher recipients obtaining housing is slightly lower than for its FYI program
voucher recipients. Orange’s housing manager explained that FYI program voucher
recipients have access to housing navigators outside of the housing agency who

can assist applicants with finding available rental units, leading to greater success

in obtaining housing. Table 10 shows that about two-thirds of both Sacramento
and Riverside’s FUP voucher recipients obtained housing. More than half of
Sacramento’s FYI program voucher recipients obtained housing while less than
half of Riverside’s FYI program voucher recipients did. Both Orange and Riverside
explained that FUP and FYI program voucher recipients may face numerous barriers
to obtaining housing, such as having challenging credit and rental histories and
lacking sufficient incomes to meet housing application requirements.

Table 10
From 2022 to 2024, Most of the Housing Agencies’ FUP Voucher Recipients Obtained Housing
but Riverside's and Sacramento’s FYl Program Voucher Recipients Had Less Consistent Outcomes

Than Orange's
Orange FUP 78 59 (76%) 19 (24%)
FYI 24 20 (83%) 4(17%)
Riverside FUP 62 41 (66%) 21 (34%)
FYI 130 54 (42%) 76 (58%)
Sacramento FUP 6 4 (67%) 2 (33%)
FYI 117 68 (58%) 49 (42%)

Source: Housing agencies’ application data.

* Approved applicants may have obtained housing after the end of calendar year 2024, but that information was outside of the
time period of our review.

The amount of time necessary for voucher recipients to obtain housing varied by
housing agency and program. Table 9 shows that it took a median of 86 days for
Orange’s FUP voucher recipients and 66 days for its FYI program voucher recipients
to obtain housing. When we asked about this difference, Orange again referenced the
FYI program housing navigators, explaining that they provide a unit selection process
that differs from the typical rental search experience. It noted that this process

saves time and increases success rates for the FYI program population. Riverside
stated that finding an affordable unit takes time, especially when one accounts for

the economic circumstances of the populations the programs serve. It also added
that it offers extensions to any voucher recipient who asks for one and noted that it
lengthened its voucher extensions from 60 days to 180 days in fiscal year 2022—23.
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The Three Housing Agencies Followed Federal Guidelines When Administering EHV

As the Introduction describes, Congress created EHV as part of its response to

the COVID-19 pandemic. In choosing how to award allocations of EHV vouchers,
HUD’s allocations were designed to direct emergency vouchers to housing agencies
operating in areas where EHV-eligible populations had the greatest need, while also
considering housing agency capacity and ensuring geographic diversity, including
rural areas. Table 11 shows the number of EHV vouchers in use at each of the

three agencies we reviewed and the spending associated with those vouchers during
our audit period.

Table 11
Total EHV Vouchers in Use and Spending Varied by Housing Agency

Orange Vouchers 200 443 516
Spending $4,285,000 $9,908,000 $11,998,000

Riverside Vouchers 60 255 303
Spending $977,000 $4,225,000 $5,043,000

Sacramento Vouchers 117 337 443
Spending $2,013,000 $6,101,000 $8,255,000

Source: HUD EHV funding renewal letters.
Note: Spending amounts are rounded to the nearest thousand.

The three housing agencies implemented processes that complied with program
requirements for EHV. For example, HUD requires housing agencies administering
EHYV to verify that applicants meet the program’s eligibility requirements, which
include income level, homelessness status, Social Security number, U.S. citizenship
or eligible immigration status, and date of birth. We assessed the housing agencies’
processes for meeting these requirements by interviewing staff knowledgeable
about EHV, reviewing procedure documentation and comparing EHV application
files against key program requirements for each housing agency we reviewed. For
example, we assessed whether the sample EHYV files contained documentation
substantiating the applicant’s income. Our review of files from each of the three
housing agencies found that the files contained documentation substantiating the
key program requirements we examined. Moreover, the processes the housing
agencies established to issue EHV vouchers are largely similar and comply with
program requirements.
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Applicant Evaluations

As Table 12 shows, Orange approved 92 percent of the EHV applicants it evaluated,
while Riverside and Sacramento both approved 73 percent during our audit period
of 2022 through 2024. However, Orange’s evaluation process took less than half the
time of Riverside’s. As Table 13 indicates, the median length of the evaluation process
was 49 days for Orange and 119 for Riverside. The median length of the evaluation
process for Sacramento was 77 days, however, that value only considers the time it
took Sacramento to evaluate applications it approved. According to Riverside, their
communications with EHV applicants were facilitated by the referring Continuum
of Care (CoC), which led to delays in communication while the referring agency
connected with applicants, ultimately leading to longer evaluation times.

Table 12

From 2022 to 2024, Orange Approved More Than 90 Percent of the EHV Applications It
Evaluated, but Nearly 25 Percent of Riverside’s Applicants Did Not Complete the Process Leading
to a Lower Approval Rate

RECEIVED
VOUCHER DID NOT RECEIVE VOUCHER

NUMBER
HOUSING AGENCY EVALUATED APPROVED DID NOT COMPLETE

Orange 439 (92%) 8 (2%) 31 (6%)
Riverside _ 463 (73%) 28 (4%) 147 (23%)
Sacramento 452 328 (73%) @ *

Source: Housing agencies'application data.

* Sacramento’s data did not contain the reasons that it did not issue a voucher to applicants for this program, but
Sacramento maintains this information in individual case notes or files.

Table 13
From 2022 to 2024, Riverside’s EHV Evaluation Process Was Nearly Three Times as Long as
Orange’s Process

AVERAGE DAYS TO MEDIAN DAYS TO AVERAGE DAYS TO MEDIAN DAYS TO
HOUSING AGENCY EVALUATE EVALUATE OBTAIN HOUSING OBTAIN HOUSING

Orange
Riverside 156 119 90 74
Sacramento 11 7 164 125

Source: Housing agencies’ application data.

* These figures only relate to approved vouchers because Sacramento’s data did not contain the dates that it denied
applicants for this program, but Sacramento maintains this information in individual case notes or files.
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Applicant Housing Outcomes

Table 14 shows that 82 percent of Orange’s EHV voucher recipients obtained
housing, whereas only 54 percent of Riverside’s and 52 percent of Sacramento’s
voucher recipients did so during our audit period. However, Table 13 shows that
Orange’s voucher recipients took nearly twice as long as Riverside’s voucher
recipients to obtain housing and Sacramento’s median time was 15 days shorter than
Orange’s. Orange noted that EHV primarily serves individuals who are experiencing
chronic homelessness and that such individuals generally had the most challenges
to overcome in locating housing. In particular, it noted that some of these voucher
recipients have past evictions and prior criminal activity. It also stated that the
majority of EHV voucher recipients are one-person households and that Orange
County has a lower inventory of one-bedroom units. As a result, Orange noted that
the rental application process for those housing units is more competitive than for
other sizes.

Table 14
From 2022 to 2024, Orange’s EHV Voucher Recipients Were Significantly More Likely Than
Riverside’s and Sacramento’s to Obtain Housing

HOUSING AGENCY [\ i{e)V/3) OBTAINED HOUSING DID NOT OBTAIN HOUSING*

Orange 439 358 (82%) 81 (18%)
Riverside - 252 (54%) 211 (46%)
Sacramento 328 170 (52%) 158 (48%)

Source: Housing agencies’ application data.

* Approved applicants may have obtained housing after the end of calendar year 2024, but that information was outside of
the time period of our review.
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About 2,300 Households in California May Lose
Their Housing When EHV Ends in 2026

Key Points

+ The end of EHV puts households at risk of the return to homelessness or housing
insecurity because there is no more federal funding for their vouchers, unless housing
agencies can transition the EHV households to HCV.

+ Orange and Riverside are currently taking steps to transition their EHV households to
HCV. However, Sacramento lacks the HCV funding necessary to facilitate such a change
for its 417 EHV households.

+ We estimate that 2,300 households in the State are at risk of losing their rental assistance
in 2026 because their housing agencies may not be able to transition them to HCV due to
a lack of funding.

+ Sacramento has not notified households individually about the ending of EHV and is
relying on the 2026 federal budget to resolve the problem since it believes it will receive
additional federal funding for EHV households.

HUD Estimates That It Has Sufficient Funds to Make Rental Assistance Payments for EHV
Households Through Only Part of 2026

HUD projects that EHV funds will run out in 2026, which will bring EHV to an end

earlier than generally anticipated. Under the American Rescue Plan Act of 2021, Congress
appropriated $5 billion in EHV funds to remain available until September 30, 2030. However,
in March 2025, HUD notified housing agencies that the available funding for EHV was
insufficient to cover families through 2026, citing historic increases in rental prices that have
resulted in higher cost per voucher. HUD’s EHV dashboard indicates that more than 14,000
households across California are receiving rental assistance through EHV from 72 housing
agencies, as of December 2025.

To ensure that EHV voucher recipients do not lose access to housing when EHV ends, HUD
created a process that allows housing agencies to request a waiver to add all EHV households
to their HCV waiting lists and to prioritize those recipients for HCV vouchers as they
become available. HCV regulations generally require a household to be on the HCV waiting
list before a housing agency selects it for HCV. As a result, HUD developed a streamlined
process by which housing agencies may apply for a regulatory waiver that, if approved, would
permit housing agencies to place all of their EHV households on their HCV waiting list. This
waiver allows housing agencies to transfer EHV households to HCV without issuing public
notice of opening the waiting list. In June 2025, HUD issued a letter to housing agencies that
encouraged them to transition EHV households to HCV so that the EHV voucher recipients
would not lose assistance and face potential homelessness.
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Orange and Riverside Are Taking Steps Toward Transitioning EHV Voucher Recipients to
HCV, but Sacramento Lacks the Funding Necessary to Do So

The housing agencies we reviewed are either preparing to amend their HCV

waiting list preferences to prioritize EHV households or have already done so. As
Table 15 shows, each of the three housing agencies we reviewed received a HUD
regulatory waiver allowing it to place all EHV households on their HCV waiting list
without requiring an application. The housing agencies could choose to place EHV
households on their waiting lists and, if their selection preferences allow, assign
them a high priority. Orange updated its administrative plan in November of 2025 to
prioritize, subject to funding availability, individuals at risk of losing rental assistance.
Riverside stated that it had not yet updated its administrative plan to prioritize

EHYV families at risk of termination, but it plans to do so. Sacramento updated its
administrative plan in September of 2025 to prioritize EHV households affected by
funding loss.

Table 15
Orange and Riverside Currently Anticipate Transitioning Their EHV Households to HCV, but
Sacramento Does Not Anticipate Having the Necessary Funding

ORANGE RIVERSIDE SACRAMENTO

Number of EHV Households

as of January 2026 475 299 417

Plans to transition EHV Yes; has received Yes; has received Yes; has received

to HCV? HUD waiver.* HUD waiver.* HUD waiver.*

Does the housing agency Yes, Orange explained it Yes, Riverside explained it No; Sacramento was in

project it will be able to plans to gradually transition  is attempting to transfer shortfall in 2025 and explains

provide its EHV households all EHV households to HCV all EHV households to HCV it does not anticipate

with a HCV voucher? through July 2028. prior to December 2026. sufficient HCV vouchers will
be available to transition EHV
households.

Source: Housing agencies’documents, staff interviews, HUD Dashboard, and HUD letters.

* Housing agencies received a HUD waiver allowing them to place current EHV households onto their HCV waiting list
without reopening the waiting list to the general public and waive the requirement for EHV households to submit an
application to be placed on the waiting list.

Placing EHV households on their HCV waiting lists with a high priority will naturally
lead to longer wait times for those already on the lists. As shown previously in

Figure 6, each of the housing agencies we reviewed spent more funding in 2024 than
HUD initially allocated to them. Consequently, because funding is limited, these
housing agencies must wait until an existing HCV household leaves the program
before providing a voucher to a transitioning EHV household, subject to available
funding. Plans to absorb EHV households into HCV will result in households on

the HCV waiting lists facing longer wait times because of the immediate need to
transition EHV households.

Orange and Riverside expect to transition all of their EHV households to HCV by the
time they exhaust their respective EHV funding. Orange is implementing a phased
approach to this transition. Specifically, it laid out a process in September 2025
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to its governing board to transfer 100 EHV households to HCV during 2025 and
gradually transition the remaining households through July 2028. According to
Orange, this phased transition should allow it to fully use the EHV administrative
funds available to it instead of those funds reverting to HUD. Orange intends that
its approach will allow it to resume selection of households from the HCV waiting
list in June 2026, rather than those households waiting until all EHV households
have an HCV voucher. Riverside stated that it also intends to use a phased approach
and that it anticipates being able to transition its EHV households to HCV prior to
December 2026. However, the housing agencies explained that to the extent they do
not receive adequate funding, they may not be able to make these transitions.

Sacramento anticipates having enough funding for EHV only through September
2026 and, thereafter, that it will not be able to transition its EHV households to
HCV. In 2025, Sacramento’s HCV was in shortfall, which is a financial condition
indicating that HUD projected the housing agency would have not have sufficient
funds to support all of its HCV households through the end of the calendar year.
Sacramento’s HCV director explained that the housing agency’s HCV is in shortfall
because of several factors, including federal funding limitations and rising rental
costs. As a result, Sacramento noted that it cannot currently issue vouchers to any
households from its HCV waiting list, and that it does not expect to be able to do

so into the foreseeable future. Consequently, Sacramento does not anticipate that it
will have enough HCV vouchers to accommodate the transition of any of its EHV
households to HCV. We reviewed Sacramento’s plan for addressing its shortfall,
which HUD required it to produce, and found that Sacramento had reasonable plans
to manage the shortfall by pursuing cost-savings measures, such as no longer issuing
new vouchers and using reports to uncover fraud or overpayments. We discuss
Sacramento’s lack of a clear plan for the end of EHV and its communications with
EHV voucher recipients in a later section.

Ensuring That EHV Households Do Not Lose Their Housing May Require State
Intervention

After identifying Sacramento’s challenges transitioning EHV households into HCV,
we reviewed HUD financial reports, which provide information regarding the
projected future financial condition of housing agencies, to identify the extent of this
issue statewide. We found that 12 housing agencies, in addition to Sacramento, may
also be in shortfall by the end of calendar year 2025. To the extent this occurs, the
housing agencies will not be able to issue any HCV vouchers to EHV households. As
of December 2025, these 13 housing agencies were providing EHV rental assistance
to more than 2,300 households. Table 16 shows these housing agencies and the
estimated annual funding they would need to continue serving EHV households.
These households are in regions across the State, such as the city and county of

San Francisco, the city of South Gate, and Kings County. We estimate, based on HUD
data on voucher costs and the number of EHV households, the housing agencies
will need about $52 million annually to maintain the rental assistance payments they
currently provide to EHV households.
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Table 16
Continuing to Provide Assistance to EHV Households at Housing Agencies That Are Potentially in Shortfall
Could Cost an Estimated $52 Million Per Year

AVERAGE PER
#EHV VOUCHERS VOUCHER COST ESTIMATED ANNUAL AMOUNT NEEDED FOR
IN USE AS OF (PER MONTH) AS OF EHV HOUSEHOLDS
HOUSING AGENCY DECEMBER 2025 SEPTEMBER 2025* (VOUCHERS x AVERAGE PER VOUCHER COST x 12 MONTHS)T

Housing Authority of
the City & County of 923 $2,335 $25,862,000
San Francisco

County of Sacramento

Housing Authority 422 1,502 7,606,000
Ezﬂ:.tnygom(:;tﬂfy 254 1,855 5,654,000
El(;;ﬂ?glzrl:;g(l):ty e U 1641 3,761,000
?3321390?322?5'%2?5 134 1,893 3,044,000
Ezt:rr)\lgozitt?\r:)lrslltayus 144 945 1,633,000
22;50.? ?aﬁ‘iihﬁffﬁyicifthe 8 1,407 1,503,000
Eii%i;)i:;IAuthority* 89 947 1,011,000
Hawthorne Housing 38 1,316 600,000
ﬂz:‘;':; Eiutz/hority % L2 399,000
?E; ZI? gotl:thhg:ttg e 2 1399 369,000
m?;:: l::Jtt)llwrity 20 e 222,000
?lct’)llj ZI? ?A:\;:: ryofthe L 877 189,000

Totals 2,369 $51,853,000

Source: HUD.

Note: Due to HUD data access limitations, the vouchers in use are as of December 2025 and the average per voucher costs are as of
September 2025. Additionally, the agencies we present in this table are “potentially” in shortfall because the HUD financial data we relied
on are from March 2025 and conditions may have changed since then for these agencies.

* Voucher costs have been rounded to the nearest dollar.
T Estimates have been rounded to the nearest thousand dollars.
¥ Regional Housing Authority serves Colusa, Nevada, Sutter, and Yuba Counties.
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Other than Sacramento, the 12 housing agencies do not appear to have
communicated the potential end of EHV rental assistance on their websites. Because
HUD guidance emphasizes the importance of communication with stakeholders
and EHV households regarding the risk of termination of rental assistance because
of lack of funding, we reviewed the public-facing websites of these housing agencies,
including both their home pages and EHV- or HCV-specific pages. We determined
that, other than Sacramento, the housing agencies that may be in shortfall did

not include any mention that EHV is ending. Without timely and transparent
communication, affected households may be unprepared for the loss of assistance,
increasing their risk of housing instability and potential homelessness.

Housing agencies could consider using existing partnerships through their CoC to
address the housing needs of EHV households. HUD notes that the CoC program
is designed to promote communitywide commitment to the goal of ending
homelessness by providing funding for efforts by nonprofit providers and state and
local governments. Thus, housing agencies may be able to find housing solutions
for EHV households that do not require federal vouchers by working with their
local CoC.

Another possible option is that California’s Legislature could appropriate funds

to support EHV households directly or expand existing programs that could do

so. Although federal regulation normally does not allow augmentation of HCV
funding from outside sources, it provides an exception to prevent the termination
of assistance to current participants with prior HUD approval. This approach would
provide an avenue through which the Legislature could directly assist affected
households. Alternatively, the Legislature could expand an existing state program,
such as the CalWORKSs Housing Support Program, with the goal of having that
program serve households whose assistance will end.® In the absence of action by
either the housing agencies or Legislature, housing agencies will likely be forced to
terminate rental assistance payments to all or some of these 2,300 households. If that
should occur, it may place the individuals whom EHV has helped at risk of returning
to homelessness.

Sacramento Has Taken Only Limited Steps to Obtain Alternative Funding or Inform Its
EHV Households That They May Soon Lose Their Vouchers

Sacramento stated that it would need about $700,000 a month, or just over

$8 million per year, to continue to provide vouchers to its EHV households, but

it has not requested such funding from its authorizing agencies. According to
Sacramento, local replacement funding is unlikely to materialize given the current
city and county budget situations. However, we are concerned that Sacramento

has not adequately communicated to decision makers the urgency of its situation.
The budget information that Sacramento provided to the city council and board of
supervisors in November 2025 noted that it anticipates having EHV funding available

8 The CalWORKs Housing Support Program assists families in the CalWORKs program who are at risk of or experiencing
homelessness through rental assistance and other supportive services.
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to support the households in question until mid-2026 and that it is working with
national housing organizations and HUD to find a means to continue to support
these families. However, Sacramento did not take the opportunity to inform the
board that affected households could lose their housing, leading to an increase in
the jurisdiction’s homelessness, nor did it request additional funding to provide
alternatives for the households impacted. Sacramento stated that it did not do so
because it was awaiting the passage of the federal budget for the program, in which
it understood additional funding to support EHV households would be included. In
February 2026, Congress appropriated $601 million, including a portion for tenant
protection vouchers. Some of these vouchers may be available to housing agencies
who would need to terminate assistance for their EHV households due to their lack
of funding. However, until HUD issues guidance, it remains unclear how much of
this funding might be available to Sacramento and whether funding will be available
after calendar year 2026.

In addition to notifying decision-makers about problems supporting EHV
households, a 2025 HUD notice regarding the end of EHV emphasized the need for
housing agency communication with EHV households about the ending of funding
for this program, specifically the risk of termination of rental assistance due to

the lack of permanent EHV funding. If housing agencies are unable to transition
households from EHV to HCYV, this lack of communication could increase the risk of
housing instability if households are unable to plan for the transition. Without timely
notice, households may face sudden loss of assistance, which could lead to eviction
or homelessness.

In line with HUD’s guidance, Orange and Riverside stated that they communicated
by mailing a notice to EHV households regarding the end of EHV funding. Riverside
sent a letter to its EHV households informing them that EHV was ending, they would
transition the household to HCV, and there would be no interruption to their rental
assistance. Similarly, Orange sent a letter to its first 100 EHV voucher recipients
notifying them that it would place them on the HCV waiting list under a special
priority, their rent will continue to be paid, and there would be no interruption to
rental assistance. Orange posted a frequently asked questions page on its website

to address additional questions and plans to send letters to its remaining EHV
households about the end of the program as HCV vouchers become available. These
communications may help to ensure that EHV households understand the transition
process and avoid uncertainty about the continuation of their rental assistance.

However, Sacramento has not communicated directly to individual EHV
households about the end of EHV. When we asked it about HUD’s guidance,
Sacramento directed us to a page on its website for EHV. The page contained the
following advisory:

Housing agencies have received notice that, due to the increasing cost of rents
throughout the country, the funds set aside to support this program are not sufficient
to last the 10 years that was initially projected. HUD is looking into options. We don’t
have any further information at this time. Your caseworker will not have any new

or additional information. Please check back here for any updates as we will post
information here as we receive it.
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When we asked Sacramento in early 2026 why it has not communicated with EHV
households directly about the potential end of their rental assistance, it provided

two perspectives. The first is that it stated that there is a legislative proposal that
would include funding in the federal budget that would extend EHV assistance,

and it wants to limit any unnecessary alarm that such communication may cause

to EHV households. Sacramento later also noted that it wants to keep its landlords
supporting the program. However, as we described earlier, it is unclear whether this
legislation will provide lasting assistance to EHV households. The second perspective
is that Sacramento does not anticipate being able to provide solutions or resources

to potentially affected households and therefore notification would not help EHV
households respond to the end of funding for their vouchers. However, a lack of clear
and timely communication with EHV stakeholders could be detrimental, especially
for those households to which Sacramento anticipates being unable to continue
providing rental assistance payments, because they will not necessarily be able to
make alternative housing plans.
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Recommendations

Legislature

To ensure that affected households, other stakeholders, and the public clearly
understand the potential impacts of the end of EHYV, the Legislature should consider
requiring each housing agency in the State that administers EHV to publish

a transition plan that clearly outlines when and how it will transition affected
households to HCV, as well as when it expects to run out of its EHV funding.

To mitigate the risk that households throughout the State may become homeless
after EHV ends, the Legislature could either establish a temporary state program to
provide direct assistance to impacted households or could allocate additional funding
to existing state programs that address housing insecurity, such as the CalWORKs
Housing Support Program, specifically for the purpose of providing assistance to
households affected by the end of EHV.

Orange and Sacramento

If Orange or Sacramento determines that it either will not or may not be able to
transition all of its EHV households to the HCV program, it should immediately
notify impacted EHV households and provide them with the expected date that their
housing assistance will end. It should also immediately notify its stakeholders and
the public.

Riverside

To ensure compliance with federal requirements and to serve as a resource
for applicants who have disabilities, Riverside should immediately designate a
section 504 coordinator.

To ensure that its administration of its HCV waiting list aligns with its administrative
plan and that it does not inappropriately remove households from its waiting list,
Riverside should, by September 2026, update its communications to applicants to
accurately reflect the deadlines it has established regarding how long applicants may
take to respond to communications from the housing agency.

Sacramento

To address its expected inability to promptly transition its EHV households to the
HCV program before the EHV program ends, Sacramento should immediately work
with its authorizing agencies and CoC to identify potential sources of funds that
could provide timely housing assistance to these individuals and families.
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We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards and under the authority vested in the California State
Auditor by Government Code section 8543 et seq. Those standards require that we
plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on the audit objectives. We
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives.

Respectfully submitted,

oy

GRANT PARKS
California State Auditor

March 19, 2026

Staff: Jim Adams, MPP, Audit Principal
Myra Farooqi, Team Leader
Logan Blower, CFE
Eduardo Moncada
Erika Schoenborn
Miriam Son

Data Analytics: R. Wade Fry, MPA
Aren Knighton, MPA
Shauna Pellman, MPPA, CIA

Legal Counsel: Joe Porche, Senior Staff Counsel
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Appendix A
Supplemental Information for the Orange County Housing Authority

The Audit Committee requested us to determine, to the extent possible, the demographics
of each housing agency’s approved and denied HCV applications. In the following tables,
we present the demographics for the heads of households listed on the HCV applications
that Orange evaluated from 2022 to 2024, the outcome of the evaluations, and the
number of voucher recipients who obtained housing from 2022 through 2024.

Table A.1
Orange’s HCV Applications Evaluated for Eligibility From 2022 to 2024

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD RACE
NATIVE
AMERICAN HAWAIIAN
INDIAN OR BLACKOR | OROTHER
ALASKA AFRICAN | PACIFIC
NATIVE AMERICAN | ISLANDER | WHITE | MULTIPLE
HCV Applications 28 595 135 19 702 12 1,491
Evaluated
Eligible 16 423 72 7 471 10 999
Ineligible 12 172 63 12 231 2 492
Did not complete 12 138 33 7 188 1 379
process
Ineligible for 0 13 6 1 2% 1 47
voucher
Returned to 0 21 2 4 17 0 66
waiting list

Source: Orange’s applicant data.
Note: Race groups may include applicants who identified as Hispanic or Latino.

Table A.2
Orange’s HCV Applications Evaluated for Eligibility From 2022 to 2024

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD ETHNICITY

HISPANICORLATINO NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO

HCV Applications

Evaluated 292 1,199 1,491
Eligible 173 826 999
Ineligible 119 373 492
Did not complete 95 284 379
process
Ineligible for 13 34 .
voucher
Returned to 1 55 66
waiting list

Source: Orange’s applicant data.
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TableA.3
Orange’s HCV Applications Evaluated for Eligibility From 2022 to 2024

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD AGE RANGE

30 OR YOUNGER 31 THROUGH 61 62 THROUGH 84 85 OROLDER TOTAL

HCV Appl|cat|ons

Evaluated 733 684 45 1,491
Eligible 14 441 513 31 999
Ineligible 15 292 171 14 492
Did not complete 12 216 137 14 379
process
Ineligible for ) 34 1 0 47
voucher
Returned to 1 £ 2”3 0 66

waiting list

Source: Orange’s applicant data.

Table A.4

Orange’s HCV Applications Evaluated for Eligibility From 2022 to 2024

HCV Applications

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

BN o | o | rweerorou | mveoRmore

Evaluated 932 300 193 66 1,491
Eligible 488 278 171 62 999
Ineligible 444 22 22 4 492
Did not complete 348 13 15 3 379
process
Ineligible for 3 7 7 1 47
voucher
Returned to 64 ) 0 0 66

waiting list

Source: Orange’s applicant data.



Table A.5
Orange’s HCV Voucher Recipients Who Obtained Housing From 2022 to 2024

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD RACE
NATIVE
AMERICAN HAWAIIAN
INDIAN OR BLACKOR | OROTHER
ALASKA AFRICAN PACIFIC
NATIVE AMERICAN | ISLANDER WHITE
HCV Recipients 16 423 471
Did Not Obtain 4 105 21 4 140
Housing
Obtained 12 318 51 3 331
Housing

Source: Orange’s applicant data.
Note: Race groups may include recipients who identified as Hispanic or Latino.

Table A.6
Orange’s HCV Voucher Recipients Who Obtained Housing From 2022 to 2024

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD ETHNICITY

HISPANICOR LATINO NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO TOTAL

HCV Recipients 173 826 999

Did N.ot Obtain 62 216 278
Housing
Obtained 1 610 721
Housing

Source: Orange’s applicant data.

Table A.7
Orange’s HCV Voucher Recipients Who Obtained Housing From 2022 to 2024

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD AGE RANGE

HCV Recipients 513
Did Nhot Obtain 6 139 122 1
Housing
Obtained 8 302 391 20
Housing

Source: Orange’s applicant data.
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MULTIPLE TOTAL

10 999
4 278
6 721

30 ORYOUNGER 31 THROUGH 61 62 THROUGH 84 85 OROLDER TOTAL
14 441 31 999

278

721
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TableA.8
Orange’s HCV Voucher Recipients Who Obtained Housing From 2022 to 2024

HOUSEHOLD SIZE
o T o] Tneetorous | ruronwont | Toms |
HCV Recipients 488 278 171 62 999
Did Not Obtain 141 70 46 21 278
Housing
Obtained 347 208 125 41 721
Housing

Source: Orange’s applicant data.
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Appendix B
Supplemental Information for the Housing Authority of the County of Riverside
In the following tables, we present the demographics for the heads of households

listed on the HCV applications that Riverside approved and who also obtained
housing from 2022 through 2024.

Table B.1
Riverside’s HCV Voucher Recipients Who Obtained Housing From 2022 to 2024

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD RACE
NATIVE
AMERICAN HAWAIIAN
INDIAN OR BLACKOR | OROTHER
ALASKA AFRICAN PACIFIC
NATIVE AMERICAN | ISLANDER WHITE MULTIPLE TOTAL
HCV 39 82 364 33 919 23 72 1,532

Source: Riverside’s applicant data.
Note: Race groups may include recipients who identified as Hispanic or Latino.

Table B.2
Riverside’s HCV Voucher Recipients Who Obtained Housing From 2022 to 2024

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD ETHNICITY

HISPANICOR LATINO NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO m TOTAL
491 969 72

1,532

HCV

Source: Riverside's applicant data.

Table B.3
Riverside’s HCV Voucher Recipients Who Obtained Housing From 2022 to 2024

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD AGE RANGE

30 OR YOUNGER | 31 THROUGH 49 | 50THROUGH 61 | 62THROUGH69 | 700ROLDER | unkNown [ ToTAL
83 230 84 109 954 7

HCV 2 1,532

Source: Riverside’s applicant data.
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Table B.4
Riverside’s HCV Voucher Recipients Who Obtained Housing From 2022 to 2024

HOUSEHOLD SIZE
o | o maceroroun | veonuone |_vwom | rom |
HCV 921 302 177 60 72 1,532

Source: Riverside’s applicant data.
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Appendix C
Supplemental Information for the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
In the following tables, we present the demographics for the heads of households

listed on the HCV applications that Sacramento approved and who also obtained
housing from 2022 through 2024.

Table C.1
Sacramento’s HCV Voucher Recipients Who Obtained Housing From 2022 to 2024

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD RACE
NATIVE
AMERICAN HAWAIIAN
INDIAN OR BLACKOR | OROTHER
ALASKA AFRICAN PACIFIC
NATIVE AMERICAN | ISLANDER WHITE MULTIPLE TOTAL
HCV 3 19 115 5 46 34 21 243

Source: Sacramento’s applicant data.
Note: Race groups may include recipients who identified as Hispanic or Latino.

Table C.2
Sacramento’s HCV Voucher Recipients Who Obtained Housing From 2022 to 2024

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD ETHNICITY

HISPANICOR LATINO NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO m TOTAL
50 168 25 243

HCV

Source: Sacramento’s applicant data.

Table C.3
Sacramento’s HCV Voucher Recipients Who Obtained Housing From 2022 to 2024

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD AGE RANGE

300RYOUNGER | 31 THROUGH61 | 62 THROUGHS84 | TOTAL
93 130 20 243

HCV

Source: Sacramento’s applicant data.
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Table C.4
Sacramento’s HCV Voucher Recipients Who Obtained Housing From 2022 to 2024

HOUSEHOLD SIZE

THREE TO FOUR FIVE OR MORE TOTAL
73 51 75 44 243

HCV

Source: Sacramento’s applicant data.
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The Audit Committee directed the California State Auditor to conduct an audit of
Orange to analyze its implementation of HCV, EHV, and programs for foster youth
or former foster youth. The Audit Committee further directed our office to compare
Orange’s administration of these programs to two other counties. We selected
Riverside and Sacramento. Table D lists the objectives that the Audit Committee
approved and the methods we used to address them. Unless otherwise stated in the
table or elsewhere in the report, statements and conclusions about items selected for
review should not be projected to the population.

Table D
Audit Objectives and the Methods Used to Address Them

AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

1

Review and evaluate the laws, rules,
and regulations significant to the
audit objectives.

Review HCV applications processed by
Orange and the housing agencies for
two comparable counties during the past
three years and determine the following:

a. The number of HCV vouchers HUD
issued to Orange and the other
housing agencies.

b. The number and rate of applications
Orange and the other two housing
agencies approved and denied and
the time it took each housing agency
to make the determination and secure
housing for the approved applicants.
To the extent possible, determine
the demographic breakdown of each
housing agency’s approved and denied
applications and the reasons for the
denied applications.

Reviewed relevant laws, rules, and regulations significant to the audit objectives.

Reviewed HUD documentation to determine the number of HCV vouchers and the amount
of HCV funding HUD awarded to the three housing agencies during our audit period of
2022 through 2024. Reviewed HUD documentation to determine the number of vouchers
used and funding spent by the three housing agencies.

Obtained application data from Orange, Riverside, and Sacramento.

Calculated the amount of time it took for the housing agencies to evaluate applications and
for the approved applicants to obtain housing.

Determined the demographic attributes of application heads of households for approved
and denied applications and the reasons that applicants did not receive vouchers.

Reviewed Orange documentation and Riverside data systems to determine the reasons for
denied applications.

Riverside did not provide data related to the demographic breakdown of all evaluated
applicants, so we do not present this information. Instead, we present the demographic
breakdown of approved applicants who found housing through HCV.

Sacramento’s data did not consistently include when Sacramento approved or denied HCV
applications. As a result, we are not able to present the number and rate of applications that
it approved and denied, the time it took for Sacramento to make this determination, and the
reasons Sacramento denied applications. Instead, we present the demographic breakdown
of approved applicants who found housing through HCV.

continued on next page. ..
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administration procedures by evaluating
the following:

a. The extent to which Orange’s policies
and procedures for administering
its waiting list comply with HUD
fair housing requirements and are
comparable to those of the other two
housing agencies.

b. Orange’s September 2023 notice about
briefly re-opening the waiting list,
the notice’s compliance with relevant
waiting list requirements, and whether
Orange specifically informed potential
applicants and organizations that assist
those in need of such housing.

c. The size of Orange’s waiting list and the
reasons that the list had been closed for
more than a decade. Compare the size
of Orange’s waiting list and the length
of time it was closed to that of the other
two housing agencies.

Review Orange’s EHV and application
process and, to the extent possible,
determine the time it takes Orange to
review applications and find secure
housing for approved applicants.
Compare Orange’s EHV to the application
processes and timelines of the other

two housing agencies.

Determine whether Orange has a
process for housing foster youth or
former foster youth and identify the time
required to find secure housing for them.
Compare Orange’s foster youth housing
processes and timelines to the other

two housing agencies.

AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

3 Review and assess Orange’s waiting list

Reviewed state law, federal regulations, and HUD guidance to identify fair housing
requirements. Reviewed the three housing agencies’ administrative plan policies and
procedures. Interviewed staff and reviewed documentation to determine if housing
agencies’ policies and procedures comply with fair housing requirements.

Interviewed staff and reviewed documentation to determine if the three housing agencies
followed their administrative plan policies and procedures for their HCV waiting list.

Interviewed staff and reviewed internal controls for HCV at the three housing agencies.

Identified requirements and best practices for public notices from federal regulations,
federal guidance, HUD guidance, and state law. Identified standards for public notices from
administrative plans. Reviewed documentation and interviewed staff to determine if the
housing agencies’ public notice outreach and content complied with requirements, best
practices, and standards. Interviewed staff and reviewed documentation to determine
whether housing agencies specifically informed potential applicants and organizations that
assist those in need of such housing.

Interviewed staff and reviewed available documentation regarding the housing agencies’
reasons for opening and closing their waiting lists. Compared reasons against federal
guidance.

Obtained waiting list data from Orange, Riverside, and Sacramento. Determined the number
of applicants on the three housing agencies’ waiting lists.

Interviewed staff, reviewed documentation, and reviewed internal controls over EHV at
Orange, Riverside, and Sacramento.

Compared Orange’s EHV to EHV at Riverside and Sacramento.
Obtained EHV application data from Orange, Riverside, and Sacramento.

Calculated statistics on the amount of time it took for the housing agencies to evaluate
applications and for the approved applicants to obtain housing.

Reviewed HUD documentation to determine the number of EHV vouchers and amount of
funding HUD awarded to the three housing agencies during the audit period. Reviewed
HUD documentation to determine the number of vouchers used and funding spent by the
three housing agencies.

Sacramento’s data did not consistently include the date or reason that Sacramento
did not issue a voucher for EHV. As a result, we are not able to present the time it took
for Sacramento to make all its determinations and the reasons Sacramento denied
EHV applications.

Interviewed staff, reviewed documentation, and reviewed internal controls over FUP and
the FYI program at Orange, Riverside, and Sacramento.

Compared Orange’s FUP and FYI program to FUP and the FYI program at Riverside
and Sacramento.

Obtained FUP and FYI program application data from Orange, Riverside, and Sacramento.

Calculated statistics on the amount of time it took for the housing agencies to evaluate
applications and for the approved applicants to obtain housing.

Interviewed staff and reviewed HUD'’s website and available documentation to identify the
number of FUP and FYI program vouchers awarded to the three housing agencies during
the audit period.

Sacramento’s data did not include the date or reason that Sacramento did not issue a
voucher for the FYI program. As a result, we are not able to present the time it took for
Sacramento to make all of its determinations and the reasons Sacramento denied FYI
program applications.
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AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

6 Review and assess any other issues that « Using publicly available HUD data, estimated the amount of funding the three housing
are significant to the audit. agencies would need to issue vouchers to all the applicants on their waiting lists.

- Interviewed staff and reviewed documents regarding the end of EHV funding and plans to
transition EHV households to HCV at Orange, Riverside, and Sacramento.

- Using publicly available HUD data, identified housing agencies in California that may be
in shortfall and the number of EHV households they serve, and estimated the amount of
funding needed to continue serving those households.

Source: Audit workpapers.

Assessment of Data Reliability

The U.S. Government Accountability Office, whose standards we are statutorily
obligated to follow, requires us to assess the sufficiency and appropriateness of
computer-processed information we use to support our findings, conclusions, or
recommendations. In performing this audit, we relied on electronic data files from
Orange, Riverside, and Sacramento. To evaluate these data, we reviewed information
about the data, interviewed staff knowledgeable about the data, performed dataset
verification, conducted electronic testing of key data elements, reviewed selected
system controls, and conducted accuracy testing. As a result of our work, we found
Orange’s and Riverside’s data to be of undetermined reliability for the purposes of
calculating statistics related to applications and outcomes. Further, as we discuss

in the report, we found Sacramento’s data for evaluated applicants for HCV was
not sufficiently reliable, while we found its data for approved applicants who
obtained housing for HCV and for statistics related to applications and outcomes
for EHV, FUD, and the FYI program to be of undetermined reliability. Although we
recognize that data limitations may affect the precision of the numbers we present,
there is sufficient evidence in total to support our audit findings, conclusions,

and recommendations.
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Docusign Envelope ID: FFCBA136-BFB1-4E9C-946C-DD404A9209F 1

@CCommunity Resources

February 26, 2026

Grant Parks

California State Auditor

621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1200
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Responses to Audit Report: Orange County — Housing Choice
Voucher Program

Dear Mr. Parks,

The Orange County Housing Authority (OCHA) appreciates the opportunity
to respond to the California State Auditor’s recent review of OCHA's
administration of the Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program, Family
Unification Program (FUP), Foster Youth to Independence (FYI) program,
and Emergency Housing Voucher (EHV) program. We value the
collaborative nature of this review and the opportunity to further strengthen
OCHA'’s service to Orange County residents.

OCHA is encouraged that the audit affirms our compliance with key federal
requirements across all program areas, including HCV waiting list
administration, FUP and FYI processes, and EHV implementation. We
also acknowledge the recommendations provided and welcome the
opportunity to improve our administrative practices.

Attached is OCHA'’s detailed response to each audit recommendation,
including actions taken and commitments for ongoing improvement.

Sincerely,

DocuSigned by:
Jubia Bidwell

A7F5445AF8C34A1...
Julia wivuvveolil

Executive Director
Orange County Housing Authority
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Orange County
Housing
Authority

1501 E. ST. ANDREW PLACE,
FIRST FLOOR
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Attachment A: Orange County Housing Authority (OCHA) Response to Audit
Findings and Recommendations

Audit Result: OCHA’s compliance with fair housing requirements was sufficient,
but OCHA could improve compliance in certain areas.

Audit Reference: OCHA did not provide adequate information to applicants regarding
state/local equal opportunity laws or the housing discrimination complaint form.

OCHA Response:

OCHA appreciates the audit’s recognition that our policies and procedures generally complied
with federal fair housing requirements. We also acknowledge the recommendation regarding
dissemination of state and local equal opportunity materials.

To address this finding, OCHA initiated the purchase of a subscription service on August 19,
2025, that provides ongoing, up-to-date, fair housing compliance support. This service
includes:

e Continuously updated state and local fair housing obligations
e Documentation templates and complaint forms

e Training modules appropriate for applicants and participants
e Updates pushed when regulations change

OCHA will incorporate these materials into our existing applicant briefings and digital resources
to ensure we remain fully compliant in real time with all federal, state, and local fair housing
requirements. This will ensure ongoing and future compliance without delay when laws or
regulations change.

Audit Result: OCHA must identify any EHV households at risk if the EHV program
ends and notify households and stakeholders.

Recommendation: If OCHA determines that it may not be able to transition all EHV households
to HCV assistance, it must immediately notify:

1. Impacted households of the expected end date of assistance
2. Stakeholders and the public of potential changes

Audit Reference: HUD projected EHV funds will be exhausted in 2026, requiring transition
planning and communication. Auditors recommended immediate notification if OCHA cannot
transition all EHV households to the HCV program.

OCHA Response:

OCHA has already taken significant and extensive actions to prepare for the EHV program
sunset, including updating our Administrative Plan, implementing a phased transition strategy
through 2028, and communicating early with the first cohort of EHV recipients. OCHA fully

1|Page
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Attachment A: Orange County Housing Authority (OCHA) Response to Audit
Findings and Recommendations

understands the importance of clear and timely communication to mitigate risk of housing
instability.

To address the audit recommendation, OCHA agrees to immediately notify all impacted EHV
participants, community partners, and public stakeholders if OCHA experiences any significant
change in our ability or plan to transition EHV households to HCV assistance. This includes:

e Written notices to EHV households

e Public updates through OCHA's website and community partners

e Direct communication with local governments, service providers, and housing advocacy
organizations

This commitment ensures transparency and supports proactive planning for affected
households.

CONCLUSION

OCHA appreciates the audit’s findings and recognizes the value of continued improvement in
our programs and services. We remain committed to:

e Ensuring fair housing compliance at all times through new subscription tools and
updated applicant materials

e Protecting EHV households through clear communication and a robust transition plan

e Strengthening administrative practices while serving Orange County residents with
integrity, accountability, and compassion

2|Page
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Main Office
5555 Arlington Avenue
Riverside, CA 92504-2506
(951) 351-0700

FAX (951)354-6324
 TDD (951) 351-9844

2N HOUSING AUTHORITY

February 27, 2026 Indio Office
44-199 Monroe, Ste. B
Indio, CA 92201
(760) 863-2828

Grant Parks (760) 863-2838 FAX
California State Auditor TDD (760) 863-2830

621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1200 ? ;
Sacramento, CA 95814 Website:harivco.org

Re: Responses to Audit Report 2024-104 — Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program
Dear Mr. Parks:

On behalf of the Housing Authority of the County of Riverside (HACR), I would like to express our
sincere appreciation to you and your team for the time, dedication, and professionalism you
demonstrated while working with us throughout the audit process.

We appreciate the acknowledgement that the allocated funding received from the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) is not sufficient to address all the registrants on our waiting
list and with the combination of the rising cost of rents has contributed to longer wait times for
assistance. Despite these barriers, your audit showed that of those selected and determined eligible for
assistance, 72% were able to secure housing.

To address the two (2) audit findings the HACR will:

1. Designate one of our program managers to serve as the Section 504 Coordinator to ensure
compliance with the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, prohibiting disability discrimination in
federally assisted housing and effective communication with individuals with disabilities.

2. The program manager for the Intake Team has reviewed and updated our procedures to improve
the processing of HCV waiting list applicants that includes the following:

a. Designated an intake clerical staff member to log in all applications received and assign
the applications to intake housing specialists to review and determine eligibility.

b. The close out of the selections made from the waiting lists will not occur until all
applications received as been logged in and assigned to a housing specialist.

Once again, thank you for the support during this audit process.

m
Heidi Marshall
Executive Director
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CHANGING LIVES

February 27, 2026

Grant Parks”

California State Auditor

621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1200
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Response to Draft Audit Report 2024-104 Orange County — Section 8 Program
Dear Grant Parks,

First, I want to thank you for your efforts responding to the Joint Legislative Audit Committee’s
request. Your team spent an incredible amount of time with us here at Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) to learn and understand the federal statutes and regulations and the
local policies that provide structure to the housing programs you audited. [ appreciate that these
federal programs exist outside the purview of the State and so there was a steep learning curve for
the team as they reviewed the complex programs.

Second, as requested, I am responding to a few points made in the draft report with the hope that the
final document published presents the conclusions in greater context. Please note that, while most of
the report was redacted, we did our best to offer further clarity to your comments.

For example:

1) The title: HOUSING CHOICE VOUCHER PROGRAM: Household Face Long Wait
Times for Vouchers and Potential Housing Loss When an Emergency Housing Program
Ends. I would hope that the title reflects more of the scope of the requested audit. The
assignment, as stated on page 2 of the draft document and on the State Auditor’s web site, was to

® 0O

review and compare Orange County Housing Authority’s HCV administrative processes with
two other agencies, and a review of three organization’s implementation of programs housing
previous foster youth and the Emergency Housing Voucher (EHV) program. The title does not
reflect this assignment. For clarity and alignment with the approved audit objectives, we
respectfully request that the title be revised to more accurately represent the full scope of the
audit.

*  (California State Auditor’s comments begin on page 71.



68

®®

CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR
March 2026 | Report 2024-104

2)

3)

99 CCs

There was language describing Sacramento’s data collection as “insufficient,” “incomplete and
outdated”, “made us question the data’s accuracy and reliability,” (page 4, 29) and
“undetermined reliability” (page 30). The report did include a sentence (page 5) *“. . . .we note
that there is no federal requirement for housing agencies to collect these data.”

The auditors are holding Sacramento to a standard that is not reasonable given the work and the
federal requirements of the program. Sacramento is fully compliant with federal regulations,
even though the data that the state is requesting is outside the normal practices. By
characterizing the absence of non-required data as “insufficient” or “incomplete,” the report
effectively applies a retrospective or elevated standard that was never communicated as a
requirement and is not grounded in governing federal program rules. This framing risks creating
the inaccurate impression that Sacramento failed to meet established compliance obligations,
when in fact it has met all applicable federal requirements.

If the State believes additional data collection would be beneficial for future oversight purposes,
that recommendation should be clearly presented as a prospective policy enhancement rather
than a deficiency in program administration. We respectfully request that the report’s language
be revised to clarify that Sacramento’s data practices are compliant with federal requirements
and that any identified gaps relate only to data elements not required under current federal law or
regulation.

The auditors reported that they are “concerned that Sacramento has not adequately
communicated to decision makers the urgency of its situation.” (page 42). This is an opinion.
SHRA did notify the governing bodies (the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment
Commission, the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors and the Sacramento City Council) of
the ending of funding for the Emergency Housing Voucher program and on January 15, 2026,
and I provided power points from these public meetings where this was discussed. Specifically,
EHV was discussed with the County of Supervisors in a public meeting on November 4, 2025m
and at the City Council meetings on April 8, 2025, and November 18, 2025.

In addition, the previous Executive Director met regularly with each of the Board and Council
members and consistently provided updates regarding the status and projected future of the EHV
program.

We also submitted documentation demonstrating that discussions occurred with senior leadership
at both the City and the County concerning the funding challenges for the program. These
discussions included projected timelines for when funding constraints could require the program
to wind down, the estimated annual funding needed to sustain the program, and the number of
families being assisted.

While the auditors concluded that the communication did not convey the gravity of the situation
in the manner they would have preferred, I respectfully disagree. The record reflects that
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substantive, ongoing, and direct communication occurred with appropriate governing and
executive stakeholders regarding the program’s financial outlook and associated risks.

The auditors felt that Sacramento should have sent notifications to each EHV family about the ®
ending of the EHV funding and cite a 2025 Notice. Section 3 of PIH Notice 2025-19 discusses
transitioning EHV families to the HCV program. It states:

HUD strongly encourages PHAs to transition EHV families to the HCV program so that
EHYV families do not lose assistance and potentially face homelessness. PHAs that
choose this option should provide clear information to EHV families about the process
for applying to the HCV waiting list under an EHV preference, the status of EHV
funding, and why the PHA is adopting an EHV preference. PHA communication to EHV
families should also clearly explain that choosing to apply and be transitioned to the

HCYV program is optional for the family. Further, communication to families should
explain the potential consequences of remaining on EHV assistance, including the risk of
termination of assistance due to lack of permanent EHV funding.

It has been stated that there are about 700 Housing Authorities in the country (out of more than
3,000) that are in shortfall at this time, which means that there is not sufficient funding to support
the families currently receiving rental assistance. Sacramento’s HCV program is one of these
jurisdictions in shortfall and HUD has directed us not to issue any new HCV program vouchers
and to take other cost-saving measures to protect the current funding. Sacramento does not have
the ability to transition EHV families into the HCV program.

Additionally, Sacramento has applied and been approved for a waiver that will allow all EHV
families to be added to the top of the HCV wait list. Again, this is not a benefit until there is
funding to make vouchers available.

There continues to be discussions at the national level about future funding for the remaining ®
EHV families. This has been widely discussed during the FY2026 federal budget process. In

fact, there was additional funding allocated for tenant protection vouchers which are used to

support families whose rental assistance is ending. It is widely anticipated that these vouchers,

or the funding for these vouchers, will be used to support families whose EHV funding is ending.
Sacramento is very involved with the national discussions with HUD, directly and through such
national organizations as the National Association of Housing and Redevelopment Officials

(NAHRO) and the Council of Large Public Housing Authorities (CLPHA). The future is too

uncertain at this point, to be able to give a clear message to the participating families and

recommend any action steps they can take.

During the meetings with the auditors, it was explained that when the cost and benefits were ®
weighed about sending notices to all the families that they may lose their housing assistance at

some point in the future without providing any options to them about how they can continue to

remain housed, does not seem appropriate at this time and could result in unintended adverse
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consequences. This national situation has received wide public attention in the news media and
we have responded by putting information on the EHV page of our website: www.shra.org/EHV.
This page was fully populated with information and tools for families when we first initiated the
EHYV program and families knew to check here for updates. We will continue updating the
information here concerning the EHV program as information becomes available. As we have
more certain information to share with the families, or specific action they can take to remain
housed, we will share that information.

Additionally, we have communicated the uncertain future for this program to the landlords who
are housing EHV program participants in the semi-annual landlord workshops. We have utilized
this venue to keep them informed as to the information we have but have responded to their
questions and concerns by advising them not to terminate the leases for program participants at
this point—wait until we have clear information about future funding. The HCV program
depends on the support and participation of the landlord community. We could not provide
rental assistance if landlords refused to participate. Again, we are weighing the cost and benefits
of our actions.

In my 30+ years of work with Housing Authorities, I have never seen HUD terminate rental
assistance for families due to a lack of funding. Based on that experience, as well as ongoing
communication with national housing partners, I do not anticipate such action occurring within
the EHV program. Accordingly, I am exercising careful judgment in how we communicate with
landlords and program participants regarding this program to ensure messaging is responsible,
measured, and informed by both experience and communication with others at the national level.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

MaryLiz Faulson

MaryLiz Pallson (Feb 27, 2026 14:05:30 PST)

MaryLiz Paulson
HCYV Director
SHRA
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Comments

CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR’S COMMENTS ON THE RESPONSE FROM
THE SACRAMENTO HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

To provide clarity and perspective, we are commenting on the response to our audit
report from Sacramento. The numbers below correspond with the numbers we have
placed in the margin of Sacramento’s response.

Sacramento misunderstands the purpose of our report title. Specifically, the title is @
intended to succinctly convey our report’s key conclusions—not our conclusions
related to every objective in the audit’s scope.

We provided a redacted copy of the draft report to Sacramento for review; therefore, ~ @
the page numbers and wording that Sacramento cites in its response do not align
with this final report.

Sacramento misconstrues our conclusion regarding the quality of its data. The ®
Audit Committee directed us to identify specific metrics, such as HCV application
approval rates, for the three housing agencies we reviewed. To do so, we assessed
Sacramento’s HCV data for its sufficiency and appropriateness as required by the

U.S. Government Accountability Office, whose standards we are statutorily obligated

to follow. As noted on page 30, we found that Sacramento’s HCV data were not

sufficiently reliable for this purpose. However, as we describe on page 26 and depict

in Table 5 on page 27, there is no federal requirement for housing agencies to

calculate and report certain metrics, and therefore we made no recommendation

that Sacramento modify its data practices for our audit.

Although we acknowledge that Sacramento has communicated some information ®
regarding EHV to its authorizing agencies, we remain concerned that it is not
adequately communicating the urgency of its situation. For example, in its

response, Sacramento states that EHV was discussed with the County Board of
Supervisors in a public meeting in November 2025; however, as we describe on
pages 43 and 44, the information it provided in that meeting indicated that it

would have EHV funding available to support the EHV households until mid-2026.
We explain that Sacramento did not use this opportunity to inform the board of
supervisors that affected households could lose their housing, leading to an increase
in the jurisdiction’s homelessness, nor did it request additional funding to provide
alternatives for the households impacted. Thus, we stand by our recommendation
on page 47 that it immediately work with its authorizing agencies to identify
potential sources of funds that could provide timely housing assistance to these
individuals and families.

We do not believe that Sacramento’s response sufficiently acknowledges the ®
importance of communicating directly with EHV households about the potential

end of their rental assistance. Sacramento indicates in its response that the

information it provides on its website regarding the end of EHV is sufficient.

However, this approach does not align with HUD’s guidance that, as we describe on

page 44, recommends the housing agency’s communications with EHV households
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highlight the risk of the termination of assistance due to the lack of permanent EHV
funding. It also contrasts with the actions taken by Orange and Riverside, both of
which mailed notices to EHV households related to the end of EHV. We therefore
stand by our recommendation on page 47 that Sacramento immediately notify its
EHYV households. Moreover, we disagree with Sacramento’s assertion in its response
that the uncertainty of federal funding justifies its limited communication with EHV
households. It is precisely for these reasons that Sacramento should communicate
directly with EHV households.
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