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HAC EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 11, 2017 

HAC OFFICE 
 
Members present: G. Anders, A. Bias, P. Carey, J. Casper, M. Ginn (by phone), A. Lopez, M. 

Loza, T. Martin Kekahbah, M.L. Mercado, P. Nichol, A. Saavedra, I. 
Sikelianos, P. Wright (by phone) 

 
Members absent: S. Hawkins 
 
Guests: I. Jacobs, L. West-Hoff  
 
Staff present:  J. Diaz, L. George, K. Klusmann, D. Lipsetz, J. Mosley, T. Russell, L. 

Strauss, S. Sugg, L. Sutton   
 
Counsel:  R. Graham 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
A quorum being present, HAC President P. Carey called the meeting to order at 9:02 a.m.  
 
AGENDA 
 
J. Casper moved and P. Nichol seconded approval of the agenda as proposed. The motion carried unanimously. 
 
MINUTES 
 
A. Lopez moved and A. Bias seconded adoption of the minutes from the Executive Committee meeting of August 6, 
2016 as drafted. The motion carried unanimously. 
 
PRESIDENT’S STATEMENT 
 
P. Carey commented that M. Loza’s retirement marked an interesting moment in the life of an 
important organization. HAC is respected both in rural America and in Washington, DC, and that 
speaks very well of the organization’s leadership. Now was a time of a significant level of emotion 
and sadness, and at the same time enthusiasm and excitement about proving that HAC has the 
wherewithal to maintain its prominence. There were a number of interested and engaged 
perspectives on the process: the staff, the board – the Executive Committee and the Search and 
Transition Committee need to ensure the entire board remained engaged – HAC’s partner 
organizations, communities in the field, and M. Loza himself.  
 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
Attendance: M. Loza reported that S. Hawkins could not attend the meeting because she was ill. He 
introduced R. Graham, who was representing HAC’s counsel Reno and Cavanaugh. D. Lipsetz, 
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recently the Associate Administrator of USDA’s Rural Housing Service and a good friend of HAC, 
joined HAC as a senior fellow for an undetermined amount of time and was also at the meeting.  
 
Trump Administration appointments: President Trump appointed Sonny Perdue, the former 
governor of Georgia, as Secretary of Agriculture. M. Loza understood he was well regarded in the 
agriculture industry. Hilda Legg, Administrator of the Rural Utilities Service under President George 
W. Bush, had been mentioned as a candidate for Under Secretary of Rural Development. Larry 
Anderson, who was retired from RHS and worked with private developers, is a candidate for Rural 
Housing Service Administrator.  
 
Dr. Ben Carson was named Secretary of HUD. Appointees for Assistant Secretary positions would 
be important as well. Rick Lazio, a former Congressman from New York, was mentioned as a 
possible Deputy Secretary. 
 
Appropriations: It seemed likely that a continuing resolution would be adopted for the remainder 
of FY17. The Administration and Congress planned to cut domestic appropriations and increase 
military spending for FY18. Congress needed to come to some resolution on the Affordable Care 
Act before it could move on to other issues.  
 
Congress was also interested in tax reform, including cuts in both corporate and individual taxes. 
Some congressional leaders contended that tax cuts should be revenue neutral, while others believed 
cuts would boost the economy and generate revenue. The Low Income Housing Tax Credit 
(LIHTC) could be affected, both directly and indirectly, by tax changes. If tax rates fell, tax credits 
would be less attractive to investors. Advocates were working to ensure the LIHTC would survive.  
 
Considerable attention was being given to the importance of rural America in determining the 2016 
election result. Rural advocates would search for a way to bring attention and resources to rural 
areas which, as HAC has said for years, are not getting the attention they need.  
 
HAC administration: Shortly after HAC’s FY15 audit was completed in 2016, work began on the 
FY16 audit. The auditors told the Finance Committee they would have a draft by March 3. M. Loza 
hoped the entire process would be completed by the end of March.  
 
M. Loza was pushing for a meeting with the auditors to talk about HAC’s loan loss reserve. The 
FY15 audit included a finding on the loan loss reserve; the auditors felt it was not sufficient and 
increased it. HAC staff felt there was not time to explain HAC’s risk analysis, the process used to 
determine the loan loss reserve. Since it was important to finish that audit, staff decided to discuss it 
for the FY16 audit. M. Loza felt that an understanding of HAC’s process would be useful to the 
auditors when opining whether the loan loss reserve needed adjustments.  
 
Based on the audit, HAC’s $1.2 million award from the CDFI Fund’s Capital Magnet Fund (CMF) 
was still in limbo. The CDFI Fund told HAC it was in default because the audit was not completed. 
After HAC explained the situation, the Fund gave HAC time to cure the default, but the auditors 
did not complete the audit by the extended deadline. HAC received the audit and transmitted it to 
the CDFI Fund’s CMF staff about a week after that date. Because the audit was submitted late and 
contained a finding, CMF staff barred HAC from applying for funds from September 23, 2016 to 
September 22, 2017. M. Loza and K. Klusmann met with CDFI Fund staff in early February, hoping 
to reach an understanding, but they had not seen the audit HAC had sent to the CMF staff, so they 
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committed to get back to HAC after reviewing it. M. Loza suspected they would wait until the FY16 
audit was complete before making a determination about the $1.2 million. 
 
M. Loza had reported at previous board meetings that, while in the past HAC used funding from 
HUD’s Rural Capacity Building (RCB) program to cover the costs of the national conference, the 
reduction in RCB funding meant HAC had to decide whether to change the 2016 conference or pay 
for part of it in some other way. He had informed the board that other funding would be used to 
cover staff costs. He estimated that about $125,000 would be drawn from funds other than RCB.  
 
In the most recent RCB competition HAC was awarded $778,923. That was almost $100,000 more 
than HAC’s last award, but still was less than had been hoped. Staff asked HUD for a debriefing. 
HUD staff met informally with HAC, and a formal debriefing would be held later. HUD staff feel 
that HAC is trying to do too much with its RCB program. It is difficult to provide metrics on the 
program’s impact when the activities are spread out. Other applicants propose specific projects, and 
it is easier for them to show an impact. Also, HAC’s proposals always cover one year or 1.5 years. 
An RCB grant can last as long as four years, so HUD believes HAC cannot measure its full impact 
during its grant period. Staff were now considering how best to move forward.  
 
HAC 2016 Rural Housing Conference: M. Loza reported that HAC held another successful 
conference. The timing was important; the event was held soon after the presidential election. The 
evaluations and comments were very positive. He was proud that, as usual, the staff received the 
highest marks on the evaluations. Everyone on the staff contributed, and he did not want to risk 
offending anyone by leaving them out, but he wanted to recognize S. Charleston, K. Cooney, L. 
Lawrence, J. Mosley, S. Nichols, and D. Stern for carrying the heaviest loads. Participants did 
provide the usual negative comments: interesting workshops were held at the same times, workshop 
contents did not always match the titles, and the days started too early. M. Loza thanked the many 
board members who participated in the conference as panelists, as emcees, and in other roles.  
 
RHS, Inc.:  M. Loza reported that he was working with counsel to intensify efforts to remove RHS 
from the three remaining partnerships. When he became HAC’s director the organization’s biggest 
issue was the drain of substantial resources by RHS, HAC’s subsidiary. He was proud that that has 
since been corrected.  
 
Staffing and office: K. Ory, director of the Western Regional Office, announced his retirement. 
Given HAC’s financial situation, the vacant position would be left open for the time being. 
 
The renovations to the Washington office were almost finished. When the punchlist was completed 
staff would look at furniture needs. 
 
Questions and discussion: P. Nichol asked whether there were any rumors about who would head 
HUD’s fair housing office. S. Sugg said he had heard it might be Omarosa or someone from the 
Eric Trump Foundation, both of whom were working on the transition team at HUD. 
 
A. Saavedra asked whether HAC had approached local nonprofits that might want to take over the 
three RHS properties, and offered his help if needed. M. Loza said HAC has done so, but the 
challenges were posed by the local partners because they must agree to HAC’s withdrawal, and for 
various reasons they were not willing to do so.  
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G. Anders asked whether HAC had reviewed the impact on its portfolio of possible changes 
affecting the Low Income Housing Tax Credit. M. Loza said there was probably no issue for the 
projects that already secured tax credits, but future projects might be affected. P. Carey added that 
LIHTC changes could have implications for the future of HAC’s Preservation Revolving Loan Fund 
as well, since many rental preservation projects rely on tax credits. 
 
P. Nichol suggested that it would be necessary to pay attention to the Community Reinvestment Act 
(CRA) as well. CRA is the reason many banks invest in rural America, so if the LIHTC survives but 
CRA does not, rural housing development would suffer. M. Loza agreed, and noted CRA was one 
of many things now under threat. The list included the Dodd-Frank Act also. P. Carey added that 
HAC played a major role in defining rural for implementation of Dodd-Frank’s “Duty to Serve” 
provisions for Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. The Federal Housing Finance Administration, which 
developed the regulations, adopted the definition recommended by HAC. 
 
A. Saavedra asked what proportion of HAC’s loan portfolio was in multifamily property and how 
much in single-family. K. Klusmann said it was largely single-family because SHOP.  
 
PRESENTATION: EXECUTIVE TRANSITION PLANNING 
 
P. Carey introduced Rachael Gibson from Raffa, Inc. Raffa is HAC’s new auditor. It merged with a 
firm called Transition Guides to create a practice on transition coaching and searches for executive 
leadership. HAC contracted with Raffa to provide transition planning. R. Gibson would describe the 
basic process. Then the Executive Committee would hold an executive session about the details of 
HAC’s plan. Pursuant to the transition policy approved by the board, A. Bias appointed a Transition 
and Search Committee: G. Anders, A. Bias, P. Carey, T. Martin Kekahbah, M.L. Mercado, A. 
Saavedra, and P. Wright.  
 
R. Gibson made a presentation about executive transition planning. 
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION  
 
The committee convened in executive session.  
 
EXEC-2017-01 
 
G. Anders moved that the Executive Committee authorize the Transition and Search Committee to solicit proposals 
for conducting an executive director search, enter into a contract with a firm they select to conduct the search, and advise 
both the Executive Committee and the board of their actions. A. Lopez seconded the motion. The motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
FINANCE COMMITTEE 
 
J. Casper reported that the Finance Committee met with the auditors on February 10. The FY16 
audit was underway and an initial draft was expected by March 3. The contract required the audit to 
be completed by March 31, so HAC would need to accept the audit by that date.  
 
HAC is now working with a new investment firm. 
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The committee received a fundraising report from M. Loza, which indicated HAC had a good 
quarter with respect to fundraising. The committee also received a report on the Capital Magnet 
Fund, as covered in M. Loza’s report.  
 
The Finance Committee recommended five actions to the Executive Committee: 

• The Finance Committee reviewed and accepted HAC’s financial statement, and 
recommended that the Executive Committee accept it. 

• The Finance Committee reviewed and accepted RHS’s financial statement, and 
recommended that the Executive Committee accept it. 

• The Finance Committee reviewed and approved a revised budget, and recommended that 
the Executive Committee accept it. The budget was revised because spending changed due 
to staff departures and some unexpected revenue was received. The Finance Committee 
discussed what constituted an event that required revising the budget. It informed staff that, 
in the future, on a case by case basis, the budget did not need to be revised for relatively 
minor changes. The approved budget could have a footnote stating that when budget 
variances are reported they could impact expenses or revenue. 

• The Finance Committee accepted the FY15 audit.  

• The Finance Committee recommended to the Executive Committee that HAC contract with 
Raffa for its FY17 audit. That would be the third audit with Raffa.  

 
M.L.  Mercado moved and P. Nichol seconded acceptance of HAC’s financial statement. The motion carried 
unanimously.  
 
P. Nichol moved and I. Sikelianos seconded acceptance of RHS’s financial statement. The motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
EXEC-2017-02 
 
A. Lopez moved and M.L. Mercado seconded approval of the budget as amended. The motion carried unanimously. 
 
EXEC-2017-03 
 
A. Lopez moved and T. Martin Kekahbah seconded ratification of the Finance Committee’s acceptance of the FY15 
audit on November 29, 2016. M. Loza had notified the board by email on December 5, 2016 that the Finance 
Committee had taken this action in an in-person meeting when committee members and other board members were in 
Washington, DC for HAC’s conference. The motion carried unanimously. 
 
EXEC-2017-04 
 
T. Martin Kekahbah moved and A. Lopez seconded that HAC should contract with Raffa, Inc. for HAC’s FY17 
audit. The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Questions and discussion: M. Loza noted that the Executive Committee had delegated acceptance 
of the FY15 audit to the Finance Committee because there were unusual time constraints. The full 
board could accept the audit for FY16, although it needed to be accepted by the end of March. A 
draft would be sent to staff, staff would review it and send it back to the auditors with HAC’s 
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responses, and then the final draft would go to the full board for acceptance. The vote would be 
taken by phone because there would not be an in-person board meeting at that time of year.  
 
P. Carey said accepting the audit was essentially an administrative task because there was not really a 
choice about accepting it. The board could discuss the audit separately from accepting it. He 
suggested delegating acceptance of the audit to the Finance Committee again, and asking the 
auditors and the Finance Committee to report to the full board at its May meeting.  
 
T. Russell said the FY15 audit was accepted at a meeting that included Loan Committee members 
because of the content of the audit. He wondered whether they should be included in the 
acceptance of the FY16 audit. P. Carey believed that was not necessary because the participants 
could not change what the audit said.  
 
EXEC-2017-05 
 
G. Anders moved and M.L. Mercado seconded delegating acceptance of the FY16 audit to the Finance Committee. 
The motion carried unanimously. 
 
P. Carey reminded staff that at its November 2016 meeting the board asked for a policy on audit 
procurement. T. Russell said a policy had been drafted. There was general agreement that the policy 
would be discussed when the board met in May. 
 
G. Anders said HAC’s financial statement showed that in the first quarter of the current fiscal year 
HAC was operating on a deficit that would be around $1 million for the full year and would require 
the use of that amount in unrestricted funds. M. Loza and P. Carey explained that when the budget 
was approved the board knew some portion of spending would be covered by unrestricted funds. 
HAC’s unrestricted funds include both undesignated revenue in the current year and funds reserved 
from past years. The financial statement was reporting how much HAC used in funds reserved from 
past years, not use of undesignated revenue in the current year. 
 
J. Casper reported that at its February 10 meeting the Finance Committee met with the auditors 
without the staff present, in order to establish a precedent allowing the auditors and the board 
members to speak freely. That conversation covered the board’s concern about the fact that SHOP 
funding is booked as revenue and then a substantial loss is shown when 90 percent of it is forgiven. 
The auditors were considering alternatives that would meet generally accepted accounting principles. 
He expected that at its May meeting the board would have a similar, brief executive session with the 
auditors.  
 
G. Anders asked M. Loza to report at the May meeting on options for creating some saving or 
fundraising options in HAC’s budget. He hoped to hear about possibilities such as subletting part of 
HAC’s Washington office space and not filling some vacant staff positions. M. Loza said he had 
hoped to have that discussion at this meeting but time did not permit it, so he planned to include it 
on the agenda in May.  
 
LOAN COMMITTEE 
 
Loan Committee meeting: G. Anders reported that at its February 10 meeting the Loan 
Committee approved three loans to three organizations, totaling $230,000. All were from the HLP 
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loan fund, which consists of former SHOP monies that have revolved once and need to be revolved 
a second time. The committee ratified six discretionary loans totaling $262,500 that had been 
approved by M. Loza using his authority. Four of those were for increases in SHOP 2015 
commitments by four different organizations, totaling ten new self-help units. 
 
The committee extended a loan to the Housing America Corporation in Arizona. It gave staff the 
authority to foreclose on a loan of almost $176,000 to the Cape Fear Regional Community 
Development Association in North Carolina, which has been on HAC’s books since 2008. 
 
There was some discussion about loan fund policies allowing staff to transfer commitments between 
various HAC loan funds, such as from the HLP to RHLF. The committee concluded that such 
transfers were within existing policies and gave the Executive Director the authority to approve 
them, provided there are no significant changes in the loans. 
 
Existing policy allows HAC to borrow funds at 2 percent below its standard rate of interest. 
Currently that standard rate is 4.75 percent, so HAC can borrow at 2.75 percent. HAC is repaying a 
loan from the Bank of America at 3.25 percent because HAC’s loan fund does not have a demand 
for that capital and the interest rate is higher than the stated threshold. Staff and the committee will 
look at the policy to see if any changes are needed.  
 
Deployment goals: K. Klusmann reported that HAC’s deployment goals were discussed at the 
Loan Committee meeting. In November 2016 the Futures Committee asked Loan Fund staff to 
establish deployment goals. They set a goal of $3.5 million in new deals, and as of the end of the first 
quarter on December 31 HAC had met 41 percent of that goal. The second goal was to disburse 
$4.95 million. As of December 31, HAC met 21 percent of that goal.  
 
Strategies to meet these goals were discussed, falling into four broad areas: 

• Improve marketing materials. One marketing product could be a one-page product profile 
featuring a success story from a borrower. Small cards were inserted in the bags distributed 
to conference attendees, suggesting they set up appointments to speak with loan fund staff. 
There were about eight such appointments and she hoped they would result in some loan 
fund activity. 

• Make more deliberate use of social media including Facebook and HAC’s website. HAC 
could also place advertising in trade journals and in Rural Voices.  

• Seek referrals from other intermediaries and from borrowers. Loan Fund staff and Training 
and Technical Assistance staff would work together in this area.  

• Others. These included changing some policies and procedures that might impede HAC’s 
ability to meet some of its goals. A term sheet could be used to sketch out a proposed deal 
and a borrower would agree to it before underwriting began (this would not apply to SHOP 
because that program is competitive). HAC’s loan summary could be revised and shortened, 
while still providing the critical items the Loan Committee needs to review for due diligence 
and, for audit purposes, the information supporting staff’s recommendation to the Loan 
Committee.  

 
SHOP: K. Klusmann reported that HAC was awarded $1.1 million from SHOP 2016, which was 11 
percent of the total available. Habitat for Humanity received 59 percent of the total, a lower 
proportion than in prior years. HUD staff told HAC its application scored 89 of 100 points. The 
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biggest deduction was for past performance because the deadlines for SHOP 2005, 2006, and 2008-
2012 have passed. HAC staff are working on completing recapturing funds from affiliates and 
returning them to HUD. HAC also lost points on sweat equity, receiving three out of the five points 
available. HAC requested a debriefing to understand why that happened. 
 
HAC staff were holding quarterly meetings with HUD’s SHOP team and finding them very 
productive. HUD was trying to help resolve some ongoing issues. Effective when this HUD office 
took over the program in December, they would address lot exchange requests on a case by case 
basis. They were also trying to resolve lot exchange issues that occurred before December. In 
addition, they were reviewing possible waivers of ENERGY STAR requirements for groups that 
could not meet those standards, and were reviewing possible use of the two-tiered income 
calculations that USDA has adopted for Section 502 loans. 
 
Other staff activities: K. Klusmann said staff finished the September 30 quarterly portfolio reviews 
and risk assessment. Based on HAC’s current way of assessing risk, the pre-audit figure presented to 
Raffa was $7.5 million in loan loss reserves. Staff wanted to make sure Raffa really understands how 
HAC makes its determinations.  
 
Staff were working on December 31 portfolio reviews and were mapping out site visits. Those had 
been focused on SHOP, but staff would look at sites in other parts of HAC’s loan portfolio as well.  
 
T. Winters, who had been HAC’s senior loan officer, left in order to work for HUD. She was a great 
asset to HAC and would be missed. Work to fill that position was underway.  
 
J. Casper moved and M.L. Mercado seconded acceptance of the Loan Committee and staff reports. The motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
FUTURES COMMITTEE 
  
P. Carey reported that the Futures Committee met on February 10, recognizing that the upcoming 
leadership transition could affect HAC’s future. The committee spent some time discussing HAC’s 
role within the mission of housing. Connections between housing, health, transportation, jobs, and 
other economic factors are well understood, creating an opportunity because people who care about 
those issues realize that housing is important to them. The committee talked about its level of 
comfort with HAC possibly expanding its work beyond housing. Much of the discussion was about 
research and information activities, but the subject extends to the rest of HAC’s work as well. The 
committee considered housing within a broader context, in terms of opportunity and need. 
 
The committee had some conversation about what HAC’s value proposition is. P. Carey said HAC 
has remarkably strong credibility both in Washington, DC and elsewhere.  
 
The Futures Committee and the Loan Committee have both discussed the goal of self-sufficiency 
for the loan fund. K. Klusmann would flesh out dates and goals for lending. Both controlling costs 
and increasing revenue would be included.  
 
L. George presented to the committee the next iteration of his thinking about finding a broader 
market and more opportunity to bring in revenue to help sustain research and information activities. 
The resources portion of his presentation was a little sobering. He and his staff were working on 
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more specifics, with the intent to float ideas internally to staff in March and to the Futures 
Committee in April, followed by a committee phone meeting. There might be something to present 
at the May board meeting.  
 
Speaking to J. Mosley, P. Carey said the committee would also be encouraged to see revenue 
opportunities for training and TA and to hear the same kind of thinking among TTAD staff, locally 
and in the field.  
 
The committee members all struggled a bit with the fact that there is no real certainty about what 
HAC’s resources are – what resources HAC really has that either are used to fill gaps, or could be 
used to invest in future activities. Part of that meant understanding the real costs for each activity 
and also understanding clearly what the resources are. The committee’s thinking was constrained by 
not knowing whether HAC had $1 million or $10 million, so it was pushing for greater clarity on 
this subject. 
 
In November the board approved an online self-assessment. Every board member participated 
except B. Thompson. Because M. Loza’s retirement would be discussed in February, it was decided 
to put the self-assessment on the agenda for May. The results showed that this is a great board. In 
some ways they also helped inform the transition process. The strongest thing P. Carey saw, he said, 
was the undeniable focus on mission. Not every organization could say that.  
 
Questions and discussion: A. Bias noted that, with respect to costs and the evaluation, it was 
critical to understand where HAC comes from in order to set directions for the future.   
 
G. Anders asked about the status of USDA’s Section 523 self-help technical assistance grants, since 
in the past the board had discussed the possibility of HAC applying for some of those funds. M. 
Loza said the program’s request for proposals had not yet been published. At the meeting when this 
was discussed, it was decided that no decision would be made until the RFP was issued. P. Carey 
said USDA expects that applicants will be familiar with the program, so he believed they would 
provide little time to prepare an application. If HAC was interested, he recommended thinking 
through a possible application before the RFP. G. Anders suggested the board could discuss things 
like this. A. Saavedra thought it would be a good idea for HAC to consider applying for Section 523. 
T. Martin Kekahbah said it would be not just a competition, but organizations complementing each 
other. A. Saavedra said some of the self-help TA providers are better than others, and HAC has 
been good at providing the kind of TA the self-help organizations need. P. Carey said a four-year 
contract provided $5 million per year. 
 
M. Loza said HAC would look at the RFP when it was issued. The board had been clear about 
wanting staff to consider this. 
 
LEGISLATIVE REPORT 
 
S. Sugg reported there was substantial evidence of a bleak outlook for domestic discretionary 
funding. He was working with L. George and M. Loza trying to promote HAC’s name. There 
seemed to be some traction for the idea of housing as infrastructure. He wrote a blog post 
contending that housing is infrastructure, and J. Belden had a good piece in the Daily Yonder 
explaining that rural American is not as monolithic as often thought. S. Suggs would be representing 
HAC at a large ideas festival intended to craft a progressive thought strategy for rural advocates.  
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On February 10 an article in the Washington Post said the Democratic party was writing off rural 
districts on the assumption that it cannot compete there. The same day, S. Suggs and P. Nichol met 
with staff in the office of Sen. Patrick Leahy (D-VT), who told them Sen. Leahy had a good talk 
with Sonny Perdue, the nominee for Secretary of Agriculture.  
 
HAC would write to Ben Carson after he was confirmed as Secretary of HUD, asking him to meet 
with M. Loza and others. 
 
At both HUD and USDA, maintaining rental assistance was using a growing share of funds. With 
the total available funding expected to shrink, problems were likely. A. Bias asked whether there was 
any impetus to hold USDA Section 521 Rental Assistance funding steady, or even to increase it, 
rather than decreasing it. S. Sugg and G. Anders said the concern was not as great for USDA RA as 
for HUD rental assistance.  
  
Recently an op-ed piece was published, jointly authored by Mark Calabria of the Cato Institute and 
Diane Yentel of the National Low Income Housing Coalition, calling for reforming the mortgage 
interest deduction and using the resulting funds to assist low-income people. A few days later, M. 
Calabria was named as Vice President Mike Pence’s economist. 
 
L. George reported that the Duty to Serve rule – which requires Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac 
(GSEs) to serve three underserved markets, one of which is rural areas – would allow the GSEs to 
acquire Low Income Housing Tax Credit investments only in rural markets. Their federal 
conservatorship, which took them out of the tax credit arena, supersedes the Duty to Serve rule. 
Therefore this permission would not take effect until after the conservatorship was lifted, but it was 
a possibility for the future. 
 
S. Sugg said discussions were starting on the next Farm Bill. In the past this bill has been a vehicle 
for rural housing and capacity building programs. The farm economy is not strong, however, and its 
problems affect not only rural America, but also the Farm Bill because they draw more attention to 
agriculture subsidies in the bill. 
 
A bill was introduced by Senator Tim Scott (R-SC) and several others allowing temporary capital 
gains tax deferral in exchange for reinvesting those dollars into distressed communities. The 
proposal was revenue-neutral, bipartisan, and has some support from the business community. HAC 
would follow this legislation, seeking angles especially for rural-targeted investment.   
 
House Speaker Paul Ryan (R-WI) was expected to introduce a bill soon proposing to block grant the 
federal anti-poverty programs to the states.  
 
T. Martin Kekahbah said the Dakota Access Pipeline was a huge issue for Native Americans. M. 
Loza said Sen. John Hoeven (R-ND) was very supportive of the pipeline. HAC met with his staff 
and found they were interested in pass-through funding for Native CDFIs, an idea T. Hernandez 
had raised at HAC’s conference. The CDFI pass-through might be a way to continue to keep a 
dialog going with Sen. Hoeven’s office. If it could be done, it would be a good way to serve Native 
communities in that part of the country. 
 






