




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
THE SECRETARY 

WASH I NGTON, D.C. 204 10-000 1 

TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: 

In accordance with the provisions of Sections 113 (a) and 
810 (e) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as 
amended, and Sections 281 and 284 of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act of 1990, it is my pleasure to 
submit the 1993 Consolidated Annual Report on housing and 
community development programs administered by Assistant 
Secretary Andrew Cuomo and the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development ( H U D ) .  The programs of Community Planning and 
Development (CPD) are the backbone of two of my major priorities: 
to reduce homelessness and to reinvigorate economically depressed 
communities. 

This report is a departure from traditional annual reports. 
Rather than just offering facts and figures, it contains many 
examples of how our programs made a difference in people’s lives: 
homes rehabilitated for the poor, new jobs created in distressed 
areas, the construction of medical facilities in small 
communities without adequate health care, the construction of 
water systems in the Colonias along the Mexican border, and 
provision of services for the homeless. 

As with most Annual Reports, this reflects the latest data 
at the time of production, which in this case was generally 1992. 
This report reflects accomplishments for the year, but does not 
include the new Reinvention Blueprint, which proposes consoli- 
dation of a number of these programs into larger funds. I hope 
you will find this informative and useful in your deliberations. 

In the final analysis, HUD will not be judged by the number 
of regulations written or reports produced, but by results. I 
hope that the examples of the results of HUD community 
development programs will be helpful to you in considering our 
proposal to create more attractive and viable communities. 

Sincerely, 

Henry G. /Cisneros 
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CPD Program Activities and 
Accomplishments 

The goal of Community Planning and Development 
programs is to improve the lives of low-income Ameri- 
cans by providing decent and affordable housing, revi- 
talizing neighborhoods and communities, stimulating 
economic growth, providing economic opportunities, 
and delivering needed services. CPD programs work 
together to make communities more livable for their 
residents. 

Housing, jobs, transportation, social services, and ac- 
cess to them, are all vital elements of communities that 
work. All these interdependent elements must all be in 
place to assure a community’s success. A good job means 
little if people cannot find a decent place to live, or 
cannot reasonably get to their jobs. Likewise, 
homeownership is not possible if residents cannot get 
to employment or retail centers. A community also 
needs to be a part of a larger entity where everything 
fits together so that residential neighborhoods are linked 
to places of employment, supermarkets, health care, and 
other opportunities. 

Community-Based Planning 

Planning is the first step toward creating communi- 
ties that work. Planning for the use of CPD funds must 
take into consideration all the elements that make com- 
munities viable. Planning is encouraged in CPD pro- 
grams and can also be a requirement prior to funding. 
CPD also funds the development of plans to enhance 
the use of grant monies. 

The Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy 
(CHAS) requires jurisdictions to assess their housing 
market and conditions, identify housing needs, and set 
housing priorities. Based on this assessment, commu- 
nities develop a strategy for addressing the identified 
needs. State and local governments receiving Commu- 
nity Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds are re- 
quired to prepare a community development plan that 
addresses housing and community development needs 
and identifies long- and short-term objectives. One ele- 
ment of the Heinz Neighborhood Development Pro- 
gram (NDP) is developing neighborhood improvement 
plans. 

Many grantees use strategic plans to help them imple- 
ment CPD programs. While not easily quantified, com- 
munity planning produces beneficial results. 

Planning establishes the basis for effective implemen- 
tation of CPD programs. While each CPD program has 
specific activities that can be carried out, they all con- 
tribute to the enrichment of living conditions for low- 

kZADALL-  WHITTIER NEIGHBORHOOD REDEVELOPMENT 
PROJECT 

Tulsa, Oklahoma 
The Kendall-Whittier neighborhood, once a vibrant suburban com- 

munity on the eastern edge of Tulsa, had in recent years experienced 
physical and social deterioration. To counter the detm‘oration, the 
area’s neighborhood association, churches, business leaders, and the 
University of Tulsa began collecting funds  for  a redevelopment plan 
in 1989. The City of Tulsa provided matching funds  from its Com- 
munity Develqbment Block Grant Program, which allowed the Kendall- - 

m -  I;, - - Whittier planning 
process to begin in 
1990. Studies,  
p l a n n i n g  work- 
shops, and meet- 
ings attended ly lo- 
cal residents, busi- 
ness owners, repre- 
sentatives of local 
ins t i tu t ions  a n d  
public entities were 
held to determine 
n e i g h b o r h o o d  - 
strengths, weak- 

nesses, problems, and possible solutions. As a result of this public/ 
private cooperation, a M a s t e l a n  for  redeveloping the neighborhood 
was unveiled in late 1990. It was officially adopted by the City and 
County in May of 1991 as a “Special District Plan” and incorpo- 
rated into the City of Tulsa’s Comprehensive Plan. 

Implementation of the plan has involved a fu l l  range of funding 
sources. The Kendall- Whittier Neighborhood Association was suc- 
cessful in obtaining $2 million in fundingfrom the City ’s 1990 sales 
tax extension. A quarter of the funding went to the installation of 
streetscape improvements in Whittier Square. The remaining $1.5 
million were used to acquire 10 acres of a planned public/institu- 
tional use site. A Community Development Block Grant funded the 
installation of landscape screening along the north side of the neigh- 
borhood,and the construction of a cul de sac to shield nearby residents 
j -om traffic generated in and around Whittier Square. The City’s 
Public Works Department also made improvements to streets in the 
area. Other developments affecting the area include the construction 
of a new post office that opened in August 1993 and expansion of the 
University of Tulsa ’s campus. 

Acquisition of additional land for  the public/institutional use site 
is currently under way. Initial f unds  were insufficient for acquiring 
all the property needed for the project. In February 1993, applica- 
tions for Special Purpose Grants totaling $1.75 million were sent to 
HUD. The grant will provide funds  for additional land acquisition, 
construction of a park, and site improvements. 

The cost of revitalizing neighborhoods like Kendall-Whittier is much 
less than the cost of building new neighborhoods. The implementa- 
tion of the Kendall-Whittier plan demonstrates how aging neighbor- 
hoods can use local publicprivate partnerships for the public good. 

income Americans. The Kendall-Whittier project de- 
scribes how CPD programs contribute to the individual 
elements that make up a community. 

This report covers all of CPD’s programs, but the time 
frames and reporting baseline for these programs are 
often different. In this Annual Report to Congress, En- 
titlement CDBG dollars represent the total amount ex- 
pended for activities in FY1991. The Emergency Shel- 
ter Grant program data are based on a 1991 study of 
that program. The State CDBG Program covers the 
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amount obligated in fiscal year 1992. The HOME and 
HOPE 3 Programs represent the amount disbursed as 
of the end of FY 1993. The Section 108 loan program 
reports on loan commitments made during FY 1993. 
The Supportive Housing, Section 8 Moderate Rehabili- 
tation SRO Housing, Shelter Plus Care, Historically 
Black Colleges and Universities, and the Community De- 
velopment Work Study programs are all based on the 
competitive grants awarded in FY1993. The Neighbor- 
hood Development Program reports funds awarded in 
FY 1992. 

Housing activities receive the largest share of CPD 
funds, followed by infrastructure development activities, 
economic development activities, and homeless assis- 
tance. Administration expenses accounted for fourteen 
percent of CPD funds expended during the reporting 
periods. 

People, particularly low-income Americans, are the 
main focus of CPD programs. Recipients of grant funds 
report to HUD their accomplishments in terms of the 
number of low- and moderate-income jobs created, the 
number of families assisted, and the number of hous- 
ing units produced. Statutory and program require- 
ments dictate the type and extent of data that are re- 
ported. 

This section illustrates how CPD funds assist low-in- 
come Americans. Performance data cited in this sec- 
tion are based on HOME completed projects, CDBG 
Entitlement Grantee Performance Reports, CDBG State 
Performance and Evaluation Reports, and applications 
for CPD competitive grant awards. 

Data Limitations 

CDBG Entitlement 

Due to program requirements and inconsistencies in 
Grantee Performance Reports provided by grantees, the 
data included in this report have some limitations. For 
certain types of activities, grantees only have to report 
accomplishments upon completion of activities, making 
it difficult to analyze accomplishment data. Because 
grantees are required to report accomplishments on  di- 
rect beneficiary activities on  a n  ongoing basis, only data 
f o r  those activities were used f o r  analysis. 

While Direct Benefits data are the best available, they 
have inherent limitations. Some grantees report direct 
benefits data  on  a n  annua l  basis, while others report 
those on a cumulative basis. There is no  way to distin- 
guish between the two when the data are aggregated na-  
tionally. Entitlement grantees also have the option of 
reporting direct beneficiaries as persons or households. 

For the sake of consistency and simplicity, numbers in 
this report are considered at the person, rather than house- 
hold, level. 

The total numbers in this report reJectpersons served 
by activities that meet strict criteria. The  criteria ensure 
that legtimate project accomplishments are reported to 
Congress. To obtain an accurate cost per person served, 
the analysis is based o n  the total expended to date, rather 
than the amount expended during the reporting period. 

State CDBG 

In FY 1992 H U D  initiated a program, in coopera- 
t ion with the States, to simplifr a n d  improve the reli- 
ability of accomplishment data  submitted by States in 
their Performance and  Evaluat ion Reports. FY 1993 
is  the second year in which states have voluntarily re- 
ported accomplishment data  on  an activity-by-activity 
basis f o r  f iscal year allocations. In order to minimize 
the reporting effort, these data  were not requested f o r  
years prior to FY 1991. All but  one State reported this 
information f o r  FY 1992. 

Selected accomplishments of public facilities, hous- 
ing,  a n d  economic development activities are based o n  
proposed a n d  actual  accomplishments of activities 
f u n d e d  f r o m  the FY 1991 a n d  FY 1992 State CDBG 
allocations. States reported actual benefits as  of J u n e  
30, 1993, f o r  completed local grants. Since most FY 
1991 and  FY 1992 grants were still in progress as  of 

June  1993, most accomplishments have yet to be real- 
ized. Succeeding years should reflect these. 

HOME 

T h e  HOiNEprogram has  faced the inevitable start- 
up problems of a new program. However the program 
is ga in ing  momentum with increasing commitments 
and disbursements. Other programs covered in this 
report are well established. Data  reported in the F Y  
1995 a n n u a l  report should provide a betterpicture of 
the H O M E  program 5 a n n u a l  accomplishments. Most 

Under a grant awarded to Kent 
County, Michigan, the Vet 
Center and the YMCA provide 
housing and extensive 
supportive services to 30 
mentally ill homeless veterans 
who also have problems with 
substance abuse. 
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HOlZlE data presented in this section of the report are 
f o r  completed projects only. 

Competitive Programs 

Data for the competitive programs are primarily based 
on proposed accomplishments indicated by the grant re- 
cipients in their application for  assistance. 

Initiatives 

As part of the consolidation of planning application 
and reporting requirements for formula programs, many 
of the problems associated with the differing reporting sys- 
tems are being addressed I?y computer applications that 
support the consolidation. 

Housing 

CPD programs help low-income Americans obtain 
decent and affordable housing. Program activities range 
from providing emergency shelter to homeless individu- 
als and families to supplying financial assistance to help 
low-income Americans become homeowners. The pro- 
grams are designed to assist homeless persons, renters, 
and new and existing homeowners. 

CPD program grantees engage in many activities that 
meet the goals of avoiding homelessness, increasing and 
preserving affordable housing, and expanding oppor- 
tunities for homeownership. They include 

H acquiring real property 
H rehabilitating existing properties 
H extending financial assistance to homebuyers 
H constructing new housing 
rn providing rental assistance 

leasing or selling HUD-acquired single family homes. 

These activities can be undertaken to provide: 

H emergency shelters for the homeless 
transitional supportive housing 

H permanent supportive housing 
single room occupancy units 

H multi-unit rental or homeowner housing 
H single family rental or homeowner housing 
H improvements to existing housing stock. 

During the reporting periods of this report, approxi- 
mately $1.6 billion were spent or committed for hous- 
ing activities. Exhibit 1-1 shows that the largest share of 
the funds went to rehabilitate existing housing. CDBG 
rehabilitation activity is primarily responsible for this 
focus. Real property acquisition comprised the other 
significant category of housing activity. Investments 
amounting to over $66 million spurred new housing 
construction. While 100 percent of the HOME and 
HOPE 3 Programs are dedicated to housing activities, 
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the Entitlement CDBG grantees spent nearly $1.1 bil- 
lion, or 38 percent of their total expenditures, on hous- 
ing activities. Nonentitlement communities in the State 
CDBG Program spent $24’7 million (2’7 percent) on 
housing and Section 108 loans totaling $61.8 million 
were committed to housing activities. 

Exhibit 1-1 
CPD Housing Assistance 

$1,592,220,000:# Expended/Committed in FY 1993 
Reporting Periods** 

Housing 

$V,r;s$e;E’ 

New Construction 
$77 million 
Housing Services 
$25 5 million 

Housing Admin 
$91 1 million 

Rental Assistance 
$10 7 million 

In Millions 

~$I,275,119,158Expended, $317,028,109 Committed HOMEand HOPE3: FundsExpended 
FY 1993, CDBG Entitlement Funds Expendedin 1991 Program Year Seltert Care, SRO Hous- 
ing, Sec. 108, HCBU, CDWS = 1993 Committed, State CDBG & NCP 1992 Committed 

K O W T B  PARK-SACRED HEART AFFOFDABLE 
HOME0 W E m H I P  

Omaha, Nebraska 
The City of Omaha has formed a partnership with the Federal 

government, lending institutions, and a nonprofit housing corpora- 
tion lo develop afford- 
able homeownership op- 
portunities for i ts  lower- 
inronje retidents. T h e  
Kortnt~e I’arl+Sacred 
H e  a r t - A  f f  o r d  a b le  
Ho m eown t m h  ip  Pro- 
gram in North Omaha 
c‘onstrricts single jantilj 
tininct dm‘gned to niain- 
tain the hittorical char- 
acter of the existing neighborhood. A total of 190 homes will be built 
throughout a 50-square block section of northeast Omaha. 

The total cost of the project is $14 million. The City of Omaha will 
allocate $4 million to the projectfrom W B G  funds during a fiveyear 
period. These funds are being used to acquire vacant lots and deter- 
iorated structures, prepare sites, construct public improvements, relo- 
cate and install utilities, design housing units, provide financing 
and, when necessary, relocate residents to new housing units, pre jb  
ably within the neighborhood. The City of Omaha will also allocate 
$1.2 million for the project from its General Fund. 

Except for first-time homebuyer assistance, CDBG 
contributed the largest share of expended CPD hous- 
ing assistance. HOME funding, CPD’s major housing 
program, provided a smaller portion of housing invest- 
ment because of the newness of the program, imple- 
mentation difficulties encountered by participating ju- 
risdictions and because CDBG receives a much larger 
appropriation. HOME funds are expected to provide a 
larger percentage of CPD housing in ensuing years. At 
the end of FY 1993, more than $425 million in HOME 
funds were committed to housing activities. These com- 
mitted funds represent 55 percent more funds than were 
actually disbursed at that time. 
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Winston-Salem’s Buy-Rehab Tandem Loan Program uses 
CDBG funds. 

Winston-Salem, North Carolina 

CPD funds are used to acquire properties that re- 
sult in the provision of affordable housing. Acquisi- 
tion may be the purchase of an existing house for a 
first-time homebuyer or the purchase of a vacant lot 
that is developed into an affordable housing com- 
plex. The purchase of real property is often the cata- 
lyst that makes housing projects successful. Over $127 
million in CPD funding went toward the acquisition 
of real property that directly led to affordable hous- 
ing. 

WEST WASHINGTON - CHAPIN REVITALIZATION PROJECT 
South Bend, Indiana 

Families are now calling the 1200 block of West Washington 
“Home.” Thanks to the tireless efforts of the South Bend Hhtage 

loundotion and 
manj other orgunizo- 
tions and indiuidu- 
als, the jirrf wridenfs 
have moved into 1 V ~ f  
1Vashingloii Place 
Apurtmen ts. 

This projrrt liar 
i1.T roots in o compre- 
hen rive plan t I ing pro- 
cess thot started mow 
Ihat1 scve1r l’ems U.g.0. - 

Because of ancreaszng concern over vaolent n m e  an the area, local 
reszdents, the South Bend HmtageFoundataon, and the Caty of South 
Bend unated to form 
the West Washangton- 
Chapzn Revatalaza- 
taon Prqect, Inc. The 
first step of thas orga- 
nazataon was to create 
a comprehensaue 
nezghborhood plan. 

Actang on the rec 
ommendataons of th 
reszdents-based plan 
the Cab of South Benc 
acquared land, demol- 
ashed detmoratang structures, and prepared the land for development. 
South Bend Hmtage then began developzng affordable, multzfamaly 
housang. A $4.3 mallaon anvestment as now under way where vacant 
commercaal bualdangs once stood. 

Fundang for thas project came from several sources. The Caty of 
South Bend contmbuted CDBG funds totalzng $700,000. Sonety 

Bank, Norwest Bank, and Valley American Bank provided a $2 mil- 
lion construction loan, and Sobieski Federal Savings and Loan and 
the Federal Home Loan Bank Board prouided a $400,000 forgivable 
loan. The AFL-CIO Housing Trust underwrote permanent first mort- 
gages. In  addition, the National Equity Fund of Chicago made an 
equity investment in the project using low-income housing tax credits 
provided by the Indiana Housing Finance Authority. The Urban 
Enterprise Association and the Bowsher-Booher Foundation assisted 
in covering some of the early predevelopment costs. 

Construction began on the 65-unit apartment complex in Septem- 
ber 1992. Thefirst five of the scheduled 29 buildings were ready for 
occupancy on May 1, 1993. The buildings are duplexes and tri- 
plexes, constructed in a style similar to the historic housing in the 
adjacent West Washington Historic District. The apartments will 
have two and three bedrooms with full basements, washer and dryer 
hookups, and offstreet parking for each apartment. Construction is 
scheduled to be completed by the end of 1993. The apartments are 
being marketed to tenants with incomes 60 percent below the area 
median income. A family of four with an income of $22,500 will be 
eligible to lease the apartments. 

A sense of pride could be felt among those present at the 
development’s dedication ceremony. As one resident said, “This is a 
fresh beginning for all of us. ” 

Improving the nation’s existing housing stock is a 
major use of CPD program funds, especially in the State 
and Entitlement CDBG programs. With the exception 
of two homeless rental assistance programs, all CPD 
programs provide direct housing rehabilitation assis- 
tance. Direct housing rehabilitation is the highest 
funded single activity in CPD. Beneficiaries of CPD re- 
habilitation projects include current and potential 
homeowners, renters in multifamily buildings, public 
housing residents, and homeless individuals. 

WESTERNIVEW YORK W T E W S  HOUSING COALITION 
Buffalo, New York 

The Western New York Veterans Housing Coalition, a nonprofit 
agency which provides a broad spectrum of services and supports the 
development of housing for area veterans, has undertaken the conver- 
sion and rehabilitation of a vacant firehouse located at 1416 Main 
Street in  the City of Buffalo. This project was made possible by the 
commitment of HOME funds, which enabled the Coalition to secure 
additional funding from the State of New York. 

The building. will house six two-bedroom and three one-bedroom 
apartments for low- and mod- 
erate-ancome handicapped and 
disabled indaviduals. Tenants 

With State CDBG funds, “sweat 
equity” and assistance from a 
nonprofit, a fami/y rehabilitates 
their home and avoids home- 
lessness. 
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building will also house the administrative services offices for the or- 
ganization. 

This project will incorporate a “shared aid program”. Residents 
can be independent, but still have the security of knowing that assis- 
tance is available on a 24-hour basis. The Engine 16 building will 
also feature state-of-the-art accessibility technology not presently avail- 
able in Western New York. The total cost of the project is $985,328. 
Funds have been provided from a number of sources including: the 
HOME Program, $320,000; New York State Department o f  Social 
Services, $484,480; New York State, $50,848; the W B G  Program, 
$80,000; and an Emergency Shelter Grant, $50,000. 

This project is an integral part o f  the comprehensive $6 million 
Main-Utica redevelopment project which is being undertaken by the 
Western New York Veterans Housing Coalition. In  addition to the 
Firehouse conversion, the $3.5 million Stratjord Arms project willpro- 
vide 41 apartments for single persons presently living in substandard 
housing or who are considered to be homeless by the Veterans Adminis- 
tration Medical Centm A $1.5 million HUD Section 202project will 
provide an additional 24 units of housing for the handicapped. These 
three projects will provide a combined total of 74 apartments for per- 
sons who would otherwise find it nearly impossible to find quality 
housing in the City of Buffalo. The projects will also house important 
Veterans Administration social service programs. 

The Firehouse conversion will save a valuable city building and 
will help restore the residential base in the area surrounding the Main- 
Utica transit station and commercial district. This effort is expected 
to provide a catalyst for additional commercial redevelopment. 

Exhibit 1-2 
CPD First-Time Homebuyer Assistance’ 

$53,775,000 Expended in FY 1993 Reporting Periods” 

HOPE 3 
34% 

‘ HOME 
57% 

*HOME and HOPE 3 = Funds Expended FY 1993 = Entitlement Funds Expended in 1991 
Program Year 

Includes Acquisition Rehabilitation, and New Construction Activities also contained in this 
Report 

Through FY 1993 the HOME Program provided re- 
habilitation assistance to 3,268 families at a cost of 
$12,381 per unit. The State CDBG Program funded 
the rehabilitation of 4,327 units, helping 22,374 per- 
sons at a cost of $7,164 per unit. The Entitlement CDBG 
Program rehabilitated properties that aided 17,856 per- 
sons for an average of $6,432 per person. 

The HOME Program provides first-time homebuyers 
with down payment, mortgage write-down, and/or clos- 
ing cost assistance. Under the HOME Program, 955 
families received first-time homebuyer assistance at an 
average cost of $10,246. The HOPE 3 Program will 
provide over $15 million to first-time homebuyers and 
assist 2,854 households. Exhibit 1-2 shows the percent- 

age of expenditures for first-time homebuyers assistance 
by the CDBG, HOPE 3, and HOME programs. 

SALT LAKE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT GORP 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

The Salt Lake Community Development Corporation (CDC), a 
private nonprofit organization, is using $1 85,000 in HOPE 3 funds 
to develop a homeownership program with a total investment of ap- 
proximately $307,000. Two other nonprofits, the Community Action 
Program and the Salt Lake City Neighborhood Housing Services, are 
working in conjunction with Salt Lake CDC. Additional funding 
sources include: the Redevelopment Agency of Salt Lake City; the Salt 
Lake W B G  Program; and private contributions. 

The CDC has established a waiting list through a public lottery 
with first priority given to the residents of the Salt Lake City Public 
Housing Authority. Salt Lake CDC also receives rejerrals from the 
Easter Seal Society of Utah. The Easter Seal Society provides outreach 
and marketing to families with handicapped children who live in 
substandard rental housing. 

In  the last nine months, Salt Lake CDC has purchased five Fed- 
eral Housing Administration (FHA) homes with HOPE 3 funds. It 
is anticipated that an additional four to five units will be acquired 
and rehabilitated through the use of proceedsfiom the sale of HOPE 3 
homes. Thus fa? three homes have been completely rehabilitated and 
prepared for sale. 

The City administers a loan pool which provides below-market in- 
terest rate loans of 1 point over the prime lendingrate to eligible fami- 
lies forfirst mortgages. The loan pool was created with funds from a 
private lender consortium of financial institutions that includes: 
American Investment Bank; Colonial National Financial Coqora- 
tion; LDS Corporation; Merrill Lynch NationalFinancial; and Fidel- 
ity Trust Company. In addition, those homebuyers whose incomes are 
50  percent or below the area median will receive a 3 percent second 
mortgage, and those homebuyers whose incomes are between 51-80 
percent of the median income will receive a 5percent second mortgage. 
The Salt Lake W C  will also use HOPE 3 funds to provide down 
payment assistance for families. 

Other nonprofits ofer additional services to homebuyers. Salt Lake 
Community Action providesfinancia1 counseling bejbre the homebuyer 
purchases the home. Utah State University Extension Service is pro- 
viding homeowner training that will include topics on preventive 
maintenance, budgeting, housekeeping, and landscaping. Each 
homebuyer will be required to attend at least 6 hours of training. 

Provisions in the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford- 
able Housing Act of 1990 and the Housing and Commu- 
nity Development Act of 1992 permanently added 
homeownership assistance as an eligible CDBG activity. 
In this reporting period, CDBG homeownership assis- 
tance is eligible only if carried out by certain special 
subrecipients in conjunction with a neighborhood re- 
vitalization effort. The new eligibility rules may increase 
the proportion of CDBG funds used to assist lower in- 
come persons to purchase a home. 

New housing construction is also limited in the 
CDBG Program by the same provision regarding spe- 
cial subrecipients. The CDBG Program accounted for 
more than three-quarters of CPD funds used to build 
new housing. HOME program funds accounted for 
more than 22 percent of the funds expended. Eigh- 
teen percent of HOME funds ($74.4 million) were com- 
mitted for new construction to build 4,035 units at an 
average HOME cost of $18,449 per unit. 
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THE HOUSE THATFAITH BUILT 
Jejferson County, Alabama 

When the Jqferson County Department of Planning and Com- 
munity Deuelopment (DPCD) began working with the Russell Heights 
community in 1990, they were confronted with a neighborhood long 
used to poverty and neglect. The D P m  aimed to achieve community 
renewal wzth the community as a partner; not trying to ‘3. their com- 
munity for them. ” 

In early sessions with the Leeds Civic League and with Mayor 
Lynn Maxey of Leeds, it became apparent that one of the primary 
concerns was an inadequate supply of safe, aflordable housing, par- 
ticularly for a number of young families in  the community. I n  re- 
sponse to this problem, DPCD devised a strategy to construct new hous- 
ing in Russell Heights. Through a series ofmeetings, J$ferson County, 
the City oJ Leeds, Urban Ministry, Inc., a nonprofit church-related 
urban ministry program, and the Leeds Civic League formed a part- 
nership and began construction on their first house. 

Jefferson County CDBG funds covered the purchase of construc- 
tion matm‘als. Urban Ministry, Inc., managed Lhe project and pro- 
vided a volunteer workforce to build the house. The City of Leeds 
assisted with a zoning variance, and with water and sewer connec- 
tions. The Leeds Civic League was the subrecipient and prouided a 
list of applicants from within the community who needed aJfordable 
housing and who were willing to contribute their time to the project. 

On February 1, 1991, a housewarming and a dedication were 
held for the “House That Faith Built.” The first house was sold to 
Eddie and Annie Burt and their three young daughters for the price of 
the construction matmals alone. The Burts, who had also worked on 
the home, are currently paying off a 4percent interest mortgage. They 
are now homeowners, and theirpayments are maintained in  a revolv- 
ing fund for construction of future houses. 

Since 1991, two additional new homes have been built on the same 
block and are occupied the Miller and Marbury families. Two more 
houses are under construction, and several more are planned. A land- 
scape architect is planning improvements to the community park which 
will be funded with CDBG dollars. As a result of these collective $- 
Sorts, three youngfamilzes live in their own homes in  a community 
which had seen almost no new construction in  the previous 10 to 20 
years. I n  addition, several adjacent owners have rehabilitated or 
painted their homes, and two more families are working with Urban 
Ministry to construct their own homes. 

Exhibit 1-3 
CPD Rental Assistance 

$10,724,000 Expended in FY 1993 Reporting Periods“ 

‘HOME = Funds Expended F Y  1993, CDBG Entitlement Funds Expended in 1991 
Program Year 

Exhibit 1-3 shows that over $10 million was expended to 
make rental housing affordable. CDBG and HOME are the 
two programs, excluding homeless programs, that provide 
assistance to make rental housing affordable. As shown in 
Exhibit 14, HOME tenant-based rental assistance made hous 
ing affordable to neady 2,400 low-income families. Entitle- 
ment CDBG helped 4,115 persons. 

Exhibit 1 4  
CPD Housing Beneficiaries 

184,226 Families/Persons Served in FY 1993 Reporting 
Periods“ 

24 165 
22,374 157 1,307 
3,268 
17,856 45 590 

Rehabilitation New Construction Acquisition 

2,394 955 

4,115 2854 

4 (Entitlement) 
Rental Assistance First-Time Homebuyer 

*HOMEandHOfE 3 = UnitdFamilies Sewed through FY 1993 CDBG = Persons Servedfhrough 
1991 Program Year, State CDBG FY 1992 Persons Sewed 

Using HOME Program funds, Jersey City, New Jersey has 
developed affordable housing by rehabilitating existing 
homes and constructing new ones. So far, the City has 
constructed sixteen two-family houses. Once first-time 
homebuyers purchase the two-family property, they must 
use one unit as their principal residence and make the 
second unit available to very low-income persons at an 
affordable rent. All homebuyers earn less than eighty 
percent of the median income for the area and 95 percent 
of the tenants rentina units have incomes at or below 50 

!am-- - 
percent of the median income. 
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Homeless manent housing through rental assistance to homeless 
individuals and families. Reception centers and emer- 
gency housing received almost $14 million, while sup- 
portive services, critical to helping the homeless transi- 
tion to independent living, received $31 million and 
commitments of $68 million. 

CPD homeless programs help individuals and fami- 
lies without shelter end their homelessness. CPD pro- 
grams that address homelessness should fit into a con- 
tinuum-of-care approach. This approach effectively 
links homeless persons with services. CPD programs 
help communities design and implement a system that 
enables homeless persons to make critical transitions: 
from the streets to emergency shelter; then to transi- 
tional housing; to jobs; and finally to independent liv- 
ing. 

The homeless face many problems in addition to lack 
of housing. One is represented by people experienc- 
ing “crisis poverty” who are at risk of becoming home- 
less. In this case, persistent poverty is the decisive fac- 
tor that turns unforeseen crises, or even minor setbacks, 
into bouts of homelessness for these individuals. Home- 
less men and women with chronic disabilities comprise 
another category. They require not only economic as- 
sistance, but rehabilitation and ongoing support as well. 

The Department is committed to reducing the num- 
ber of homeless Americans through partnerships with 
local governments and private nonprofit groups. CPD 
programs fund various public and private organizations 
that provide assistance to homeless individuals and fami- 
lies. CPD assists those families and individuals threat- 
ened with homelessness by helping low-income persons 
pay their rent or rehabilitate their substandard house, 
or by constructing low-income rental housing. This sec- 
tion deals with CPD program funds targeted specifically 
toward assisting the homeless. 

VIRGINIA BEACH COMMUNITY DEWLOPMENT 
CORPORATION 

Virginia Beach, Virginia 
The Virginia Beach Community Development Corporation 

(VBWC) received four transitional housinggrants from 1988 through 
1991 totaling $1,886,014. With these funds, the V B W C  provided 
a comprehensive approach to serving the needs of homeless families. 
The V B W C  also purchased foreclosed properties, which enabled it to 
house 31 families, providing them with affordable housing, case man- 
agement, employment assistance, transportation, and other services. 
In  addition to transitional housing funds, V B W C  used W B G  funds 
and private mortgage corporation funding to support its programs. 

VBCDC has also used HUD S Single Family Property Disposition 
Program-Homeless Initiative to provide housing and services to the 
homeless. V B W C  leased 22 properties from HUD and operated a 
project known as New Opportunities in  Affordable Housing (NOAH). 
NOAHprovided permanent affordable housing to transitional hous- 
ingprogram residents, who were able to purchase units with low or no 
down payments and low-interest loans. The V B W C  also received 
commitments from three banks for $300,000 each for the NOAHpro- 
gram. 

CPD provided over $611 million to support local 
homeless systems. Specific types of support funded by 
CPD focus primarily on providing transitional and per- 

HOMEWARD BOUND 
Phoenix, Arizona 

Homeward Bound, Inc., of Phoenix, Arizona, is using a HOPE 3 
grant of$702,000 to develop a homeownership program totaling ap- 
proximately $942,000. Homeward Bound has thus far  acquired 11 
properties, all from the Federal Housing Administration (FHA), for 
use in  the program. 

This unique program is a successful model of the continuum of 
care concept. It ties three HUD programs together to benefit formerly 
homeless families and help them achieve independence and economic 
self-sufficiency. Homeward Bound families progress from homelessness 
to stability in  homes provided by the Single Family Property Disposi- 
tion Homeless Initiative, graduate to SAEAH (Supplemental Assis- 
tance for Facilities to Assist the Homeless Program), and then ad- 
vance to homeownership through the HOPE ? Program. Homeward 
Bound places great emphasis on providing a broad spectrum of care 
to families, includingsheltq case management, andjob development. 
Its goals are to have families off welfare before leaving transitional 
housing, in a stablejob in  the interim, and in  agoodpayingjob by the 
time they become HOPE 3 homeowners. 

Under its HOPE 3 Program, Homeward Bound uses a leasepur- 
chase model to allow adequate time for families to become financially, 
emotionally, and legally stable prior to taking on the responsibilities of 
homeownership. During the lease pm’od, families volunteer to have a 
portion of their rent placed into a savings account. They alsopartici- 
pate in a counseling and training program provided by the Arizona 
Housing Trust Fund, Bank One, and the City of Phoenix. A t  the end 
of the lease period, the accumulated savings serve as the down pay- 
ment forpurchase of the property by each family. A first mortgage on 
the property will be provided by Bank One, which is offm‘ng below 
market interest ratefinancing to HOPE 3 families in addition to waiv- 
ing closing cost fees. 

In recognition of its successful achievements, Homeward Bound 
received the 1993 President S Volunteer Action Award presented @ 
President Clinton on April 22, 1993. This prestigious award, which 
is given each year to only twenty agencies nationwide, honors out- 
standing individuals and organizations engaged in  volunteer com- 
munity service aimed at solving sm‘ous social problems and calls pub 
lic attention to the valuable contribution made by the our Nation’s 
volunteers. 

Exhibit 1-5 
CPD Homeless Rental Assistance 

$421,219,000 in FY 1993 Funds Committed 
SRO 
7 Housing 

26.8% 

Supportive 
Housing 

h 2.4% 

The primary focus of the Shelter Plus Care and Sec- 
tion 8 SRO moderate rehabilitation programs is the pro- 
vision of rental assistance. Exhibit 1-5 shows that $421 
million, nearly 75 percent of homeless assistance, is tar- 
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geted to assisting people make rental payments. The 
majority of these commitments comes from the Shelter 
Plus Care program. 

Exhibits 1-6 and 1-7 show that the CDBG Program 
provided over 40 percent of all CPD funding for home- 
less facilities and 31 percent of all CPD funded home- 
less supportive services. One-half of all CPD funding 
for homeless shelters and facilities went to rehabilita- 
tion. Communities are able to use CPD programs in 
this flexible manner to solve their identified needs. CPD 
programs also provide the necessary tools to help com- 
munities implement their own continuum of care sys- 
tems. 

JOSEPH HOUSE ULLAGE 
Salisbury, Maryland 

In August 1989, the City ofSalisbury received a $442,600 State 
Community Development Block Grant forJoseph House Village, Inc., 
a nonprofit organization, to design and construct an emergency and 
transitional shelter for homeless persons. This building was Phase I 
of a proposed sixphase development. Afer Joseph Village House raised 
additional funds to cover a low bid that was $71,000 over their bud- 
get, construction of the shelter began in March 1991, and was com- 
pleted in October 1991. The building has 15 apartments that house 
40-45 people, many of whom are children. 

In September 1991, Salisbury was awarded a $20,000 grant for 
design of Phase II, an educational/community center that will house 
day care, health care, job training, and counseling services. In No- 
vember 1992, the Maryland State CDBG program awarded another 
$494,000 toward construction of the cente?: Construction is now 
under way with completion anticipated in April 1994. The total cost 
for the first two phases of this project is expected to be $1.36 million. 

The Joseph House Village project illustrates a comprehensive solu- 
tion to homelessness. People in need are provided a drug-and alcohol- 
free environment, health care, educational opportunities to learn a 
skill or trade, and day care so that they can work to attain indepen- 
dence. The project also provides counseling to help people acquire 
skills in managing a household, including budgeting, parenting, and, 
when necessary, drug resistance. 

Exhibit 1-6 
CPD Homeless Shelters & Facilities 

$33,318,000 Committed/Expended in FY 1993 Reporting 
Periods* 

CDBG ESG 
42% 43% 

Supportive 
Housing 

15% 

Shelter Plus Care, Sec. 8 SRO Housing and Supportive = FY 1993 Funds Committed, ESG = 
FY 1991 Funds Committed and CDBG - Entitlement Funds Expended in 1991 Program Year 

CPD’s homeless assistance programs fund primarily 
supportive housing. Encompassing a wide spectrum of 
housing and service activities, supportive housing pro- 
grams combine social services and a stable residential 
setting so that homeless people can develop their ca- 
pacity to function and live as self-sufficiently as possible. 
Supportive services include case management, mental 
health treatment, substance abuse treatment, job train- 
ing and placement, child care and other services neces- 
sary for stable and independent living. 

Under the Shelter Plus Care Program, grant recipi- 
ents must at least match the aggregate amount of the 
Federal rental assistance with locally provided support- 
ive services. In the FY 1993 Shelter Plus Care competi- 
tion, HUD awarded $297.5 million in rental assistance. 
Pledges matched this amount with over $398.7 million 
in locally provided supportive services. 

In the FY 1993 Supportive Housing Program compe- 
tition, HUD made new awards totaling $88.8 million. 
Approximately 51 percent of the award ($45 million) 
went to fund supportive services such as case manage- 
ment, job training and placement, child care, and men- 
tal health treatment. Additionally, grantees pledged over 
$147.4 million in local matching funds. 

As shown in Exhibit 1-8, CPD programs also provide 
funds to operate continuum of care systems. CPD funds 
pay for rent, staff, utilities, food, and other operation 
expenses related to providing shelter and supportive 
services. For FY 1993, approximately $56.5 million 
helped pay for operating costs associated with ending 
homelessness. 

Exhibit 1-7 
CPD Homeless Supportive Services 

$100,056,000 Comrnitted/Expended in FY 1993 Reporting 
Periods* 

supportive Housing = FY 1993 Funds Committed 
ESG FY 1991 Funds Committed, CDBG = Extended in 1991 Program Year 
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Exhibit 1-8 
CPD Homeless Operating Expenses 

$56,460,000 in Funds Committed for FY 1993 Reporting 
Periods" 

ESG 

*Supporting Housing = FY 1993 Funds Committed, ESG FY 1991 Funds Committed 

Exhibit 1-9 
CPD Homeless Beneficiaries 

1,324,000 Persons Served, FY 1993 Reporting Periods* 
118,000 Beds Provided, FY 1993 Reporting Periods* 

/ 

-S + C 3,197 
.SHP3,697 

SeNl 
684. 

ESG 
108,735 

- SRO 2,425 
Beds 

*CDBG Persons Served in 1991 Program Year 
S + C, SRO and SHP 1993Accomp/ishmenfs, ESG = 1991 Beneficiaries 

Exhibit 1-9 shows that CPD funding provided approxi- 
mately 118,000 emergency shelter, transitional, and per- 
manent housing beds. The overwhelming number of 
beds were provided through the Emergency Shelter 
Grant program in FY 1991. The CDBG Program pro- 
vided homeless facilities to '74,210 homeless persons and 
provided supportive services to 684,161 homeless indi- 
viduals. 

MOBILE MENTAL HEALTH CENTER 
Mobile, Alabama 

In the Mobile area it is estimated that, at any given time, between 
480 and 600 sm'ously mental ill residents are in need of housing 
services. Mobile Mental Health Centq Inc. (MMHC), a private 
nonprofit corporation established for the purpose ofproviding compre- 
hensive mental health services in Mobile County, provides a continuum 
of care with case management and aggressive outreach for this home- 
less population. The MMHC believes that homeless, seriously men- 
tally ill persons have the right to safe, affordable, decent housing in a 
setting appropriate to their needs. 

M H C  operates 7 ten-bed group homes for the mentally ill and 
24 units in scattered site housing for homeless, seriously mentally ill 

individuals. Arbor Court, a project composed of 11 units leased from 
HUD under the Single Family Property Disposition Homeless Initia- 
tive program and located in neighborhoods throughout the City of 
Mobile, has been in existence since 1990. Residents are integrated 
into the community and are encouraged to take advantage of avail- 
able community activities and services. The HUD-owned properties, 
now rehabilitated and beautifully maintained by MMHC, have as- 
sisted MMHC in enabling seriously mentally ill persons to live inde- 
pendently or semi-independently with only minimal support and su- 
pervision. Eight of the units were purchased in 1993 with funds 
?om a HUD permanent housing grant; an additional application 
has been submitted to purchase the remaining three units. 

Public Smices  

CPD programs are designed to provide residents with 
services needed in their community. Public services di- 
rectly benefit lower income Americans by providingjob 
training, assistance in managing their money, and ac- 
cess to employment centers, health care, or retail stores 
within their community. Fair housing counseling, ten- 
ant-landlord counseling and home maintenance work- 
shops are examples of services that support housing. 

The CDBG Program allows up to 15 percent of an- 
nual CDBG funds plus program income to be obligated 
for a wide-range of public services. Exceptions to this 
cap are permitted by statute. As described previously, 
the McKinney Act programs either provide services or 
require that services be donated to match grants ap- 
proved by HUD. The HOPE 3 homeownership pro- 
grams provide homeownership and job skills training. 

RJTSOURCE MOTHERS PROGRAM 
Roanoke, Virginia 

The City of Roanoke has the highest rate of teenage pregnancies in 
the Commonwealth of Virginia. As a result, in 1991, the Resource 
Mothers Program was established to provide guidance and assistance 
to pregnant/parenting teenagers. In 1992, this organization received 
$44,000 of CDBG funds to coordinate efforts by the City Social Serv- 
ices Department and Health Department to continue the much needed 
program. 

This public service helps teenage girls begin theirpregnancy check- 
ups early so that low-birth-weight babies and repeated pregnancies 
will begin to decline. The program also provides counseling to help 
teenagers stay in school and obtain additional assistance from other 
social service agencies. Resource Mothers assisted 115 teenagers dur- 
ing its 1992-93 program yea?: 

Exhibit 1-10 shows that CPD provided nearly $360 
million for public services, of which '77 percent has al- 
ready been expended. The CDBG Entitlement Program 
contributes almost all of the funds for CPD public ser- 
vices except homeless services. The Supportive Hous- 
ing and Emergency Shelter Grant programs provide the 
majority of homeless services. The HOPE 3 Program 
provided $450,000 in assistance for housing and job 
training services. The Community Development Work 
Study Program provided almost a third of CPD job train- 
ing assistance. 
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Exhibit 1-10 
CPD Social Services 

$359,625,000 Expended/Committed in FY 1993 Reporting 
Periods:$ 

Service Categories 
Dollars In Millions 

-Crime Awareness, $17.8 

Housing 

Homeles 
28% 

Job Training 
4% 

Health Care, $18 5 
Battered Spouses, $4 3 
Senior Services, $27 0 
Substance Abuse, $6 0 
Child Care, $26 2 
Transportation, $4 5 
Youth, $29 8 
Disabled, $7 5 

General, $79 7 

Job Training, $9.8 
Homeless, $31 

Job Training, $3 

Public Services, $212.1 Homeless, $69.1 

Public Services, $9.2 Housing, $25.5 

Funds Expended Funds Committed 

*CDEG Entitlement = Funds Expended in 1991 Program Year, HOPE 3 = Funds Expended in 
FY 1993 State CDBG and NDP Funds Committed in FY 1993 

Specific public services are funded primarily by the 
CDBG Program. The State CDBG Program contributed 
$8.9 million toward unspecified public services while 
the CDBG Entitlement Program provided $212 million. 
In addition, the Neighborhood Demonstration Program 
contributed $342,000. While general services accounted 

The Elderly Services Agency uses 
CDBG funds for a small repairs project 
A formerly house-bound woman uses 
her new stairs. 

lo wa City, lo wa 

Exhibit 1-11 
CPD Service Beneficiaries 

3,275,450 Persons Served in 1993 Reporting Periods‘” 

General 

Crime Awareness, 
53,014 

or Services, 
,738 

‘COBG =Persons Served in 1991 Program Year 

Exhibit 1-11 shows that more than 3.2 million per- 
sons received CDBG public services at an average cost 
of only $54 per person. However, local reporting pro- 
cedures may count program participants more than 
once. For example, based on daily head counts, a youth 
center may report serving 10,000 persons in a year, but 
a beneficiary who uses the center twice a day may be 
counted once per year, once per day, or even twice per 
day. 

INTEGRATW SOCIAL SERVICE DELNERY 
Bryan and College Station, Texas 

The adjacent communities of Bryan and College Station, Texas, 
have developed a n  innovative approach to using W B G  funds  topro- 
vide public Services. The cities found that the benefit to residents in 
both communities could be maximized by pooling their W B G  public 
service funds  through the Bryan/College Station Joint Relief Commit- 
tee. The committee reviews proposals for public service funding and 
makes recommendations to the respective City Councils about public 
service funding. The committee holds two public hearings and rates 
and ranks proposals. The regulatory knowledge and dedication of 
the committee members are impressive. This innovative approach of 
jointly funding public services that serve both communities reduces 
duplication of effort and has proven to be very cost effective. For the 
most recently completed grant yea? the W B G  public service dollars 
expended by the two communities totaled $266,553. These funds  
provided essential services to 91,644 residents of the two communities 
at a n  average cost of$2.91 perperson. 

Economic Deuelopment 

Another major component of CPD programs is ex- 
panding economic opportunities, principally for lower 
income Americans. CPD programs can directly create 
jobs, improve job skills, provide assistance to for-profit 
businesses, rehabilitate commercial buildings, and build 
the infrastructure required to promote business devel- 
opment. 

d 
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CPD creates economic opportunities primarily 
through the provision of financial assistance to for-profit 
businesses. HUD is also implementing new economic 
development programs enacted by Congress, including 
Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities. 

T H E  MAIN STREET MARKET 
Hartford, Connecticut 

The Main  Street Market is a n  outdool; multicultural urban mar- 
ketplace which was developed on a vacant commercial parcel of land 
on Main  Street in the heart of downtown Hartford. Opened in the 
summer of 1992, the market provides covered and uncovered vendor 
stalls for over fifiy local artisans, merchants, prepared food vendors, 

and furnims. The market op- 
erates Aix days a week and i, 
o p n  jeawound; it titis a per- 
formame rtage, 71 ewnu,sta n d ,  
and ou fdoorsrating for cus- 
ionierr. 
Thr .\,Inin Street .\I(i?.kd 

project ntldrersed four pi- 
mar) nrrds in Hurlford. The 
f i n t  iua, lo brovide hesli bro- 

4 .  

duce and other products to local area residents. The second was to 
make the products sold there affordable to low-income goups. The "" ., . 
third need war 10 support en- 
tr@reneurs rngagrd in rtiirt- 

ing u )  sniall businrssrs. The 
jourfh was to hing together 
Harlforil's diutwe popula- 
tiort in a central lciiritioit. 

A public-piivate coopera- 
tive eJort, including focal or- 
ganizations a n d  individu- - 
als, assisted in leasing the 
property and constructing the Main  Street Market. The City of Hart- 
ford used W B G  funds  to lease the property. Local nonprofit and 
private corporations, associations, and private businesses provided 
deuelo-pmmt and management assistance. Trade unions donated labq  
and local contractors and suppliers donated the materials. A giant 
from the Hartjord Foundation for Public Giving covered the remain- 
ing construction costs. 

As shown in Exhibit 1-12, CPD's provision of approxi- 
mately $550 million (half expended and half commit- 
ted) in financial assistance helped stimulate the Ameri- 
can economy. CPD funded four types of economic de- 
velopment activities. The largest of these is direct fi- 
nancial assistance to businesses, accounting for 61 per- 
cent of CPD economic development funds expended 
and 87' percent committed. This assistance is usually in 
the form of low-interest loans to help create new busi- 
nesses and help existing companies expand. In most 
cases, CPD funds are used in conjunction with other 
forms of government assistance, private funds raised 
through bank loans, and equity investment from the 
business itself. In the case of small or micro-enterprise 
development, CPD may be the only source of financial 
assistance. 

The other economic development activities which 
CPD funds are infrastructure improvements to assist eco- 
nomic development, technical assistance to potential 
or actual entrepreneurs, and job training. Infrastruc- 
ture improvements activities, accounting for 18 percent 
of economic development funds expended, include pro- 
viding water or sewer lines to newly constructed busi- 
ness sites, constructing streets and sidewalks to provide 
access to businesses, acquiring properties and rehabili- 
tating existing structures. Technical assistance activi- 
ties, such as developing business plans, financial man- 
agement and accounting training, and loan packaging, 
provide the training so that businesses have a better 
chance of success. Job training helps people build last- 
ing skills and become productive members of the 
nation's workforce. 

Exhibit 1-12 
CPD Economic Development Assistance 

$548,274,000 Expended/Committed in FY 1993 Reporting 
Periods4: 

Econ. Dev 
Infrastructure 

Job Training 10% 
Technical 

2% 

Job Training 
on. Dev. Assistance 
rastructure 1 

Technical 
Assistance 
12% 

Business Assistance 
66% 

FUNDSEXPENDED 
$263,223,000 

Business Assistance 
87% 

FUNDS COMMITTED 
$285,051,000 

*CDBG Entitlement Funds expended in 1991 Program year, HOPE 3 = Funds expended in 
FY 1993, State CDBG and NDP = FY 1992 Funds committed, TA, CDWS and Sec 108 = FY 
1993 funds committed 

Sources of economic development financing include 
the CDBG Entitlement Program ($263 million), State 
CDBG Program ($156 million), and Section 108 Loan 
Guarantee Program ($120 million). The Neighborhood 
Demonstration Program also contributed $380,000 to 
economic development activities. These activities spur 
the economy by creating jobs, primarily for low-and 
moderate-income persons, and providing essential ser- 
vices for low-and moderate-income neighborhoods. 

" 
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Exhibit 1-13 
CPD Economic Development 

18,275 Jobs Created, 1991 State &Entitlement CDBG 
Program Year 

Entitlement 
223 

Entitlement 
13,361 

State 
1,204 

State 
3,487 

Business Development Jobs Infrastructure Jobs 

As shown in Exhibit 1-13, CPD funding helped create 
over 18,500 jobs. The average cost of job creation or 
retention was $5,225. Other CPD economic develop- 
ment assistance also benefited 8,800 people, primarily 
through improvements to commercial or industrial 
buildings. 

FLEX-TEC, INC. 
Stewart County, Georgia 

Flex-Tec, Inc., located in  one of Georgia's poorest counties, was the 
recipient of a 1991 CDBG economic development loan which assisted 
the company 2 growth and simultaneously enabled its workforce to 
upgrade their skills. The company, one of the area's few employers, 
was operating in an abandoned school building and sufffeng from 
numerous manufacturing inefficiencies. A unique combination of 
financing and laym'ng of business and employee support services was 
used to assist the company. 

The Georgia Department of Community Affairs (DCA) provided 
a $1 75,000 CDBG loan to rebuild the facility. The Georgia Institute 
of Technology, Industrial Extension Service, coordinated the project 
and also provided assistance with market development and manufac- 
turing efficiency improvements. As a prerequisite for the W B G  assis- 
tance, the company agreed to consider employee literacy training. DCA 
obtained the assistance of the Georgia Department ofAdult and Tech- 
nical Education and the local Literate Community Program, which 
tested the workers and designed a training program. 

The company has prospered and the number of employees has grown 
from 30 to 66. Many of the workers are single female heads of house- 
holds who have been eager to take advantage of employment and train- 
ing opportunities. 

Infrastructure 

Without adequate roads, sewers, and water systems, 
housing andjob creation activities have a limited chance 
of success. CPD programs help ensure the success of 
many projects by providing needed infrastructure im- 
provements such as sewer hookups to new housing con- 
struction, and access roads for new business that create 
jobs for low-income citizens. 

CPD programs fund the following public facilities and 
infrastructure improvements: 

Senior, Disabled, or Youth Centers 
rn Community Centers 

1 Park Facilities 
W Child Care Centers 
1 Health Care Facilities 
1 Solid Waste Disposal Improvements 
W Flood Drain Improvements 
1 Water and Sewer Improvements 
H Street, Road, and Bridge Improvements 
W Sidewalks. 

BENEWAH MEDICAL FACILITY 
Plummq Idaho 

The City of Plummq Idaho, and surrounding communities had 
limited health care services. The nearest major medical facility was 
52 miles away in  Spokane, Washington. The project area consisted of 
4,000 residents, 67 percent of whom had low or moderate incomes. 
Since the project boundaries encompassed the Coeur d 'Alene Indian 
Reservation, 27percent of the residents were Native Americans. 

The facility, recognized as the first of its kind in the country, was 
fundedjointly by the City and the Tribe to serve both Indian and non- 
Indian residents. (According to Federal laws, a facility constructed 
solely by either the Tribe or the City could not serve the other group.) 
In 1989, the City received Community Development Block Grant fund- 
ing to help construct a 6,750-square;foot, quality health care facility. 
Funding was also provided by the City, a Community Development 
Block Grant for Indian Programs, the Coeur d Xlene Tribe, and a 
grant from the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Operating costs are covered 
by support funds from Indian Health Services. 

The facility contains state-of-the-art X-ray equipment, a trauma 
centq a medical diagnosis and primary treatment facility, alcohol- 
ism and mental health counseling, and a woman and infant care 
program. The facility serves 50 to 100 new patients every month and 
the number of staff and full-time physicians continues to grow. I n  
1991, a new building that contains a dental clinic was added to the 
Benewah Medical facility. 

The project is an excellent example of a system that includes a wide 
range of participants and multiIfunding sources to benefit low- and 
moderate-income persons. Local participation involved several pub 
lic hearings to inform citizens of the project. Local minority contrac- 
tors were also involved in  the construction phase. 

Exhibit 1-14 
CPD Public Improvement Funding 

$993,842,000 Expended/Committed in FY 1993 Reporting 
Periods* 

Public Facilities Public Facilities 

55% 

Funds Expended 
$519,393,000 

Infrastructure 
70% 

Funds Committed 
$474,449,000 

TDBG Entitlement = Funds Expended in 1991 Program Year, 
State CDBG and NDP = Funds Committed in FY 1992, 
Section 108 Loans Funds Committed in FY 1993 
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The State and Entitlement CDBG programs provided 
nearly $1 billion to fund public facilities and infrastruc- 
ture improvements. Infrastructure improvements ac- 
counted for 62 percent of this category. Exhibit 1-14 
breaks out public improvement funding between expen- 
ditures, exclusively CDBG Entitlement funds, and com- 
mitments, State CDBG, Section 108 loans, and Neigh- 
borhood Development Program. The latter programs 
channel more funds into infrastructure than the En- 
titlement program. Exhibit 1-15 provides an analysis of 
public facility funding, amounting to $373.5 million 
overall. One hundred ten million dollars went to com- 
munity centers, such as one-stop neighborhood govern- 
ment outposts and multipurpose facilities. Facilities for 
both children and senior citizens received over $20 mil- 
lion in CPD funds. A little over 60 percent of public 
facility funding came from Entitlement CDBG funds, 
35 percent from State CDBG, and three percent from 
Section 108 loan guarantees. 

Exhibit 1-15 
CPD Public Facilities Funding by Type 

$373,513,000 Expended/Committed in FY 1993 Reporting 
Periods" 

Dollars (In Millions) 

$120 I 
$100 YL4.3" J 

I 

=State CDBG 0 Entitlement CDBG mSection 108 Loans 

'CDBG Entitlement = Funds Expended in 1991 Program Year, Section108 Loans = Funds Committed in FY 1993. State 
CDBG and NDP = Funds Committed in FY 1992 

AMISTAD AMISTAD ESTATES 
Somerton, Arizona 

The City of Somerton, Arizona, about 12 miles north of the Mexi- 
can bordq has a population of more than 5,200 persons, 73 percent 
of whom are of low or moderate income. Ninety& percent of the 
residents are of Hispanic descent. With an unemployment rate of 
approximately 40percent, low vacancy rates for homeowner and rental 
housing, and with almost 40 percent of the residences housing more 
than one person per room, Somerton needed affordable housing. Sig- 
nificant population growth had also placed a severe strain on 
Somerton S existing infrastructure. 

Somerton received $384,168 in FY 1991 W B G  funds for expan- 
sion o f  its water system to support construction o f  new affordable hous- 
ing. The W B G f u n d s  were used by the City to design, engine@ and 
construct a 600-gallon?fier-minute l f t  station and 8,000 linear feet 
of transmission lines to the waste water treatment facility. These im- 
provements made possible the development of Amistad Estates, a 20- 
aere, 96-unit, self-hey housing development, which will benejt ap- 
proximately 480 low- and moderate-income persons. Eventually it is 
anticipated that a total of384 units o f  self-help housing will be built 
and will benejt over 1,500persons. 

Otherfundingfor this project includes a $1 00,000 pant  from the 
Arizona State Housing TrustFund, a $1,121,000 loan from the Bank 
of America, a $150,000 loan from the Rural Community Assistance 
Corporation, and a $698,800 Farmers Home Administration techni- 
cal assistance grant. 

Groundbreaking took place on December 4, 1992. As ofDecember 
1993, wastewater improvements had been completed. Currently, 96 
families have quali3ed for self-help assistance, 50 homes are under 
construction, and 28 families are undergoing homeownership train- 
ing. 

St Clair Shores, Michigan, used CDBG funds to revitalize a steadily declining area of the City by renovating existing public facilities and rehabilitating 37 

l i  

homes. 
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Exhibit 1-16 
CDBG Public Facilities and Improvements 

A Comparison of FY 1992 State Commitments and FY 1991 
Entitlement Expenditures 

Total ExpenditureslCommitments Dollars in Millions 
$160 
$140 
$120 
$100 
$80 
$60 
$40 
$20 

on '" Flood Water Streets Sewer 
Drainage Improvements & Roads Improvement 

Percentage of ExpenditureslCommitments by Type of Activity 
Percent 

18% 
16% 
14% 
12% 
10% 
8% 
6% 

2% 
4% 

I no! 
"" ' Flood Water Streets Sewer 

Drainage Improvements & Roads Improvement 

1 Entitlement State I 

Exhibit 1-16 compares how the State and Entitlement 
CDBG programs differ in their funding of public im- 
provements. Nonentitlement communities in the State 
CDBG Program committed over 55 percent of their 
funds to public improvements, compared to the 20 per- 
cent expended by entitlement communities. Water and 
sewer projects are much more likely to be funded by 
nonentitlement communities. The programs are simi- 
lar in their funding of street and road improvements. 

Other CPD funding for infrastructure improvements 
come from the Section 108 Loan Guarantee Program 
and the Neighborhood Demonstration Program (NDP) . 
Approximately $1.3 million in Section 108 loans and 
$230,000 from the NDP helped to complete infrastruc- 
ture projects. 

Exhibit 1-17 
CPD Public Facilities Beneficiaries 

Persons Served by Facilities in 1993 Reporting Periods" 
(Total Persons Served 3.25 Million) 

Disabled, 19,233 
Parking Facilities, 2.278 
Youth, 44,686 
Park 
Facilities, 26.568 

Senior Centen, 78,450 

Child Care, 8,846 

Soecific Public Facilities 
Persons Served (Entitlements Only) 

'CDBG Entitlement = 1991 Program Year Beneficiaries State CDBG = 1992 Completed Projects 
Beneficiaries 

Exhibit 1-17 shows that more than 3.2 million Ameri- 
cans benefited from CDBG public infrastructure assis- 
tance. 

Acquisition 

The Entitlement CDBG Program also provides acqui- 
sition assistance for unspecified activities. The end re- 
sult of the acquisition must meet a national objective, 
but the purpose is unknown until the project is com- 
pleted. CDBG funds can acquire real property that re- 
sults in new housing construction, in establishing an in- 
dustrial park, or in building a tot-lot for low-income chil- 
dren. Acquisition assistance for unspecified activities 
amounted to $125.5 million. 

Administration 

r 

r 
Government and nonprofit CPD grant recipients can 

use part of the grant to administer the funded programs. 
As shown in Exhibit 1-18, approximately $365 million, 
fourteen percent, of CPD funds were expended and $81 
million, five percent, committed for administering pro- 
grams. Entitlement and State CDBG funds consumed 
the largest share of these costs. 

I 
Exhibit 1-18 

CPD Planning &Administration Costs 
$445,807,000 Expended/Committed in FY 1993 Reporting 

Periods" I 
Sunoortive 

L CDBG Entitlement $345 4 

Funds Committed Funds Expended 

*HOME and HOPE 3=Funds Expended in 1993, CDBG Entitlement = Funds Expended in 1991 
Program Year, Supportive Housing = 1993 Funds Committed, State CDBG = 1992 Funds Com- 
mitted, ESG = 1991 Funds Committed 
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MAhNLVGTON COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROJJTCT 
Mannzngton, West Vzrgznza 

1992, assisted zn the design of the City S economzc development plan. 
Mannzngton also received a $210,000 State CDBG grant zn 1992 
for a downtown reuztalizatzon project. These funds  will be used for  

has expm‘enced economzc setbacks demolitzon of buzldzngs that contribute to blzght zn the down- 
in recent years These setbacks have town area. These funds  wall also be used for  constructzon of 
resulted an populatzon loss and the szdewalks and crosswalks, handzcap accessabality, and city- 
decline ofthe downtown area. With wzde code enforcement which will assast in stabilizing build- 
a 1990 populatzon of 2 ,184,  ing conditions and encourage investment in the community. 
Mannington has a per capita in- Mannington has also received a $400,000 H m  Special 
come of$8,802 and a n  unemploy- Purpose Grant to asszst 
ment rate of 14.8 percent. As the the City zn repairing hzs- 
jirst small city topartzcipatein West tomcal properties devas- 
Virgznia’s Maan Street Program in tated a series of fires 
1991, Mannington has enlisted a wzde range ofFederal, State, local, zn the fall  of 1991. One 
private enterprise, and volunteer support to asszst in the City’s devel- of the buildzngs to be 
opment ejforts. These efforts have resulted an many nvic improve- renovated wzl1 contain 
ments, zncluding a net gazn of six busznesses and 13jobs sznce 1991. f ive units of low-income 

West Virginza State CDBG awards to Mannzngton have contnb housing. 
uted to the City’s success. A $40,000 State CDBG grant, awarded in 

Mannington is a small czty zn north central West Vzrginia that 

Putting People First 1994 



I 





I
- 

I 
I 



Disaster Relief 

Total 
Allocation Jurisdiction 

State of Florida $67,946,000 

Several natural disasters struck the United States in 
1992 and 1993. Hurricane Andrew devastated South 
Florida and the Louisiana Gulf Coast, Hurricane Iniki 
ravaged the Hawaiian Island of Kauai, and Typhoon 
Omar brought destruction to Guam. The summer of 
1993 brought great despair to the heartland of America. 
Unusual amounts of rain brought about flooding 
throughout the midwest, as the Mississippi River and its 
many tributaries overflowed their banks. The damage 
caused by these disasters destroyed the housing stock 
and public infrastructure in hundreds of communities. 
The President declared areas of Florida and Louisiana, 
Hawaii, and Guam disaster areas as a result of the hurri- 
canes and typhoon. Portions of Iowa, Illinois, Kansas, 
Missouri, Wisconsin, Minnesota, North Dakota, Ne- 
braska, and South Dakota were declared disaster areas 
as a result of the floods. 

First Second 
HOME a!eG 

Allocation AIEfon Allocation 

$14,398,000 $19,812,000 $33,736,000 

In response to the destruction, Congress appropri- 
ated emergency funds through the HOME and CDBG 
programs to assist in the rebuilding efforts for these com- 
munities. Exhibit 2-1 illustrates CPD Disaster Relief 
Funding. 

HOME 

As of the end of EY1993, HOME appropriations pro- 
vided an additional $232.5 million for relief for victims 
of Hurricanes Andrew and Iniki, Typhoon Omar, and 
the midwest floods. In response to the hurricanes and 
typhoon, $60 million was appropriated by Congress, on 
September 23, 1992, and an additional $122.5 million 
was appropriated on July 2, 1993. HOME funds were 
awarded to 10 states and local jurisdictions in Florida, 
Louisiana, and Guam. In response to the midwest flood- 
ing, $50 million dollars was appropriated by Congress 
for disaster assistance on August 12, 1993. Nine States 
(Illinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, 
Nebraska, North Dakota, and South Dakota) and six 
local jurisdictions received HOME disaster relief funds. 

Disaster Relief Supplemental Appropriations 

The disaster relief supplemental appropriations au- 
thorized HUD to waive certain statutory and regulatory 
provisions in order to facilitate the use of the HOME 
disaster relief funds. The disaster relief funds may be 
used for activities eligible under the regular HOME Pro- 
gram. Although many statutory and regulatory require- 
ments were waived, all funds must benefit low-income 
families. By January 31, 1994, $33,339,827 in disaster 
relief funds had been committed with over 1,800 hous- 
ing units assisted. Disaster relief funds totaling 

$32,813,551 went 3 the areas damaged by Hurricanes 
Andrew and Iniki and Typhoon Omar. Areas damaged 
by the midwest floods received $526,276. To further as- 
sist disaster victims, HUD also waived certain regulatory 
requirements for regular HOME funding to the disas- 
ter areas. 

CDBG 

In FY1993, two supplemental appropriations acts pro- 
vided CDBG funding in response to Hurricanes Andrew 
and Iniki, Typhoon Omar, and the midwest floods of 
1993. Public Law 103-50 made $85 million available for 
recovery from Hurricanes Andrew and Tniki, and Ty- 
phoon Omar. Of that amount, the use of $40 million 
was restricted to repair, renovation, or replacement ac- 
tivities. Public Law 103-75 appropriated $200 million 
for Community Development Grants for repair, replace- 
ment or restoration of facilities damaged, or continua- 
tion of services interrupted by midwest floods. 

Exhibit 2-1 CPD DISASTER RELIEF FUNDING 

Hurricanes Andrew and Iniki, and Typhoon Omar 

FI m i n A  

County of Kauai, HI $41,246,000 5 9,670,000 $4,160,000 $27,416,000 

Total Hawaii $482.324.000 5 9,970,000 $ 4,160,000 $27,416,000 

$5,715,000 $ 2,182,000 $1,307,000 $2,226,000 

Total Guam $5,715.000 $2,182,000 $1,307,000 $2,226,000 

Total: $488.039.000 $85,000,000 $60,000,000 $122,500,000 
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State of Minnesota 

Moorhead, MN 

Minnesota TOTAL 

I MINNFSnTA I 
Total W3lE CDBG 1st CDBG 2nd 

Allocation Allocation Allocation Allocation 

514,509,000 52,689,000 53,460,000 8,360,000 

1,698,000 0 574,000 1,124,000 

516,207,000 $2,689.000 54,034,000 $9,484,002 

I I I I I I 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Total CDBG 1st CDBGPnd 1 Allocation I Al%%on I Allocation I Allocation ProjecUGrantee 

Bismarck, ND 1,398,000 431,000 967,000 

Fargo, ND 1,256,000 

Grand Forks, ND 133,000 133,000 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

ProjecUGrantee Total 

State of South Dakota 

Sioux Fails, SD 557,000 120,000 437,000 

I TOTAL I $250,000,000 I $50,000,000 I 575,000,000 I $125,000,000 I 
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Community Development Block 
Grant Program (CDBG) 

Purpose 

The primary objective of the Community Develop- 
ment Block Grant (CDBG) Program is to develop vi- 
able urban communities by prouidingdecent housing and 
a suitable living environment, and expanding economic op- 
portunities, principally for low- and moderate-income 
persons. 

National Objectives 

Activities must address at least one of the following 
national objectives: 

w benefit low- and moderate-income persons 
prevent or eliminate slums or blight 

w meet urgent community development needs. 

Formula 

The program awards grants annually to States and 
communities based on the higher of two needs-based 
formulas using data on: 

Formula One 

w overcrowded housing 
population 

rn poverty 

Formula Two 

rn age of housing 
population growth lag 
poverty 

Legislative Authom'Ey 

Title I, Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1974, as amended. 

Program Components 

The programs authorized under Title I of the Hous- 
ing and Community Development Act of 1974 as 
amended, are: 

0 Entitlement 
rn State and Small Cities 

Section 108 Loan Guarantee 
rn Insular Areas 

Special Purpose Grants 

These programs are described in the sections that 
follow. 
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Entitlement Procedure 

Program Description 

The Entitlement Program is the largest CDBG com- 
ponent. It constitutes approximately 70 percent of the 
basic CDBG appropriation. The program awards grants 
annually to entitled Metropolitan Cities and Urban 
Counties. 

Entitled communities may be one of the following: 

w local governments with 50,000 or more residents 
other jurisdictions designated as central cities of Metro- 
politan Statistical Areas (MSAs) 
counties with populations of over 200,000 in MSAs, ex- 
cluding the population of entitled cities within county 
boundaries. 

Cities with entitlement status are referred to as Met- 
ropolitan Cities, or Metro Cities. Entitled counties are re- 
ferred to as Urban  Counties. Grant amounts are com- 
puted from a statutory formula which uses objective 
measures of community need, including population, 
the extent of poverty, housing overcrowding, housing 
age, and population growth lag in relation to all MSAs. 

Through active citizen participation, communities 
develop their own programs and funding priorities. Any 
activity undertaken must be eligible and must address 
one of the three national objectives. 

At least 70 percent of the funds expended by a 
grantee over a specified period of one, two, or three 
years, must be for activities benefiting low- and moder- 
ate-income persons. 

PONCHO DE LA GARZA AfFORDABLE HOUSING 
City of Laredo, Texas 

The Poncho De L a  Garza Affordable Housing Dmelopment was a 
community-wide effort spearheaded !y the Laredo Affordable Housing 
Corporation in 1992. Twenty-eight 3-bedroom, singlefamily residences 
were constructed i n  the L a  Ladrillera neighborhood. All of the homes 
consisted of 858 square feet of living area, were constructed of hick 
veneq and included all utilities. Homes were pn'ced between $23,000 
and $24 000 and were sold to qualiSying low- and moderate-income 
families. 

This affwdable housing project enabled 28 families, 14 of whom 
had been tenants ofpublic housing to become homeowners. The City of 
Laredo and the Laredo Housing Authm'ty joined with four  local banks 
to provide low-interest loans. Local utility and title companies provided 
services at reduced costs; landscaping was donated to enhance the units. 
The funds  for the needed infrastructure camefiom the Community De- 
velopment Block Grant Propam and totaled $370,797. 

The succe.s~ul e@rt in the L a  Ladrillera neighborhood, made pos- 
sible through cooperation between the public and pnvate sectors, has 
sparked development of affordable housing throughout the City. 

In order to coordinate the CDBG program with lo- 
cal budget and planning cycles, local officials may se- 
lect a program year start date between January 1 and 
October 1. 

Once jurisdictions begin their consolidated planning 
process, it will supersede the CDBG final statement as 
well as certain application requirements for other for- 
mula programs. In addition, the Consolidated Plan es- 
tablishes one program year for all four programs to be 
chosen by the grantee. Under the Consolidated Plan, 
CDBG recipients describe the use of CDBG funds dur- 
ing the program year and evaluate the extent to which 
they were used for activities that benefit extremely low- 
income, very low-income, and low-income persons. 

Funding History 

In FY 1993, funding for the Entitlement Program 
amounted to $2.725 billion, representing a 16 percent 
increase over FY1992. The FY1993 funding is the larg- 
est since FY1979. Exhibit 3-1 summarizes the Program's 
funding from FY 1976 through FY 1993. 

Exhibit 3-1 
Community Development Block Grant Program 

Entitlement Allocation 
FY1976-FY1993 

93 $2,725 
Q7 "- 
91 
90 
89 
88 
87 

& 86 

84 
83 
82 
81 
80 
79 
78 
77 
76 

f 85 

so $500 $1 000 31 500 52030 $2510 $300'3 
Do ars n M  ons 

Participation 

In FY1993,889 entitlement grantees participated in 
the program, consisting of 756 Metropolitan Cities and 
133 Urban Counties. 

Report Coverage 

The remainder of this report is based on expendi- 
ture data submitted for FY 1991, the most recent year 
for which complete GPR information is available. 
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The City of Roseville, Michigan, 
has renovated more than 800 single 
family structures for low- and 
moderate-income families through 
the CDBG Program. 

Expenditures by National Objectives 

In FY1991,92.1 percent of funds were expended on 
activities addressing the low- and moderate-income ob- 
jective, 7.7 percent went to preventing or eliminating 
slums or blight, and .15 percent were focused on ur- 
gent community development needs. Exhibit 3-2 illus- 
trates the percentage of CDBG funds expended by na- 
tional objective. This exhibit also illustrates subcategory 
expenditures related to the low/moderate-income na- 
tional objective. 

Exhibit 3-2 
Percent Entitlement Funds Expended 

by National Objective FY 1991 

Low\Mod National 
Objective Jobs 

Low/Moderate Income Subcategories - Activities benefit- 
ing low- and moderate-income persons are classified 
into four subcategories. 

1. Housing- activities that add or improve permanent, 
residential structures occupied by low- and moderate- 
income persons. For FY1991, these activities consti- 
tuted the greatest percentage (45.6 percent) of low- and 
moderate-income objective expenditures. 

2. Area Benefit - activities that are available to all per- 
sons residing in the area served by the activity. Gener- 
ally, at least 5 i  percent (for certain communities, alower 
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NORTH BELLPORT hEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENT 
Brookhaven, New York 

The Town of Brookhaven has developed a comprehensive plan to 
undertake neighborhood improvements in the North Bellport area. 
Brookhaven is working with nonprofit groups such as the Bel@ort/East 
Patchogue Housing Alliance and the Long Island Partnership to revi- 
talize North Bellport. Through the Suffolk County Consortium, the 
Town used CDBG funds to renovate a neighborhood park, install side- 
walks, and resurface roads. Additional CDBG funds will be used for 
site acquisition, new construction and rehabilitation of single family 
homes, code enforcement, tenant counseling, youth job training, and 
recreation programs. Brookhaven will also use HOME funds for hous- 
ing acquisition and rehabilitation. 

percentage is authorized by statute) of the residents of 
the area served must be low- or moderate-income for 
the activity to meet the criterion. In FY1991, this sub- 
category constituted 29.1 percent of low/moderate-in- 
come expenditures. 

3. Limited Clientele- activities that directly benefit spe- 
cific groups of persons (rather than all residents in a 
specific area), at least 51 percent of whom are low- and 
moderate-income persons. In FY1991, this subcategory 
accounted for 17.3 percent of low/moderate-income 
expenditures. 

4. Jobs- activities that create or retain permanentjobs 
primarily (at least 51 percent) for low- or moderate- 
income persons. In FY 1991, this subcategory ac- 
counted for 8.0 percent of low/moderate-income ex- 
pendi tures. 

PIC LEARNING CENTER 
Chattanooga, Tennessee 

Mildred, a 40year-old single parent with three children, has been 
given the opportunity to pursue her dreams. A former Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children (AFDC) recipient and a high-school dropout, 
Mildred is now employed. Mildred was a student at the Learning Cen- 
ter in SpencerJ McCallie Homes. The Learning Center was established 
by the Southeast Tennessee Private Industry Council (PIC) to provide 
comprehensive education and job training services to the residents of 
McCallie Homes, the City 2 largest Public housing devebpment. 

With 1,500 residents living in 595 housing units, McCallie Homes 
has been plagued by the hopelessness and violence typical of many inner- 
city neighborhoods. The economic base of the area has steadily declined 
over the last 25 years due to the loss of major manufacturing plants. 
Ninety-nine percent of McCallie Homes residents are minorities, 9Sper- 
cent ofthe households are headed by females, and only 20percent ofthe 
residents are employed. 

Using$150,000 o f  CDBG funds, State job funds, and three units o f  
public housing provided by the Chattanooga Housing Authon'ty, PIC is 
attempting to help end the downward spiral of this neighborhood. The 
Learning Center provides outreach, recruitment, assessment, case man- 
agement and support, labor market orientation, employment skill train- 
ing, literacy training, basic and remedial education, General Equiva- 
lency Diploma (GEB) preparation, and job dmebpment and placement 
assistance. Students may also take courses at Chattanooga State Techni- 
cal Community College. The Learning Center currently has thirteen resi- 
dents enrolled in the GED program and five in its basic skills program. 
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Exhibit 3-3 illustrates how Metropolitan Cities and 
Urban Counties spent funds under the low- and mod- 
erate-income objective. As in past years, Metropolitan 
Cities spent the largest proportion (48 percent) of these 
funds on housing; Urban Counties spent the largest 
proportions of their funds on area benefit activities (38 
percent) and housing (3'7 percent). 

Exhibit 3-3 
Percent of Expenditures on Low/Mod National Objective 

by Type of Recipient, J?Y 1991 
Percent 
60% I I I I I 

I 47.6% 50% 

An01, 37.7% 36.9% , .-," 

8.4% 

Area Ltd. Clientele Housing Jobs 

0 Cities I Counties 

Elimination of Slums or Blight-Activities qualifying 
under this objective are those that are either carried 
out in a designated slum or blighted area or on a spot 
basis to eliminate specific conditions of blight or physi- 
cal decay. During FY 1991, grantees spent $166 mil- 
lion on activities meeting the slum/blight national ob- 
j ec tive . 

Urgent Needs-Urgent Needs activities address a se- 
rious and immediate threat to public health or welfare 
for which no other funds are available. This objective 
accounts for the smallest amount (.15 percent) of pro- 
gram expenditures. 

PALAWSTA 
Kansas City, Kansas 

Kansas City has developed a comprehensive strategic neighborhood 
plan to focus its limited resources on areas of the City that need them the 
most. A redevelopment plan, aHroved by the neighborhood, has been 
completed for Russian Hill, the first area selected for this proram. Rus- 
sian Hill had deteriorated with vacant and dilapidated homes and lots. 
Few families remained. The neighborhood had changed, the popula- 
tion was aging; and a new expressway was cutting into its boundaries. 

To begin the Russian Hill project, the City sought to create a signifi- 
cant catalyst for chance. That catalyst was Palavista. Palavista is a 

positivedevelopment 
and a symbol of neighborhood revitalization for the rest of the metropoli- 
tan area. A more immediate objective was to bring back or retain middle- 

income residents in  the inner city. The houses have been on the 
market since October 1992, and all but three of the twenty-one lots 
have been sold or are under contract. Nineteen homes are under 
construction or complete. The project used $500,000 of CDBGfunds 
to acquire property and relocate ten households. The project was 
also funded from Tax Increment Financing which allows the City to 
finance the infrastructure from the tax increment generated by the 
new development. Additional funding was provided from the City 
sales tax and from the private developer 

Palavista is only the beginning of revitalization for Russian Hill. 
Housing rehabilitation and increased code enforcement are in progress. 
Next year the City anticipates designating additional funds for neigh- 
borhood infrastructure i m p o u m t s  and housingrehabilitation to elimi- 
nate blight and build livable neighborhoods. The Russian Hill area 
and the program have become a model for other neighborhoods. 

Overall Benefat 

The Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Hous- 
ing Act of 1990 requires that grantees spend at least 70 
percent (up from 60 percent) of their aggregate CDBG 
funds to benefit low- and moderate-income persons. 
Grantees must select a one-, two-, or three-year period 
within which to meet the overall benefit requirement. 

Of 862 FY 1991 Grantee Performance Reports re- 
viewed, 836 (97 percent) indicated that they spent sev- 
enty percent or more of their entitlement funds in the 
1991 program year to benefit low- and moderate-in- 

COOPERATNE BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CORPORATION 
City of Camden, New Jersq 

The Cooperative Business Assistance Corporation (CBAC) is a non- 
profit publicprivate partnersh~ designed to promote the growth of small 
businesses in the City of Camden. Since 1987, CBAC has offeyed small 
business owners and potential entrepreneurs lowinterest loans, techni- 
cal assistance, and business education. Using CDBG funds, the City 
has contributed approximately $1 00,000 annually to the CBAC. 

Since the inception of this program, 132jobs have been created and 
11 6jobs have been saved. In 1993, a $25,000 CBAC lowinterest loan 
funded Camden 's first computer store. This store has been so successful 
that it has moved to a larger location. The owner says that without the 
CBAC loan his computer store would not have opened. Also in 1993, 
another $25,000 lowinterest loan Pom CBAC prompted Prints on Tap 
to locate its production operation in the City of Camden. This twelve 
year-old company, with annual sales between eight hundred thousand 
and one million dollars, was attracted by Camden's laborpool of 31,000. 
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come persons. Among these grantees, 672 (78 percent) 
reported spending more than 90 percent of their en- 
titlement funds to benefit low- and moderate-income 
persons. Exhibit 3-4 shows the distribution of entitle- 
ment grants by percentage of low- and moderate-in- 
come benefits for FY 1991. 

Exhibit 3-4 
Distribution of Entitlement Grants by Percentage of Low- 

l and Moderate-Income Benefit, FY 1991 

90-99 

70-89 

60-69 

I* Total 

Grantees 
(count) 

862 

Source: From FY 1991 Grantee Performance Reports reviewed for this report. 

Activities whose expenditures are counted as ben- 
efiting low- and moderate-income persons for national 
objective or overall benefit purposes can also benefit 
persons with incomes above the moderate level. Thus, 
the statement that 92.1 percent of CDBG funds went 
to activities that met the low- and moderate-income ob- 
jective should not be interpreted to mean that the funds 
solely benefited those persons. 

As a general rule, if the majority (51 percent or 
more) of persons benefiting from a CDBGassisted ac- 
tivity are of low- and moderate-income, the activity 
meets the statutory requirement for the low- and mod- 
erate-income national objective. The statute and regu- 
lations also permit exceptions to the 51 percent rule, 
based on income characteristics of the grantee. There- 
fore, for some activities that qualify under this objec- 
tive, a significant portion of CDBG beneficiaries may 
not be low- and moderate-income persons. On the 
other hand, most activities that address the slums and 
blight national objective also benefit some low- and 
moderate-income persons. 

If an activity qualifies as meeting the low- and mod- 
erate-income national objective, as noted above, it is 
also credited toward meeting the overall (70 percent) 
low/moderate benefit requirement. 

Direct BeneJit 

Entitlement grantees are required to provide spe- 
cific information on the beneficiaries of those CDBG 
funded activities which directly benefit individuals or 
households. Certain demographic data, including race 
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and income data, are provided €or direct beneficiaries 
of CDBGfunded activities. In FY 1991, grantees spent 
$1.5 billion in direct benefit activities. Blacks consti- 
tuted 26 percent of the beneficiaries; Hispanics, 21 per- 
cent. Localities identified 73 percent of their direct 
beneficiaries as low-income, 18 percent as moderate- 
income, and 9 percent as above moderate-income. 

MED-TEC 
Lawton, Oklahoma 

The City of Lawton, Oklahoma has agessivelj conj%onted the prob 
lems of adequate access to health care. One of the most criticalproblems 
has been the number ofpregnant women arriving for thejirst time at the 
City-County Health Dqbartment in  an advanced state o f  pregnancy. 
The most common reason for not going earlier was the lack of transpor- 

o f  two buses to transport low- and mod&at&come persons to medical 
facilities at little or no charge. 

The Lawton City Council prouided $52,000 in WBGJiLnds to Oper- 
ate the system. The City Council felt that the acquisition of the vehicles 
themselves should 

vate contributions 
enabled one van to 

a “demand response” system with eligible pevsons requesting service 24 
hours in advance. Low- and moderate-income persons and handicalrpd 
individuals are eligible to participate. Door-to-door service is provided 
jive days a week at no charge. During the first year of the program, 
25,883 low- and moderate-income persons were transported to medical 
facilities. The number of persons transported last year rose to 32,939. 

Program Income 

Most entitlement grantees receive income from activi- 
ties they have undertaken with CDBG funds in past years. 
Program income is money generated directly from the 
use of CDBG funds and received by the grantee or its 
subrecipients such as repayments of loans made with 
CDBG funds, proceeds from the use of CDBGassisted 
properties controlled by grantees or subrecipients, and 
resale proceeds from properties acquired or improved 
with CDBG funds. 
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In FY 1991, grantees reported receiving program in- 
come of $450 million, or 20 percent of entitlement al- 
locations. This constitutes a 15 percent reduction from 
FY 1990's reported program income of $514 million. 

91 

Program income received by Metropolitan Cities in 
FY1991 amounted to $380 million (84 percent of total 
program income). Exhibit 3-5 shows program income 
received by cities and counties or their subrecipients 
from FY 1982 to FY 1991. Grantees must use program 
income fLmds before drawing CDBG funds from the 
Treasury. 

$450 

I $514 
I I $380 

Exhibit 3-5 
Entitlement Program Income FY 1982-FY 1991 

(Dollars in millions) 
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As in prior years, repayment of housing rehabilita- 
tion loans accounted for the largest portion of pro- 
gram income for Metro Cities (53 percent) and Urban 
Counties (41 percent). Economic development loan 
repayment was the next major source of program in- 
come (40 percent) for Urban Counties, followed by re- 
payment of float loans (13 percent). In contrast, eco- 
nomic development loan repayment and float loan re- 
payment accounted for 27 percent and 8 percent, re- 
spectively, of Metro Cities' program income. 

MONTICELLO WSTA RENTAL HOUSING 
Charlottesville, Virginia 

The Monticello Vista Rental Housing Project converted a vacant 
shirt factory into 38 rental housing units for the elderly and disabled 
and on adjacent land constructed 12 residences that house small to 
medium-sized families. Opened in September 1993, Monticello Vista 
also helps its tenants obtain servicesfi-om a wide range of social service 
agencies. Monticello Vista is an excellent example of how creativej- 
nancing can be used to develop lowincome rental housing at below mar- 
ket rates without conventional monthly rental subsidies. 

Developed by the Charlottesville Housing Foundation (CHF), this 
project is structured as a limited partnership with CHF as managing 

partner and with corporate investors as limited partners for 15 years. 
CHFwill become full ownerofMonticello Vista at the end of 15years, at 
which time the project will likely be converted to a limited equity coopera- 
tive. Permanentjnann'ng was provided by the State of Virginia through 
the Virginia Housing Partnership Fund and through the issuance of 
Federal Low-income Housing Tax Credits to investors. The City of 
Charlottesville contributed $1 00,000 in FY 1991 CDBG funds which 
were used for purchasing the property for Monticello Vista. The CHF 
also contributed $100,000. 

Program Activities 

The expenditures described below represent data 
from 862 EY 1991 Grantee Performance Reports, ac- 
counting for 97 percent of CDBG funds appropriated 
for all entitlements for FY 1991. The information on 
actual expenditures is weighted to reflect all entitlement 
communities. 

The 1991 program year expenditures include grant 
funds, program income, and proceeds from loan guar- 
antees under Section 108. Grantees used CDBG funds 
to undertake a broad range of eligible activities such as 
housing rehabilitation, public works, economic devel- 
opment and public services. Exhibit 3-6 shows how all 
entitlement communities spent their funds. 

Exhibit 3-6 
Expenditures by Activity, FY 1991 

Housing 
37.3% 

Public Wor 
21.9% 

AcquisitionlClearance 
5.6% 

conomic Development 
9.7% 

Housing. The largest share of CDBG expenditures, 
37 percent or $978 million, went for housing-related 
activities. The majority of these expenditures went to 
improve existing housing within entitlement commu- 
nities. The major categories of housing expenditures 
are as follows: 

rn $439 million for rehabilitation loans and grants for single- 
family dwelling units 

H $157 million for rehabilitation of multifamily and public 
housing 
$124 million for rehabilitation of other publicly owned resi- 
dential buildings 

H $71 million for administrative rehabilitation services, such 
as loan processing, preparation of work specifications, 
and rehabilitation counseling 
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economic development projects, or slightly under 10 
percent of total expenditures. Expenditures for eco- 
nomic development in 1991 included: 

Fifty-nine families are living in Asheboro Square, a newly 
completed subdivision that was developed using CDBG funds 
and was built by a for-profit builder. Asheboro Square is the 
result of a successful public/private partnership involving 
Greensboro's Housing and Community Development Depart- 
ment, local financial institutions, and private enterprise. 

Greensboro. North Carolina 

H $46 million for the acquisition of real property that results in 

H $49 million for new housing construction 
H $40 million for code enforcement. 

housing 

Public Works. Nearly 22 percent of entitlement 
spending, $533 million, was expended on public works 
activities. The expenditures included: 

H $1 74 million for street and sidewalk improvements 
$124 million for the construction or rehabilitation of pub- 
lic facilities, including senior centers, facilities for the dis- 
abled, community centers, child care facilities and other 
public building 

a $71 million for water, sewer, flood control, and drainage 
systems 

H $52 million for park facilities 
$20 million for the removal of architectural barriers. 

Public Services. Expenditures for public service ac- 
tivities increased from the $234 million in FY 1990 to 
almost $290 million in FY 1991, increasing its share of 
expenditures by 2 percent. Major expenditures included 
the following: 

H $35 million for elderly and disabled services 
H $31 million for homeless services 

$30 million for youth services 
H $26 million for child care 

$25 million for housing services, including fair housing and 
tenanVlandlord counselling 

H $19 million for health care 
H $1 8 million for crime awareness 
H $1 0 million for job training 
H $1 4 million for homeless centers, including shelters. 

Special Economic Development. Local govern- 
ments provided over $243 million in CDBG funds for 

H $164 million in direct financial assistance to for-profit 
businesses 

w $47 million in commercial industrial improvements by the 
grantee or a nonprofit organization in the form of land 
acquisition, infrastructure improvements, building con- 
struction or rehabilitation (including facade improvements), and 
other capital improvements 

H $32 million in technical assistance to for-profit entities. 

Acquisition/Clearance. Expenditures for acquisition 
and clearance activities amounted to $147 million, al- 
most 6 percent of total expenditures. These expendi- 
tures included: 

$67 million for purchasing properties for nonhousing, non- 

H $41 million for clearing land 
H $21 million for relocation 
H $18 million for disposition. 

economic development purposes 

Administration/Planning. Grantees expended $375 
million for administering the program at the local level 
and for planning related to the CDBG program. That 
figure represents 14 percent of CDBG expenditures, 
below the statutory 20 percent limitation on adminis- 
trative expenditures. Grantees spent $335 million on 
administration and $40 million on planning. 

Spending Patterns of Metropolitan Cities and Ur- 
ban Counties. In FY1991, as in past years, Metropoli- 
tan Cities and Urban Counties differed in the degree 
to which they funded certain program activities. Metro 
Cities spent the largest proportion of their funds (40 
percent or $818 million) on housing-related activities. 
Urban Counties spent the bulk of their funds on pub- 
lic works (35 percent, or $158 million) and housing 
(29 percent, or $131 million). 

Exhibit 3-7 compares the spending patterns of Met- 
ropolitan Cities and Urban Counties on program ac- 
tivities. 

Exhibit 3-7 
Percent of Entitlement Funds Expended by Activity for 

Metropolitan Cities and Urban Counties, FY 1991 

AdminJPlanning -jt:,o 
I Cities Counties I 10% Econ. Develop. 

._ I g Acquisition ~ , , 
Z Public Services ' Public Works 

12% ._ 

18% 48% 
35% 

40% 
Housing 29% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 
Percent of Funds 
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HOUSNG IMPROEMENTS IiVDOWNTOWNEIGHBORHOODS 
Raleigh, North Carolina 

Since 1983, the City of Raleigh has used W B G  funds to build low 
and moderate-income housing in a long-term $fort to revitalize its down- 
town neighborhoods. Public/@iuate partnerships over the years have 

resulted in the rehabilitation 
of more than 450 singlefam- 
ily homes and the construction 
of an additional 200 multi- 
family homes. The City, wwk- 
ing with the nonprofit Down- 
town Housing Improvement 
Corporation (DHIC) and two 
private corporations, has es- 
tablished a revolving loan 

fund. This fund has enabled the City to increase its local housing assis- 
tance fundingj-om zero in 1983 to more than $22 million in 1993. 

With assistance j-om Nations Bank Community Development Cm- 
poration, the City has sold thirty new singlefamily homes in the down- 
town area to low- and moderate-income homebuyers since 1988. Twenty- 
four new homes are presently under construction, and thirty-jive more 
are in the planning stage. 

Use of Subrecipients 

Subrecipients are nonprofit organizations and other 
entities used by entitlement grantees to help carry out 
CDBG activities. In FY 1991, grantees spent $398 mil- 
lion through subrecipients, down significantly from 
$566 million in FY 1990. 

Exhibit 3-8 shows how subrecipients in Metropoli- 
tan Cities and Urban Counties spent their funds on 
major program activities. The spending patterns of cit- 
ies and counties were mirrored by their subrecipients. 
Subrecipients of cities spent the largest portion of their 
funds (39 percent) on housing-related activities. 
Subrecipients of counties expended more funds on 
public works (39 percent) followed by housing (29 per- 
cent). Subrecipients spent more on public service ac- 
tivities than did local governments. 

Exhibit 3-8 
Use of Funds by Subrecipients of Metropolitan Cities and 

Urban Counties, FY 1991 

Percent 

17% I 4 Cities 0 Counties 1 Econ. Devel. 

BUILDING COMMUNITYDEVELOPnilENT PARTmRSHIPS 
Beaumont, Texas 

With a commitment to neighborhood revitalization and the assis- 
tance of an aggressive nonprofit agency, the City of Beaumont, Exas, 
has used CDBG funds to implementfive housingprograms which have 
put very lowincome and low- and moderate-income families into saf, 
decent, and affwdable homes. The local nonprofit organization is the 
Innovative Housing Development Corporation (IHDC). The afford- 
able housing programs implemented for first-time homebuyers include 
the Existing Housing Purchase Program; the New Construction Pro- 
gram; the Buy, Fix-up, and Resell Program; the IHDGBeaumont Inde- 
pendent School District (BID)  Partnership; and the Habitat for Hu- 
manity Program. 

The Existing Housing Purchase Program assists lowincome fami- 
lies in purchasing existing homes by providing funds to cover down 
payment and closing costs. Since 1991, the program has assisted 196 
families purchase homes. 

The New Construction Program assists low-income families in pur- 
chasing newly constructed homes by providing assistance with down 
payment and closing costs. Nonprofit and City staff have worked with 
local lenders to ensure that 60 percent of partinpatirig families are in 
the very lowincome range. 

The Buy, Fix-up, and Resell Program was designed to acquire, reha- 
bilitate, and sell 26 singlefamily government-owned properties. Non- 
profit and city staff worM with local lending institutions to relax nor- 
mal underwriting standards to assist very lowincome families. 

The ImC/BISD Program is a partnership with the local BISD Vo- 
cational Education Department to construct a three-bedroom hick home 
for a very lowincome family. 

The Habitat for Humanity Program created a partnership with the 
local Habitat program by providing materials to construct new homes 
for very lowincome families. 

I 

Acquisition =, 
Public Works 39% 

27% 
Public Services 17% 

39% 
Housing 29% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 
Use of Funds 
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State and Small Cities Program 

Program Description 

The State CDBG Program provides assistance to 
smaller communities that do not qualify for the CDBG 
Entitlement Program. Since States are in the best posi- 
tion to respond to the needs of local governments, 
States administer the funds. The State CDBG Program 
receives approximately 30 percent of all CDBG funds. 
Communities eligible for State CDBG funds are: 

W municipalities with less than 50,000 residents, except des- 
ignated central cities of Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
counties which are not considered urban counties, gen- 
erally those with populations of 200,000 or less. 

In the State CDBG Program, HUD ensures State com- 
pliance with Federal laws, regulations, and policies. It 
also administers the program in New York and Hawaii, 
States that have elected not to participate in the pro- 
gram. 

States award CDBG grants exclusively to units of gen- 
eral local government that carry out community devel- 
opment activities. Each State develops funding priori- 
ties and criteria for selecting projects. Under the pro- 
gram, participating States: 

formulate community development objectives 
rn decide how to distribute funds among communities in 

rn ensure that recipient communities comply with applicable 
nonentitlement areas 

State and Federal laws and requirements. 

States also ensure that at least 70 percent of their 
CDBG grant funds are used for activities that benefit 
low- and moderate-income persons over a one-, two-, 
or three-year period selected by the State. 

Under the program, local governments have the re- 
sponsibility to: 

rn consider local needs 
rn prepare and submit grant applications to the State 
rn carry out funded activities 
rn comply with Federal and State requirements. 

Procedure 

States submit a Find Statement containing their com- 
munity development objectives, their method for distrib- 
uting funds to locd governments, and their certifications. 

States also submit Performance and Evaluation Re- 
ports (PERs) to HUD by September 30 of each year. 
These reports cover the status of all CDBG grants cur- 

rently being administered by each State. The PER in- 
cludes information on: 

rn communities receiving State CDBG grants 
rn amount of their grants 
rn the types and purpose of activities being funded 
1 the national objectives being met by each activity. 

Once states begin their consolidated planning pro- 
cess for programs administered by the State, it will su- 
persede the CDBG final statement as well as certain 
other application requirements for other formula pro- 
grams. In addition, the Consolidated Plan establishes 
one program year for all four programs to be chosen 
by the grantee. Under the Consolidated Plan, CDBG 
recipients describe the use of CDBG funds during the 
program year and evaluate the extent to which they 
were used for activities that benefit extremely low-in- 
come, very low-income, and low-income persons. 

Funding History 

The total funds available to the State CDBG Program 
in FY 1993 were $1.168 billion. This is a 17 percent in- 
crease over the amount appropriated in FY 1992 and the 
highest amount appropriated since the program's incep- 
tion. Forty-nine million dollars of the FY1993 funds went 
to New York and Hawaii, the two States in the HUD-Ad- 
ministered Small Cities Program. Exhibit 3-9 illustrates 
total State CDBG funding from FY 1982 to FY 1993. 

Exhibit 3-9 
State CDBG Funding FY 1982- FY 1993 

$1.168 

vu ' 
82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 

Fiscal Year 

I Slate Administered HUD Administered I 
SOCIAL SERVICES CENTER 

Chino Valley, Arizona 
Chino Valley, a small and recently incmpmated community, had to 

use its local public funds  to develop its basic infrastructure, leaving 
limited resources for social services. The nearest social services were 15 
miles away and were inaccessible to most l o w  and moderate-incomeper- 
sons due to a lack of public transportation. Chino Valley received a 
State CBBG grant in the amount of $1 70,000 to construct a social 
services centm AJer several delays, the centq which serves approxi- 
mately 1,000 low- and moderate-income persons a yeaT was completed 
in January 1993. The center houses a literacy program, known as 
Victory, which started with 62 students and 10 volunteer teachers, a 
locally administered economic development program to help people f ind 
employment, a Headstart program that includes disabled children, pro- 
grams for the elderly and for disabled adults, a mental health clinic, a 
retired senior volunteer program, legal aid, and a homeless services pro- 
gram operated ly the State Department of Economic Security. 
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Report Coverage 

The information contained in this report is derived 
primarily from the Performance and Evaluation Re- 
ports. The most recent PERs contain information 
through June 30, 1993. This report focuses primarily 
on data through FY1992, the most recent year with rela- 
tively complete information. 

National Objectives 

States certify to HUD that funded activities meet at 
least one of the three national objectives of the pro- 
gram. Since the State Program began in FY 1982,96.6 
percent of funds have gone to activities that benefit low- 
and moderate-income persons; 2 percent have gone to 
activities that aid in the elimination of slums and blight; 
and 1.4 percent have gone to activities that address ur- 
gent needs. 

The FY 1992 percentage of funds addressing each 
national objective is similar to the cumulative percent- 
ages for FY 1982 to FY 1992. Exhibit 3-10 illustrates 
the percentage of funding by national objective for 
FY 1992. 

Exhibit 3-10 
Percentage of Funding by National Objective, FY 1992 

State CDBG activities meet the low- and moderate- 
income national objective by satisfying one of the fol- 
lowing criteria: 

rn at least 51 percent of the beneficiaries of the activity are 
low- and moderate-income persons 

rn a funded activity is available to all residents of an area in 
which at least 51 percent of the residents are low- and 
moderate-income persons. 

In the State CDBG Program, definitions of low- and 
moderate-income families differ for metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan areas. 

In Non-metropolitan Areas-Families with incomes 
that are at or below 80 percent of the median family 
income of the county in which the activity occurs or 
the median family income of the nonentitlement areas 
of the State, whichever is higher. 

In Metropolitan Areas-Families with incomes that 
are at or below 80 percent of the median family income 
of the metropolitan area. 

The calculation of the '70 percent of grant funds for 
activities that benefit low- and moderate-income persons 
is performed in accordance with the statute and regula- 
tions. The amount of funds from designated low- and 
moderate-income benefit activities that may be applied 
toward the 70 percent minimum is as follows: 

housing-related activities-the amount of funds directly 
proportionate to the number of housing units that are ac- 
tually occupied by low- and moderate-income households 
all other activities-the total amount of funds. 

Given the criteria for designating activities that ben- 
efit low- and moderate-income persons, this computa- 
tion determines only the percentage of grant funds that 
may be applied toward fulfilling the low- and moder- 
ate-income national objective. It does not determine 
what percentage of persons benefiting from State CDBG 
funds were low- and moderate-income. 

Funding to Communities 

Since FY 1982, the State CDBG Program has pro- 
vided an average of over 3,500 grants annually to small 
communities. Exhibit 3-11 shows the number of grants 
awarded to communities from FY1982 to FY1993. Since 
FY 1982, the program has awarded 40,303 grants total- 
ing over $9.7 billion. 
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Exhibit 3-1 1 
Number of Grants Awarded to Communities, FY 1982-1993 

(In thousands) 

Number 
of Grants Year Funding Average 

Amount Grant Size 

1982 

1983 

1984 

2505 $765,849 $306 

3557 $978,879 $275 

4078 $953,803 $234 

1985 

1986 

1987 

41 99 $964,421 $230 

3751 $81 9,215 $22 1 

3746 $824,134 $225 

1988 

1989 

1990 

*Through June 330, 1993. 1993 figures will approach those of other years as States 
award ail of their FY 1993 grants. 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and 
Development, Office of Block Grant Assistance 

3425 $794,779 $241 

3676 $829,736 $234 

3500 $794,620 $233 

Exhibit 3-12, N 1992 Funding by Type of Recipient, 
shows that communities of less than 2,500 received the 
largest number of grants; however, counties received 
more funds. 

1991 

Exhibit 3-12 
FY 1992 Funding by Type of Recipient 

(Dollars in thousands) 

3636 $892,602 $257 

1992 

Population 
lessthan2,500 1 1,118 I 32% I$263.173 I 29% 1 $235 

3494 $922,143 1 $237 

Population 
2,500-10,000 I 831 1 24 1 216,700 1 23 I 261 

1993* 

Total 

1 136,761 I ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 1 0 , 0 0 0 ~  486 1 1 281 

Counties 1,046 301,239 288 

No Information 13 * 4,269 198 

736 1 $194,355 $264 

40,303 $9,734,541 $242 

Total I 3,494 1100% I$922,123 I 100% 1 $257 

Community 
Type 

*- less than 7 % 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Block Grant Assistance 

Grants Funds Average 
NumberlPercent NumberlPercent Award 
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Use of Funds FY 1992 

As of June 30, 1992, States had awarded $922 mil- 
lion to communities, representing approximately 93 
percent of the FY 1992 grant allocation. In their Per- 
formance and Evaluation Reports, States report on the 
purpose and type of activities funded. Purpose is a gen- 
eral description of the objectives the State and its re- 
cipient are addressing with CDBG resources. The five 
purposes are public facilities, housing, economic de- 
velopment, planning, and public services. Activity fur- 
ther defines the use of funds. Exhibit 3-13 shows the 
percentage of funding by purpose from the FY 1992 
allocation. 

The largest share of FY 1992 funds went toward improv- 
ing public facilities. Public facility projects accounted for 
$494 million, or 53.5 percent of total funds. The construc- 
tion and reconstruction of water, sewer, and flood and 
drainage facilities comprised the largest share of public 
facility projects and constituted approximately one-third 
of all funding. 

rn Housing-related activities accounted for $247 million, 26.8 
percent. 

rn Economic development activities constituted the third larg- 
est category, accounting for $162 million, or 17.6 percent 
of total funding. 

Exhibit 3-13 
Percentage of Funding by Purpose, FY 1992 

Contingency & Unspec. 

I Housina 0.3% 

. . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  ............ . . . . . .  Public 
Facilities 
53.5% 
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Exhibit 3-14 provides a breakdown of major 
activities and related funding. 

Exhibit 3-14 
FY 1992 Funding by Purpose of Award and Principal 

Activities Funded? 
(Dollars in thousands) 

Puruose and Activities Funds 
Maior Activities 
Public Facilities: 
Water 
Sewer 
Flood 
Streets 
Community Centers 
Other 
Administration 

Subtotal 
Housing: 

Rehabilitation 
Acquisition Related 
Other 
Administration 

Subtotal 
Economic Development: 

For-profits 
Infrastructure 
Non profits 
Microenterprises 
Other 
Administration 

Subtotal 
Planning 
Public Services 
Contingencies and 

Total 
Unspecified Activities 

Numb& 

787 
541 
181 
445 
377 

1,050 
1.659 
5,040 

1,098 
258 
422 

764 
2,542 

41 9 
176 
33 

5 
82 

393 
1,108 

401 
204 

37 
9,332 

- % Amount 

8.4 $150,155 
5.8 112,811 
1.9 17,708 
4.8 49,592 
4.0 ' 44,888 

11.3 84,302 
17.8 34.314 
54.0 $493,770 

11.8 $184,879 
2.7 8,691 
4.5 28,252 
8.2 25,650 
27.2 $247,472 

4.5 $108,944 
1.9 28,402 
0.3 8,929 
0.1 341 
0.9 9,115 

4.2 6,143 
11.9 $161,874 
4.3 6,911 
2.2 8,888 

0.4 3.228 
100% $922,143 

- Yo 

16.3 
12.2 
1.9 
5.4 
4.9 
9.1 
3.7 
53.5 

20.0 
0.9 
3.1 

2.8 
26.8 

11.8 
3.2 
1 .o 

*o.o 
1 .o 
0.6 
17.6 
0.8 
1 .o 

0.3 
100%0 

f-As of June 30, 1993. Approximately $38 million in FY '92 funds, plus an unknown 
$mount ofprogram income, was unawarded as of 6/30/93. 

Source: U.S. De artment of Housing and Urban Development Community Planning and 
Development, O i c e  of Block Grant Assistance. 

-Less than 0.1 % 

Exhibit 3-15 shows the spending patterns of commu- 
nities by population size and of counties. 

Exhibit 3-15 
FY 1992 State CDBG Funding by Purpose of Award 

and Type of Recipient 

Amount in Millions 

$ 1,0001 1 

$ 8 0 0 1  

$ 600 ~ 

$ 200 

. ~ n  
7 -  

Population Less 2,500-9,999 Population Counties Total 
Than 2,500 Greater Than 

10.000 

Counties and the smallest communities spent a greater 
proportion of their funds on public facilities activities compared 
to larger towns. 
Larger towns tended to pursue more economic development 
projects. 
Communities of 10,000 or more have the most even dis- 
tribution of funds among public facilities, housing, and 
economic development activities. 
Counties spent less on housing (1 9 percent) than did com- 
munities (28 percent). 

Use of Funds FY 1982 to FY 1992 

The proportion of funds awarded for each general 
purpose has remained consistent throughout the life 
of the State CDBG Program. Exhibit 3-16 shows that 
since FY1982, approximately one-half of all funds have 
gone toward public facilities activities, one-fourth to- 
ward housing activities, and one-fifth toward economic 
development activities. Planning and public services 
activities continue to be funded at very low levels, ac- 
counting for only 1.3 percent of total funding. 

Exhibit 3-16 
Purpose of CDBG Funding FY 1982-FY 1992 

(Dollars in millions) 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Percent of Funding 

Public Facilities 0 Housing 0 Economic Devt Planning Public Service 

Exhibit 3-17, Principal Purpose of State CDBG Pro- 
grams, illustrates that public facilities activities obtained 
the most funding in 36 of the 49 states. Twenty-three of 
the 36 states spent over half of their CDBG funds on 
public facilities. Nine states put most of their CDBG 
resources into housing activities, while four states put 
most of their funds into economic development. 

Population and Type of Recipient 
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Exhibit 3-17 
Principal Purpose of State CDBG Progams 

FY 1982-FY 1994 

0 Public Faci l i t ies 
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Accomplishments 

Economic Development 

Housing 

In 1992, HUD initiated an effort, in cooperation with 
the States, to simplify and improve the reliability of ac- 
complishment data reported in the Performance and 
Evaluation Reports. This is the second year in which States 
have voluntarily reported accomplishment data on an 
activity-by-activity basis for fiscal year allocations. To mini- 
mize reporting efforts, data prior to FY 1991 was not re- 
quested. This year all but one state reported this infor- 
mation. 

Selected proposed and actual accomplishments of pub- 
lic facilities, housing, and economic development activi- 
ties from the FY 1991 and FY 1992 State CDBG alloca- 
tions appear below. Actual accomplishments are reported 
upon completion of local grants. Since mostFY1991 and 
FY 1992 grants were still in progress as of the June 30, 
1993, reporting date, most actual accomplishments have 
yet to be reported. Succeeding years should show a steady 
rise in actual accomplishments, as more and more grants 
are completed. 

BARRETTHOUSE 
Markesan, Wisconsin 

A state CDBG loan of$150,000 was provided to develop the Barrett 
House Community-Based Residential Facility in Green Lake County. As 
in many other areas of the country, rural Grem Lake County has a grow 
ing number of elderly people who can no longer maintain their own resi- 
dence. Barrett House provides single and double rooms with private baths, 
communal dining, nursing care, and around-the-clock attendants to help 
the disabled. All this is provided at a much lower cost than that of a nurs- 
ing home. Barrett House has also provided housing foryoungerpeople who 
need care because of a congenital disability, accident, or stroke. 

Barrett House is an economic development project that has created eight 
jobs and provided a much needed social service for the community. 

Exhibit 3-18 
FY 1991 and 1992 Public Facilities Accomplishments 

General 

Sewer 

I I Streets 

Public Facilities 
Commun. Center 

Exhibit 3-18 shows accomplishments for all FY 1991 
and FY 1992 public facilities activities. Some projects 
benefit an entire community by installing or improving 
central facilities, while other projects extend service to 
specific neighborhoods. 
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I 91.92 1 Total 

Number 
of 

Projects 

- 
866 
568 
- 

212 
466 
344 

1,071 

787 
541 
181 
438 
349 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 

999 
6,822 - 

Number ''lndS 
Activities 

Actual 

Actual 
% Funding Proposed % Pro'ec!s Actual 

Proposed ?' 

(Millions) Served'" Persons Actual Served* Persons 

Served 

Amount" Persons LowlMod Reporting Persons low,Mod Reporting 

Served Persons pSRyaendS Served 
(Millions) 

73.6 I 4,616,628) 73 I 72 1 17.1 I 1,530,638 1 76 
11,190.3 )16,392,413( 70% I 960 1 $161.6 I 6,433,472 I 75% 

' 
** 
*** - Proposed accomplishments reflect communities'applications to the State. Actual 
accomplishments are based on completed activities where the grants have been closed out. 
Source: U S .  Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and 
Development, Office of Block Grant Assistance. 

-Ail figures are based on reports from 48 States. 
- Figure represents the total amount awarded by states to communities. 
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SENIOR CITI7ENS CENZR 
Cily ofDublin and Laurens County, Georgia 

The City ofDublin and L a u r m  County received $400,000 in 
W B G  funds  to renovate thefirstjloor of a n  abandoned, historic down- 
town hotel for use as a senior citizens center The work included a new 
roof and removal of nonhistoric elements added to the structure over the 
years. The building was purchased with funds  provided by the City 
and County government. The local Main  Street Business Association, 
the Area Agency on Aging, and the Regional Library all participated 
in this project. The State's Of@ of Historic Preservation assisted to 
assure that all construction met the Secretary oflntm'or's Standards for 
Rehabilitation. The Regional Library assisted in the construction of a 
recreational reading and study alcove within the center Senior citizens 
volunteering at the center will be trained and supervised @ Regional 
Library staf$ 

A nonprofit service agency is using the center's kitchen to prepare 
meals for a regional meals-on-wheels program. Seniors use the restored 
facility daily, and eight full-timejobs have been created. There is also 
renewed interest in restoration of other downtown buildings. 

This project exemplijies intergovernmental cooperation fulfilling mul- 
tiple community goals, including the provision of human services, the 
development of employment opportunities, and the rmitalization of the 
downtown business district. 

Housing 

In FY 1991 and 1992, CDBGgrantees spent the ma- 
jority of housing funds on housing rehabilitation. 
States proposed to rehabilitate 43,234 units. Exhibit 
3-19, FY1991 and 1992 Housing Rehabilitation Accom- 
plishments, shows that approximately one-fourth of the 
housing units have been completed. 

Exhibit 3-19 
FY 1991 and 1992 Housing Rehabilitation Accomplishments 

*- All figures are based on reports from 48 States. 
** - Figure represents the total amount awarded by states to communities. 
*** - Proposed accomplishments reflect communities' applications to the state. Actual ac- 
complishments are based on completed activities where the grants have been closed out. 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and 
Development, Office of Block Grant Assistance. 

RESTORATION OF THE WALLlNGFORD RAILROAD STATION 
Wallingford, Connecticut 

Built in 1871, the Wallingford Railroad Station was purchased by 
the Town o f  WallinP-ford in the 

commenced in 1992 akd cost $430,565, sixty percent o f  which was 
provided from State W B G  funds. Rehabilitation included removal of 
aluminum siding, restoration of fascia and sofJits, new slate and metal 
roofs, new windows and doors, cleaning and repointing of brick and 
masonry, and compliance with the Ammians  with Disabilities Act. 

two agencies providingsocial and educa- The Station is occupied 
-tianal &-vices- to disadvantaged residents 
of Wal1ing;fmd. The Adult Learning Cen- 
ter oj$ers a n  array o f  educational and occu- 
pational training opportunities for lower 
income and unemployed adults. Of the324 
registered students for the Fall 1993 semes- 
t q  sixty percent were reported as low- and 
moderate-incomepersons; 137 were enrolled 
in the English as a Second Languagepro- 
gram. On-site child care is offered for stu- 
dents with young children. Communidad 
Hispana de Wallingford, Inc., also occu- 
pies the Railroad Station and provides le- 
gal, social, vocational, health, employment, 

and transportation services to the low- and moderate-income hispanic 
community in Wallingford. During the past program yea?; this agency 
maintained a n  active caseload of over 1,033 clients. 

Economic Development 

Loans to for-profit businesses and infrastructure 
projects account for most of the funds awarded for eco- 
nomic development in FY 1991 and 1992. As shown in 
Exhibit 3-20, these activities are projected to create 
and/or retain 62,714 jobs. The projected CDBG cost 
perjob is $3,813. 
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Exhibit 3-20 
FY 1991 and 1992 Selected Economic 

Development Accomplishments 

$6,812 

$14.40 

3,487 

71% 

$4.130 

Year 

Activity 
Funding 

Amount. 
(Millions) 

Proposed"' 
Jobs 

Created 
or Retained 

Proposed 
% 

LowiMod 
Jab 

CDBG 
COSl 

per Job 
Funds 10 

Activities 
Reporting 

Actual Jobs 
Actual' 

Jobs 
Created or 

Retained 
Actual' 

% 
LowiMod 

Jobs 
CDBG 

cost 

Job 
per 

$2,127 $5,130 $1,434 $3,813 

$7.00 $1.N $.05 $23.25 

1.204 1,260 18 5,969 

77% 87% 100% 77% 

$1,495 $5,556 $2,778 $3,895 

Tolal 

239.1 

Amlications 

Number) % 

61% 

Grants 
Number % Amount /Total % 

Housing 

* - Ali figures are based on reports from 48 states. 
** - Figure Represents the total amount awarded by states to communities. 
*** - Proposed accomplishments reflect communities' applications to the State. 
Actual accomplishments are based on completed activities where the grants have 
been closed out. 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development, Office of Block Grant Assistance. 

C. V FINER FOODS 
Maine 

In June 1990, C. R FinerFoods sought funding to purchase equip- 
ment to start a salad dressing company. With funding Pom a local 
bank, the Finance Authority of Maine, and a $63,000 loan from the 
Maine CDBGDeuelopmentFund, FinerFoods purchased the equipment 
and hired 7people. The company produces a variety of salad dressings, 
including Mexican Cheddar and Dutch Poppy Seed. These salad dress- 
ings are marketed nationwide. In August 1993, FinerFoods expanded, 
using 100 percent privatejnann'ng, which enabled it to pay off its 
DeuelopmmtFund loan. Today, FinerFoods ernploys 20 full-time people. 

111 47 44 42 17,954 39 

Colonias 

Comprehensive 

Total 

A colonia is any identifiable community in the U.S. - 
Mexico border regions of Arizona, California, New 
Mexico, or Texas, that meets a set of objective criteria, 
including lack of potable water supply, inadequate sew- 
age systems, and a shortage of decent, safe, and sani- 
tary housing. 26 11 14 13 10,364 22 

235 100% 106 100% $46,093 100% 
Section 916 of the National Affordable Housing Act 

of 1990, as amended, required the states of Texas, New 
Mexico, Arizona, and California to set aside 10 percent 
of their CDBG funds in FY 1991 for colonias. For FY 
1992 through FY 1994, HUD, in consultation with rep- 
resentatives of the colonias, determined the appropri- 
ate set-aside percentage, not exceeding 10 percent, for 
each of the four states. The set-aside funds are for ac- 
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tivities that meet the needs of colonias relating to wa- 
ter, sewage, and housing. 

HUD strongly encourages the four states to exam- 
ine the housing, infrastructure, and economic needs 
of their border communities. The States are expected 
to reasonably and appropriately respond to these needs 
by eliminating impediments to strong community de- 
velopment, housing, and economic growth. For FY 
1994, the set-aside for California is 5 percent, while the 
set-aside for each of the other three States is 10 per- 
cent. 

HUD-Administered Small Cities Program 

Hawaii and New York are the two states where HUD 
administers the CDBG program for nonentitlement 
areas. For FY 1993, the HUD-administered Small Cit- 
ies Program awarded 109 grants, totaling $49 million. 

New York 

In New York, HUD administers the program through 
the New York and Buffalo Field Offices. HUD received 
235 applications and awarded a total of 106 grants 
amounting to $46 million. New York applicants have a 
choice of two types of grants: single-purpose grants or 
comprehensive grants. Activities in comprehensive 
grants are coordinated to solve local problems. Ap- 
proximately 87 percent of ~ ~ 1 9 9 3  funds were awarded 
through single-purpose grants. Exhibit 3-21 illustrates 
the application and grant characteristics for the State 
of New York. 

Exhibit 3-21 
HUD-Administered Small Cities Program Application and 

Grant Characteristics, FY 1992 State of New York 
(Dollars in thousands) 

SinglePurpose I 209 [ 89 I 92 [ 87 I 35,729 I 78 I 

PublicWorks I 24 I 10 I 17 I 16 I 5,539 I 12 1 

Hawaii 

In Hawaii, the Program is administered through the 
Honolulu Field Office. The three counties eligible for 
funds in Hawaii received formula grants totaling $3 
million. 
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MICROEhTERPRlSE PROPCTS 
Ithaca, New York 

This 1992 success story is a spin-off of a previous W B G  success 
story in Ithica, New York. It begins in 1985 with $15,000 in Small 
Cities W B G  funds used to inihate a youth-managed Ben and J m y  ’s 
ice cream store. The funds were matched by foundation and cmporate 
assistance, and the project was sponsored by a local nonprofit organiza- 
tion which was responsible for identzfying the youth and coordinating 
the start-up. The project is a classic example of aprvate/publicpartner- 
ship that works. The store was located in a buildingpartly funded by an 
Urban Development Action Grant (LDAG). Ben and Jerry’s, with its 
strong commitment to youth and community involvement, made avail- 
able several months’inventory of its product as well as training manu- 
als, an ice cream f reaq  a waiver of its franchise fee, and the consulting 
services of its Vice-president. The project was also funded by community 
loans and a loan from a local credit union. 

In this microenterprise project called “Youth Scoops, ”young people 
run the entire store, doing everythingfiom counter service to financial 
planning. The project, the brainchild of lawyer/accountantJ~fFuman, 
has already paid off most of its loans. Youth Scoops has resulted in the 
creation of 15 part-time and 4 full-time jobs for low- and moderate- 
income individuals. Its employees range in agej-om I4  to 22 years. The 
number ofjobs created is a source ofpride to the employees and the com- 
munity. This pilot program in Ithaca has been so successful that every 
Ben and Jerry’s j-anchise opened in  the last two-and-a-half years has 
been community oriented. 

Ithaca has continued to expand its microenterprise ventures, and 
this is where the 1992 success story begins. Again, a very small amount 
o f  Small Cities CDBG funds, $25,000, has resulted in economic @or- 
tunities and lije long skills for youth in the area and has increased a 
sense of community in the City. The Ben & Jerry ’s Foundation also 
committed $15,000, contingent upon Ithaca receiving the WBGfunds. 
These funds have been used to underwrite a microente@ike training 
project created by the same entrepreneur that began Youth Scoops. Since 
January 1993, JgfFuman has been teaching his own mini-MBA course 
to 10 high school students and graduates, encouraging them to enter the 
business world. 

Operated by the Greater Ithaca Activities Center (GIAC), a multi- 
cultural community centq this program provides practical training and 
services to lowincome and minority youth, most of whom are in m‘tical 
need ofjob training and business skills. GL4 C provides business plans 
and cash flow analyses for each business the targeted youths create. A 
small amount (up to $1,000) ofseed equity capital is provided for each 
initiative. 

As a result of this project, three young adults have established 
microenter;br‘se businesses. One young entrepreneur runs a small, but 
thriving clothing design business. He selects and buys the fabrics and 
materials in cities throughout New York State. He then designs, sews, 
prices, and markets his clothes. He photographs his own models for a 
color seasonal catalog, which he also prepares. I n  his own words, “It’s 
f u n  when I sell something. The money, and seeing people walking on 
the street wearing your out@ I say, ‘Hey, I did that!’. ..I hope people 
remember me as a designq and as a good role model for a lot of blacks 
and other minon‘ties. ” 

A second graduate of the CDBG funded program runs a T-shirt and 
cap business. Recentb, he made $1,000 in sales mostly as a traveling 
salesman on a mountain bike. He joins bike races in and out ofthe city 
and takes along a backpackfull of shirts and caps to sell to fellow racers. 
He also advertises his products in  a bike magazine and sends out cata- 
logs. His signature character is a fat, bald man or FBM. When he is 
oldq he would like to start his own retail shop. 

A third entrepreneur received $525~%om the fund to buy inventory 
for a vending cart. His company, Pure &Natural Wholesale Supply, 
sells health and beauty aids manufactured by and for Afican A m ‘ -  
cam. 

These success stories show what a small amount of Federal funds 
can do when coupled with individuals committed to the community. 
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Section 108 Loan Guarantee 
Program 

Purpose 

The Section 108 Loan Guarantee Program is part of 
the CDBG Program. It provides loan guarantees, 
thereby encouraging private market financing, for 
qualifying community and economic development 
projects that are frequently too large to be financed 
from annual grants or by other means. This program 
also allows communities to leverage their annual grants 
by financing activities whose generated revenue can be 
used to repay guaranteed loans. 

Legislatiue Authority 

Section 108 of the Housing and Community Devel- 
opment Act of 1974, as amended. 

Program Descm'ption 

Under the Section 108 Loan Guarantee Program, 
applicants pledge their current and future CDBG funds 
as the principal security for repayment of the guaran- 
teed loan. Additional security may be required as de- 
termined by HUD. The following guidelines apply to 
loans guaranteed under this program. 

HUD may guarantee up to five times the amount of a 
recipient's current annual CDBG grant. 

The maximum amount for all nonentitlement public enti- 
ties in a State is limited to five times the State's most 
recent CDBG grant. 

rn The maximum repayment period for a loan guaranteed 
under Section 108 is twenty years. 

The guaranteed loans may be used to finance: real 
property acquisition; rehabilitation of publicly owned 
real property; housing rehabilitation; related relocation, 
clearance, and site improvements; interest payments on 
the guaranteed loan and issuance costs of public offer- 
ings; debt service reserves; and economic development. 
Guaranteed funds may also be used to finance housing 
construction by nonprofit organizations in conjunction 
with the Housing Development Grant (HODAG) or 
Nehemiah Housing Opportunity Grant Programs. 

All activities funded by guaranteed loans must meet 
one of three national objectives. Activities must ben- 
efit low- and moderate-income persons, aid in the elimi- 
nation or prevention of slums or blight, or meet ur- 
gent community development needs. 

Eligibility 

Eligible applicants include Metropolitan Cities and 
Urban Counties that receive entitlement grants and 
nonentitlement communities that are assisted in sub- 
mitting applications by States administering the CBDG 
Program. Applicants may receive the loan guarantee 
directly or through a public agency designated by the 
applicant. 

Funding 

The total amount of loan guarantees is limited each 
fiscal year by appropriation legislation; for FY 1993, the 
limitwas $2.0 billion. Of the available $2.0 billion, HUD 
approved $229.3 million in FY1993 loans. This was the 
highest level of loan commitments since the program's 
inception. Exhibit 3-22, Section 108 Loan Commit- 
ments, shows an uneven pattern of commitments since 
19'78. 

Exhibit 3-22 
Section 108 Loan Commitments 

(FY 1978-FY 1993) 

93 $229.3 
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Dollars in millions 

Exhibit 3-23, FY 1993 Section 108 Loans by 1990 
Population of Recipients, shows that in FY 1993, HUD 
approved 43 applications for loans totaling $229.3 mil- 
lion. The median amount approved was $2.25 million. 
Communities with populations of 250,000 or less re- 
ceived approximately 40 percent of the total funds and 
67 percent of all loans. 

Examples of the level of loan guarantee assistance 
provided to communities in FY 1993 include approxi- 
mately $15 million to Denver, CO; $20 million each to 
Oklahoma City, OK, Worcester, PA, and Santa h a ,  02, 
and $60 million to Los Angeles, CA. 
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Exhibit 3-23 
FY 1993 Section 108 Loans by 1990 Population of 
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Use of Funds 

Exhibit 3-24 shows that 52 percent of FY 1993 loan 
guarantee funds went to support economic develop- 
ment activities, while 27 percent supported housing 
rehabilitation activities. Thirteen (13) percent of the 
FY 1993 guaranteed loan funds were used for acquisi- 
tion of real property. 

Exhibit 3-24 
Activities Funded by Section 108 Loans, FY 1993 

Economic 
Development 52% 

. . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  ................. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  .......... .......... 

Rehabilita 
27% 

Acquisition 13% 

Natimal Objectives 

Grantees used $202.5 million (88.3 percent of the 
amount approved in FY 1993) for activities benefiting 
low- and moderate-income persons. Grantees used the 
remaining amount, approximately $26.7 million, for 
activities to eliminate slums or blight. 
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Financing 

Grantees can leverage their annual grants through 
private market financing using two mechanisms: pub- 
lic offerings and interim financing. 

Public Offerings Financing under the Section 108 
Loan Guarantee Program is provided through the sale 
of guaranteed notes in periodic underwritten public 
offerings. The offerings are conducted by an under- 
writing group selected through a competitive process. 
The current underwriting group includes: 

Dillon, Reed & Co., Inc., 
Merrill Lynch & Co., and 
Smith Barney, Shearson, Inc. 

A public offering was held on March 2, 1994. A to- 
tal of 45 borrowers issued guaranteed notes in the 
amount of $176,515,000. This issuance was the seventh 
public offering since 1987, for a total amount of 
$714,460,000. As of September 30, 1993, the outstand- 
ing balance of notes held by private investors was $398.3 
million. 

Interim Financing Borrowers requiring funds be- 
tween public offerings may obtain financing through 
an interim lending facility currently provided by a 
money market financing mechanism. The interim lend- 
ing facility is an integral part of the private market fi- 
nancing mechanism. Between the last public offering 
of guaranteed notes sold in December 1992 and the 
one held in March 1994, $60,060,000 in interim financ- 
ing was provided to Section 108 borrowers. 

Prior to July 1,1986, the guaranteed notes were pur- 
chased by the Federal Financing Bank (FFB), an in- 
strumentality of the United States Government operat- 
ing under the U.S. Treasury. Although guaranteed 
notes are no longer sold to the FFB, HUD continues to 
serve as the collection agent for the FFB. As of Sep- 
tember 30,1993, the outstanding balance of notes held 
by the FFB was $131.4 million. 

A Section 108 loan guarantee makes affordable 
housing available to residents of Fairfax 
County, Virginia. Stonegate, pictured above, 
was rehabilitated using Section 108 guaranteed 
loan funds. 
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Examples 

The following are examples of the types of activities 
carried out by entitlement public entities receiving Sec- 
tion 108 guaranteed loans. 

Sacramento, California 

The Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment Agency 
administers both the City and County of Sacramento’s 
CDBG programs. As the designated public agency for 
the City and County, it has administered numerous Sec- 
tion 108-funded projects that address the housing needs 
of the communities. Loan guarantee funds have been 
successfully used by the agency for housing rehabilita- 
tion, site improvements, and related activities result- 
ing in the provision of housing for low- and moderate- 
income families. The agency augmented public hous- 
ing funds with loan guarantee funds to generate small, 
low-rise projects (normally between 10 and 20 units in 
one- and two-story buildings). These projects are scat- 
tered throughout the community to prevent the con- 
centration of public housing in a particular neighbor- 
hood. Loan guarantee funds have enabled the agency 
to produce quality housing that blends in with each 
neighborhood. 

Providence, Rhode Island 

Through the formation of a public-private partner- 
ship, between 275 and 325 rental housing units will be 
produced for low- and moderate-income families in the 
City of Providence using 108 loan guarantee assistance. 
The public-private partnership will include the Family 
Housing Development Corporation (FHDC), a 
501 (c) (3) organization, that will act as the project’s 
subrecipient, and the Mandela-Woods Limited Partner- 
ship. Section 108 funds will be used to acquire the 
land, clear it, and prepare the site. The prepared site 
will be transferred to the Mandela-Woods Limited Part- 
nership which will be responsible for constructing low- 
and moderate-income housing on the site. The Lim- 
ited Partnership members will consist of: (1) the FHDC, 
(2) a community-based nonprofit organization of resi- 
dents of Roger Williams Homes, and (3) the Commu- 
nity Development, Inc., which is an affiliate of The 
Community Builders, Inc., a for-profit business. 

Under a 1990 amendment to the Section 108 Pro- 
gram, a nonentitlement community may submit an 
application for Section 108 loan guarantee assistance 
when its application is supported by the state. The State 
of NewJersey has helped two of its nonentitlement com- 
munities obtain Section 108 assistance. 

State of New Jersey 

Buena Vista Township secured a loan guarantee for 
$1.4 million to assist Sechler Foods, Inc., in purchasing 
additional equipment and obtaining working capital. 
The Section 108 assistance will keep the business open, 
retaining 400 jobs and creating an additional 75 jobs 
for low- and moderate-income persons. 

In partnership with Norton Hospitality Services and 
with Section 108 assistance, Pohatcong Township will 
support the development of a Holiday Inn in the Town- 
ship. The project is expected to generate 124 jobs, of 
which 115 jobs (93 percent) will be made available to 
low- and moderate-income persons. 
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Insular Areas Program 

Puqose 

The Insular Areas Program assists community 
development efforts in the five designated Insular 
Areas: 

rn Territory of Guam 
rn Territory of the Virgin Islands 
rn Territory of American Samoa 

Commonwealth of the Mariana Islands 
rn Republic of Palau (the last remaining Trust Territory of 

the Pacific Islands). 

Legislative Authoriq 

Section 107(b) (1) Housing and Community Devel- 
opment Act of 19’74, as amended. 

Procedure 

HUD allocates Insular Areas CDBG grants based on 
the population and past performance of the eligible 
recipients. HUD field offices in Puerto Rico and Ha- 
waii, which directly administer the programs, then in- 
vite the Insular Areas to apply for their reserved CDBG 
funds. 

Exhibit 3-25 shows the level of CDBG funding from 
FY1975 to FY1992 for Insular Areas. Exhibit 3-26 shows 
the distribution of FY 1992 funds to the designated In- 
sular Areas. 

Exhibit 3-25 
Insular Areas CDBG Program Funding 

(Dollars in millions) 
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Dollars in Millions 

Exhibit 3-26 
Insular Areas CBDG Program Funding, FY 1992 

(Dollars in thousands) 

Guam Northern Marianas Islands 
Applicants for Insular Area funds must provide 

means for citizens to examine and appraise their appli- 
cations. This process includes furnishing citizens with 
information on the amount of funds available, hold- 
ing one or more public meetings, developing and pub- 
lishing community development proposals, and afford- 
ing citizens an opportunity to review and comment on 
the grantee’s performance. 

Funding 
Use of Funds 

$2,082 

HUD did not provide CDBG funding to the Insular 
Areas in FY 1993. The Supplemental Appropriations 
Act of 1993, Public Law 103-50, required the Secretary 
to rescind $45 million in Section 10’7 Special Purpose 
funds, a significant portion of that allocation, to pro- 
vide emergency funds to areas affected by hurricanes 
Andrew and Iniki and Typhoon Omar. Part of the Sec- 
tion 107 recision came from the Insular Areas Program 
because of the program’s slow expenditure rate. Al- 
though the FY 1993 funds were eliminated, more than 
two years of unspent CDBG funds from previous allo- 
cations are still available to the Insular Areas. Guam 
received $2.182 million from the emergency funds to 
repair damage caused by Typhoon Omar. 

Typical activities undertaken by the Insular Areas 
using CDBG funds include: 

rn construction or improvement of public facilities such as 

rn home ownership assistance and rehabilitation of hous- 

public services 
1 relocation 
rn planning. 

water systems, streets, and community centers 

ing 

Exhibit 3-27 shows Insular Area expenditures from 
FY 1990 through FY 1992. Public facilities activities ac- 
count for the highest expenditure of funds in all three 
years: 46 percent in FY 1990, 55 percent in FY 1991, 
and 81 percent in FY 1992. 
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Exhibit 3-27 
FY 1990-92 Insular Areas CDBG Program Activities/Funds 

(Dollars in thousands) 

$Amt. % $Am. % $Am. % 

Public Services 299 
Relocation 56 

Planning 136 
Administration 888 

Total $6802 

4 622 9 0 0  
1 0 0 0 0  

2 60 1 60 60 
13 1051 15 611 14 

100% $7000 100% '$4277 100% 

Source: US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and 

* Guam was allocated 52.568 of 52.723 million for FY 1992, but due to the recision, their grant has 
Development, Office of Block Grant Assistance. 

not yet been awarded. 
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Special Purpose Grants 

Purpose 

Special Purpose Grants provide additional funding 
for special populations or special purposes. 

Legislatiive Authority 

Section 107, Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1974, as amended. 

Description 

FY 1993 Special Purpose Grants fund the following 
programs: 

rn Technical Assistance Program 
Community Development Work Study Program 

rn Historically Black Colleges and Universities Program 
Special grants to Los Angeles, CA and Bridgeport, CT. 

rn Insular Areas. The CDBG program for Insular Areas 
funded under this category, but administered separately, 
is reported on in the previous section. 

Each program has individual requirements for ad- 
ministration, participation, and program progress re- 
porting. 

EligibiliEy 

The Special Purpose Grants make funds available 
to: 

rn States and local governments 
rn Historically black colleges and universities 
rn Institutions of higher education 
rn Intermediaries such as trainers, consultants, and gov- 

ernmental and nongovernmental entities. 

Qualified intermediaries may receive funds to im- 
prove the delivery of CDBG programs and to assist gov- 
ernmental units in carrying out approved programs. 

Funding 

Funding for Special Purpose Grants was substantially 
reduced following enactment of the Housing and Ur- 
ban Development Reform Act of 1989. Funding aver- 
aged $66.2 million per year from FY 1975 through FY 
1990; appropriations dropped to $14.5 million in FY 
1991. Exhibit 3-28 illustrates Special Purpose Grants 
appropriations from FY 1975 to FY 1993. 

In FY1993, Congress appropriated $18.0 million for 
Special Purpose Grants. Specific sub-appropriations 
were as follows: 

rn $0.5 million for the Technical Assistance Program 
rn $3.0 million for the Community Development Work Study 

rn $6.5 million for the Historically Black Colleges and Uni- 

rn $6.0 million for two special Los Angeles, CA grants 
rn $2.0 million for a special Bridgeport, CT grant. 

Program 

versities 

Exhibit 3-28 
Special Purpose Grants Appropriations, FY 1975 to FY 

1993 
(Dollars in millions) 

93 $18 
92 4.5 
91 4 5  
90 $90.6 
a9 
aa 
a7 
a6 
a5 
a4 
a3 
a2 
a1 
a0 

ia 
79 

77 
76 
75 

so $20 S40 s60 $80 5100 $120 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Purpose 

The Technical Assistance Program provides assis- 
tance to recipients of Community Development Block 
Grants in planning, developing, and administering 
their activities. 

Legislatiive Authority 

Section 107 (b) (4) of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974, as amended. 

Procedure 

The Department makes Technical Assistance awards 
throughout the year in one of three forms: grants, 
cooperative agreements, and contracts. 

In FY1993, '75 percent of Technical Assistance funds 
were awarded as grants or cooperative agreements and 
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25 percent as contracts (including awards through in- 
teragency agreements). 

Cities, Counties, & States 

Colleges & Universities 

Exhibit 3-30 
Recipients of FY 1993 Technical Assistance Grants 

(Dollars in millions) 

22 $4.3 5.1 

2 0.3 3 

All Technical Assistance funds were awarded in ac- 
cordance with the Department’s reform policies. Over- 
all, 9’7 percent of The Technical Assistance funds were 
awarded competitively; 3 percent were awarded to small 
and disadvantaged minority businesses through the 
Small Business Administration’s 8 (a) program. 

Year 

1979 

Use of Funds 

Amount Year Amount Year Amount 

$18.6 1984 $20.4 1989 $10.7 

Technical Assistance Program funding from FY 1979 
to FY 1993 is shown in Exhibit 3-29. 

Exhibit 3-29 
Technical Assistance Progam Funding 

(Dollars in millions) 

1982 1992 

1988 1993 

Source: US. Department of Uousing and 
Office oCTechnical Assistance 

Urban Development, 

Program funding for FY 1993 included $0.5 million 
appropriated in FY1993, and $8.5 million carried over 
from previous years. FY 1993 funds were allocated as 
follows: 

$4.3 million to communities, including riot-damaged areas 
of Los Angeles, to economically empower low-income 
residents. 

1 $2.0 million to nonprofit agencies, colleges, universities, 
and Indian Tribes, to aid residents in becoming self-em- 
ployed. 

1 $2.2 million to contractors for projects that include pro- 
viding Technical Assistance to Indian Tribes, improving 
the capability of Community Development Corporations, 
and assisting with Uniform Relocation Act requirements. 

Exhibit 3-30 shows the types of recipients receiving 
FY 1993 Technical Assistance grants. 

Recipient (Number 1 Amount I YO of Funds I 

Nonprofit Organizations I 18 I 0.8 1 21 I 
Private For-Profit Businesses I 

6 I 2.1 1 25 

Total 1 48 1 $8.5 1 100% 

Source. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Devclopinent, Office of Technical Assistance. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTMCE TO c o m w m  
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATIONS 

Miami, Florida 
The City of Miami is struggling to meet the social, health care, and 

job needs of its residents. A massive influx of immigrants and a pattern 
of disinvestment by business and jinancial institutions have severely 
strained Miami S resources. The impact of Hurricane Andrew, which 
devastated the economy OfsouthernFlorida, has added to the City Sprob 
lems. 

In  response to the needs o f  its residents and aspart of its community 
development program, Miami created a program to stimulate neighbor- 
hood-based economic development. Using W B G  funds, the City is& 
nancing 13 community-based organizations and community develop- 
rnent corporations. These organizations provide technical assistance to 
entrqhmurs to start small businesses and to help them stay in busi- 
ness. They also establish public/pnvate partnerships to stimulate the 
creation o f  additional jobs. 

Working in the City’s most disadvantaged areas and with limited 
budgets, these organizations strive to provide the expertise needed for 
businesses to succeed andjobs to be created. To impove their ability to 
meet the needs of businesses and the community, the City of Miami rec- 
ognized the need to strengthen the organizations by providing their stafls 
with specialized training and long-term technical assistance. In Decem- 
ber 1992, Miami requested technical assistance from HUD. HUD re- 
tained the services of TONYA, Inc., to develop a technical assistance 
model. The resulting Miami model addresses organizational issues and 
establishes an effective system o f  long-term skill development. The steps 
in the model are: Needs Assessment; Task Analysis; Development of a 
Technical Assistance Plan; and Implementation, which includes an 
opening workshop, group training sessions, and individual technical 
assistance for each organization. 

The community-based organizations and community development 
corporations received technical assistance in selecting eligible economic 
development activities, establishing monitm‘ng systems, tracking pro- 
gram expenditures, and identijyingpublic and private resources to sup- 
port theirprogram. A final session was held in which experiences were 
shared, and a structure for on-going assistance is being created. 

The Miami model is a more targeted alternative to the traditional 
short-term approach to technical assistance and has the potential to pro- 
duce long-term results. Plans are under way to adapt and replicate this 
concentrated method of technical assistance for communities encounter- 
ing similar problems. This project has also created a model partnership 
involving HUD, the City of Miami, and its WBGjLnded nonprofit 
organizations. 

I I  
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Alabama Alabama A&M University 
California 
District of 

Regents of the University of California 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, 

Alabama 
California 
District of 
Columbia 

_. - .  - 
Alabama A&M University 
Regents of the University of California 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, 
University of D.C., Howard University 

J 

Maryland 
Minnesota Mankato State University 
Mississippi Jackson Slate University 
Nebraska 

University of Maryland, Morgan State 

University of Nebraska - Lincoln 

Washington Eastern, Washington Unviversity, 
llnivprsitv nf Wnqhinntnn 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
WORK STUDY PROGRAM 

Exhibit 3-31 
Work Study Program Participants, FY 1993 

I State I Universitv. Colleae. or Oraanization 

Purpose 

The Community Development Work Study Program 
is designed to attract economically disadvantaged and 
minority students to careers in community and eco- 
nomic development, community planning, and com- 
munity management. This program also provides a 
pool of well-qualified community development special- 
ists nationwide. 

Indiana I Ball State 
Kansas I Kansas State Universitv 
Kentucky I Eastern Kentucky University 
Louisiana I Southern university at Baton Rouge 

I New Hamoshire I New Hamoshire Coiieae 
Hunter Colleqe, State University of New York, 
Buffalo Research Foundation, Prat University New York 

Ohln I llnivprsitv nf rrnnrrnnnti Legislatiive Authm-iq -. . . . -. _. _, -. -. . .. . _. . .. ._ .. 1 Pennsvlvania I Carneaie Mellon Universitv 

Section 107(c), Housing and Community Develop- 
ment Act of 1974, as amended. Texas Tech University, North Central Texas 

Council of Government, University of North Texas, 
University of Texas at Arlington, 
University of Texas, Alamo Area Council of Government, 
St. MaN'S Universitv. Trinitv Universitv 

Texas 

Procedure 
Two-year grants are awarded competitively to: 

_ .  ~ 1 Wisconsin I Universitv of Wisconsin at Green Bav 
institutions of higher learning 

H area-wide planning organizations 
states. 

HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGES AND 
UNIVERSITIES PROGRAM Schools select the student participants of the pro- 

gram and monitor their performance. Schools are re- 
sponsible for paying back to HUD any grant funds pro- 
vided to students who do not successfully complete the 
work study program. 

Purpose 

The Historically Black Colleges and Universities Pro- 
gram provides financial assistance to select institutions 
to implement local community development activities. Use of Funds 

The FY1993 funding was $3.0 million. Funding has 
ranged from $1.5 to $3.0 million annually. Prior to 
1988, the program was funded from the Comprehen- 
sive Planning Assistance and the Technical Assistance 
programs. 

Legislative Author$ 

Section 107(b) (3) of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974, as amended. 

Procedure 
In FY 1993, 37 universities, colleges, and area-wide 

planning organizations received Community Develop- 
ment Work Study grants involving a total of 120 stu- 
dents. Grants to participating schools and planning 
organizations ranged from $60,462 to $360,000. Ex- 
hibit 3-31 lists the participating schools by State. 

The U.S. Department of Education has identified 
107 eligible institutions. Grants are awarded competi- 
tively. The maximum grant award is $500,000, and 
grantees may participate in the program for up to three 
years. 

The Community Development Work Study Program 
has prepared many graduates for entry into the com- 
munity planning and development field. From the City 
Manager of San Antonio to the Director of City Plan- 
ning for Baltimore, graduates of this program have 
served local governments throughout the nation. 

Use of Funds 

In FY1992, grants totaling $4.5 million were awarded 
to nine Historically Black Colleges and Universities. 
Exhibit 3-32 lists the colleges and universities funded 
and projects undertaken in FY 1992. 
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In FY 1993 and FY 1994, $6.5 million were appropri- 
ated for the program for a total of $13 million. Be- 
cause of the large number of applications anticipated 
for funding in FY 1993 and to make the FY 1994 funds 
available as soon as possible, HUD is combining FY1993 
and 1994 funds into a single competition. All applica- 
tions received for the FY 1993 Notice of Funding Avail- 
ability are considered for funding from the combined 
funds. 

Jackson State University 
Mississippi 
Bennen College, 
North Carolina 
Central State University, 
Ohio 
Lincoln University, 
Pennsvlvania 

Exhibit 3-32 
FY 1992 Program Participants 

Historically Black Colleges and Universities Program 

Joint venture with iocai government for housing rehabilitation, 
assistance, and a Homeownership Education Program. 
Cooperative effort with Greensboro institutions to subsidize 
housing construction and renovate a training center. 
Two-year program of neighborhood revitalization and fair 
housing initiatives in Greene County, Ohio. 
Joint venture with William Penn Foundation and the City of 
PhiiadelDhia lo construct a Communitv Learnins Center for iob 

Coppin State College, 
Maryland 1 Heights &mmunity. 

Redevelo ment and economic recovery project for the Coppin 

Le Moyne Owen College, 
Pennsylvania 

Enhancement of economic development in the localities of 
Memphis and Shelby County through a business incubator. 

Norfolk State University 
Virsinia 

1 Act,as a cata!yst for community development and neighborhood 
revitalization in the Brambelon communitv. 

SPECIAL GRANTS TO LOS ANGELES 
AND BRIDGEPORT 

Purpose 

Special Congressionally mandated grants provided 
to assist neighborhood revitalization. 

Legislative Authority 

Section 10’7, Housing and Community Development 
Act of 197’4, as amended. 

Use of Funds 

Eight million dollars in Special Grants were awarded 
as follows: 

rn $6.0 million for two Los Angeles, California, grants 
rn $2.0 million for a Bridgeport, Connecticut, grant 

Los Angeles, Calijbrnia 

Two grants totaling $6.0 million were made to neigh- 
borhood-based organizations to provide assistance in 
recovering from the civil disturbances of the spring of 

1992. A $3.0 million grant to Community Build, Inc., 
is being used forjob placement services and training, a 
homeownership assistance program, a business devel- 
opment program, and land acquisition to develop job 
creating businesses in South Central Los Angeles. The 
other $3.0 million grant to Rebuild LA, Inc., is being 
used for a loan program for the expansion and cre- 
ation of small businesses in Los Angeles and for land 
acquisition for a retail mall in East Los Angeles. 

Bridgeport, Connecticut 

The $2.0 million grant to Bridgeport, together with 
$2.0 million in matching State and local funds, will be 
used for a revitalization program to retain and secure 
the economic base in the city’s West End. This area 
contains nearly one-quarter of the city’s industrial eco- 
nomic base and abuts a large low- and moderate-income 
neighborhood. 
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Affordable Housing Programs 

HOME Investment Partnerships 
Program 

r HOPE 3 Program 
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HOME Investment Partnerships 
Program 

Purpose 

The HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME) Pro- 
gram provides assistance to State and local governments 
to address the housing needs of low-income and very 
low-income persons identified in the locally developed 
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy 
(CHAS) . The CHAS is a comprehensive planning docu- 
ment that identifies a jurisdiction’s overall affordable 
housing needs and outlines a strategy addressing those 
needs. 

Once jurisdictions begin their consolidated planning 
process, which will supersede the CHAS, theywill use their 
Consolidated Plan as the comprehensive planning docu- 
ment. The document will identify a jurisdiction’s hous- 
ing needs, extent of homelessness, characteristics of the 
housing market, and condition of public housing units. 
Jurisdictions also describe their priority needs and strate- 
gies for addressing those needs and objectives. 

The general purposes of HOME include: 

H Expanding the supply of decent and affordable housing, 
particularly rental housing, for low- and very low-income 
Americans. Such housing includes existing rental hous- 
ing made affordable through Tenant-based Rental Assis- 
tance. 

H Strengthening the ability of State and local governments 
in designing and implementing strategies which provide 
an adequate supply of decent affordable housing. 

H Providing financial and technical assistance to partici- 
pating jurisdictions, including the development of model 
programs for affordable low-income housing. 

H Expanding and strengthening partnerships among all lev- 
els of government and the private sector, including for- 
profit and nonprofit organizations, in the production and 
operation of affordable housing. 

Legislative Authoriq 

Title I1 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Afford- 
able Housing Act of 1990, as amended by the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1992. 

Description 

The HOME Program is the first Federal program 
that provides funds directly to State and local govern- 
ments to exclusively address a broad range of afford- 
able housing needs. It offers flexibility and encour- 
ages private-sector involvement. States and local gov- 
ernments determine the mix of housing assistance most 
appropriate to local needs. 
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Eligible HOME activities include: 

Housing Production 

Acquisition of existing housing 
Rehabilitation of substandard housing 

H Construction of new housing 

Housing Affordability 

H Tenant-based Rental Assistance (TBRA) and security 
deposits 

H Financial assistance to first time homebuyers (e.g., down 
payment assistance, closing costs) 

H Financial assistance to existing homeowners for reha- 
bilitation. 

Participating jurisdictions may use up to 10 percent 
of each HOME allocation for administration. An addi- 
tional 5 percent may be used for operating expenses 
for Community Housing Development Organizations 
(CHDOs). 

TENANTBASED ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
State of Oregon 

Established by the Low Income Rental HousingFund Program, 
Oregon’s Tenant-Based Assistance Program is provided through Local 
Partnership Programs (LPPs). LPPs typically consist of a partner- 
ship between a housing authority and a community action agency. 
The objective of the Tenant-Based Assistance Program i s  to provide 
rental assistance to very low-income tenants who agree to participate 
in a social services program geared towards increased seljkufficiency. 
In most cases, the housing authority qualifies the family for thepro- 
gram and administers the rental assistance payments. The commu- 
nity action agency provides case management for the social service 
component of the program. Families are provided with assistance for 
a six-month period with a six-month renewal option. Each LPP within 
the State’s HOME Program boundaries receives a funding alloca- 
tion based on the percentage of very low-income households i n  its 
service area. 

One family participating in this program has a mother and fa- 
ther; who are working together to better the circumstances for their 
three children, ages 15, 12, and I .  They began their HOME/Ten- 
ant-Based Assistance partnership in June 1993. The house they 
were renting for $300 per month was inspected and found to have 
no bedroom. Two of the children were sleeping in the kitchen while 
the mother; father; and the other child slept in the living room. Al- 
though the family was receiving$660 in Aid to Dependent Children 
each month, they could not afford to move. 

The father began a new job just before the family entered the pro- 
gram and was promised a raise and a promotion if he earned his 
Graduate Equivalency Diploma (GW) .  The mother was actively 
looking for employment while caring for the family. 

With HOME and Tenant-Based Assistance Program financial 
assistance, this family was able to move into a newly refurbished 
three-bedroom house. The stress of living in a confined space was 
noticeably reduced. In a short time, the father completed his G W  
and was promoted. The mother secured a part-time temporary posi- 
tion as a receptionist and began taking clerical and computer courses 
to help her in her work. HOMX and Tenant-Based Assistance en- 
abled this family to reach their goal of obtaining adequate housing 
and bettering their lives. 

4-1 



Procedure Matching Requirement 

Excluding HOME funds appropriated for disaster 
relief, 98.8 percent of HOME funds are allocated by 
formula; 1.2 percent are allocated for Special Purposes. 

The HOME formula is based on six statutory factors 
established to reflect a jurisdiction’s need for low- and 
very low-income affordable housing. These factors are: 

w relative inadequacy of the housing supply 
1 amount of substandard housing 
rn number of low-income families in housing units likely to 

be in need of rehabilitation 
cost of producing housing, 

rn number of families in poverty 
rn fiscal incapacity to carry out housing activities without 

Federal assistance. 

Each State is eligible to receive at least $3 million, 
even if the amount of its formula allocation would be 
less. 

In order to receive an allocation, ajurisdiction must 
be designated as a participating jurisdiction (PJ) by 
HUD. When the Congressional appropriation is $1.5 
billion or more, the minimum threshold for receiving 
an allocation is $500,000. When the appropriation is 
less than $15 billion, the minimum threshold drops to 
$335,000. To be newly designated as a participating 
jurisdiction in 1993, jurisdictions with an allocation be- 
tween $335,000 and $500,000 were required to provide 
the ‘‘shortfall” between the allocation and the $500,000 
threshold. Jurisdictions not eligible for the minimum 
allocation or unable to make up the shortfall can apply 
to the State for HOME funding. 

A group of contiguous local governments may 
choose to form a consortium which would make them 
better qualified to receive an allocation. To do so, they 
must: 

I notify HUD of their intent to form a consortium 
submit a written certification from the State that the con- 
sortium will direct its activities to alleviate housing prob- 
lems within the State 

I have legally binding agreements between participating 
local governments 

rn demonstrate sufficient capacity to meet program require- 
ments. 

Each local government within the consortium must 
make a three-year commitment to participate. New gov- 
ernments may be added during the three years, but 
none may drop out. Once a consortium is recognized 
by HUD, it is eligible to receive a formula allocation as 
a PJ. 
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Beginning with FY 1993 expenditure of funds, PJs 
were required to match HOME funding with a contri- 
bution of 30 percent for new construction and 25 per- 
cent for all other activities. Funds used for adminis- 
trative costs did not have to be matched. 

Exhibit 41 shows the eligible sources of matching 
funds for the HOME Program. The match can take 
several forms. Forms of matching funds include per- 
manent cash contributions to the program from non- 
Federal sources, waivers of fees and taxes normally 
charged by the PJ, and investments in housing that 
meet HOME requirements. 

Exhibit 4-1 
Eligible Sources of Matching Funds HOME Program 

Almost all disbursements in FY1993 were funds from 
the FY 1992 appropriation which did not require a 
match. 

Set-Aside for CHDOs 

To ensure the involvement of nonprofits in the 
HOME Program, PJs are required to set aside a mini- 
mum of 15 percent of their HOME funds to develop 
housing which is sponsored or owned by Community 
Housing Development Organizations (CHDOs) . A 
CHDO is a nonprofit agency with a governing board 
and organizational structure that reflects and is ac- 
countable to the low-income community it represents. 

Funding 

In FY 1993, a total of $1.23 billion were appropri- 
ated for the HOME Program as follows: 

$988 million allocated by Formula 
- $395.2 million to States (40 percent) 
- $592.8 million to qualifying units of local government, 
including cities, urban counties, and consortia (60 per- 
cent) 
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rn $1 2 million for Special Purposes 
- $1 0 million for Native American Indian Tribes (83 percent) 
- $2 million for Insular Areas (1 7 percent) 
- No funds were set aside for technical assistance. 

$232.5 million for disaster relief including hurricanes, ty- 
phoons, and floods. 

Exhibit 4-2 shows the formula-based HOME fund- 
ing levels for FY 1993. 

Type of Recipient 

Exhibit 4-2 
FY 1993 Formula-Based Funding Levels 

Dollars Number of 
Allocated Participating 

Jurisdictions 

Cities 

Urban Counties 

Consortia 

LocalGovernments I $592,800,000 1 394 I 
$437,543,000 . 257 

$79,172,000 73 

$73.740.000 64 

States 

Total 

States with no PJs I $2.345.000 I I 
$395,200,000 52* 

$988,000,000 446 

'Inc 4 ~ e s h ~ 7 c R m a n o  ~rit'D sir ctof Co ~ n o a  
Scxe  J S Depamenrofn'osrgano Lroan De. B gprneni 

CROSSROADS HOUSE - AN A D A P T N E  REUSE PROJECT 
Lincoln, Nebraska 

The City ofl incoln,  the Lincoln/Lancaster County Senior Cen- 
ters Foundation, and the Lincoln Housing Authority acquired a 

foreclosed hotel in the downtown area and turned it into a 54-unit 
senior housing project. The project complements the Downtown Se- 
nior Center located directly across the street. HOME funds  were used 
to purchase the building ($359,999 of the total purchase price of 
$850,000); $23,502 in HOME f u n d s  were spent on related costs. 
In addition, the State of Nebraska awarded the City $140,000 of 
State HOME funds  f m  the installation of a n  elevatol: A $2.0 mil- 
lion renovation project will be completed in the spring of 1994. 

Leveraging 

As of September 30, 1993, HOME projects had at- 
tracted $583.9 million in funding from avariety of pub- 
lic and private sources. This amount added to the 
$425.3 million in committed HOME funds raised the 
total amount of committed funds to $1.01 billion. 
(Commitments of funds are legally binding agreements 
between the PJ and a project owner or a family that 
receives Tenant-Based Rental Assistance or assistance 
in purchasing a home.) The leveraged amount pro- 
vided approximately $1.38 for every dollar of HOME 
funds committed to projects. 

Between October 1, 1993, and February 28, 1994, le- 
veraged funds for HOME projects more than doubled. 
By the end of February, HOME projects had attracted 
$1.22 billion from various sources. With committed 
HOME funds of $940.7 million as of the end of February, 
the total amount of committed funds was $2.16 billion. 
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Participation 

All 50 states, District of Columbia and Puerto Rico 
participated in the HOME Program in FY 1993. Ten 
states received the minimum $3,000,000. Six states and 
the District of Columbia received an additional 
$335,000 since no local jurisdiction was eligible for a 
formula allocation. 

HOME funds were allocated to 446 jurisdictions. Of 
these, the 28 largest states and the 8 largest cities and 
counties were allocated nearly half (49.7 percent) of 
the funds. 

Of the 394 local jurisdictions receiving HOME funds, 
nine had not been previously designated as participat- 
ing jurisdictions and had allocations of less than 
$500,000. These jurisdictions were required to make 
up the shortfall between their allocations and $500,000 
in order to participate in the HOME Program. Of 
these nine, three did not participate in FY 1993; the 
remaining six obtained the shortfall and participated. 
One provided all of the shortfall; one provided half 
the shortfall with the State providing the other half; 
and the State provided all the shortfall for the remain- 
ing four. Of the total shortfall amount, 79 percent was 
provided by states and 21 percent by the localities. 

HOME ASSISTm SINGLE-ROOM OCCUPANCY 
(SRO) DEVELOPMENT 
Sunnyvale, California 

Sunnyvale's Housing and Community Development Department 
(HCD) and Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition, a developer with 
more than 30 years expm'ence in affordable housing construction, 
recently broke ground on a new 123-unit Single Room Occupancy 
(SRO) development in the City's downtown area. Once constructed, 
all of the units will be designated HOME-assisted affordable units. 
Low-income residents will include seniors and single parents with 
one child. Rents will range from $234-8378 per month including 
utilities, in a n  area where comparable uni t  market rents range f rom 
$678 to $773permonth. Occupancy is scheduled forDecember 1994. 

The architectural f i rm  of Hardison, Komatsu, Ivelich €9 Tucker 
designed several buildings, each with three-story wood and stucco 
exteriors, gabled roofs, interior open courtyards, units  equipped with 
cooking facilities and bathrooms, a common area, community rooms, 
a physical fitness room, and a social service office. The design was 
credited with generating broad community support for  the develop- 
ment and dispelling the stereotypical image of housing for  low-in- 
come persons as being institutional in appearance. 

HCD staff worked with the City Council to create and adopt a n  
ordinance to increase the density standards in the area. They iden- 
tified City-owned vacant land and invited proposals from interested 
developers. The City worked closely with Mid-Peninsula Housing 
Coalition through thepredevelopmentphase i n  order to address ques- 
tions, issues, and potential problems raised by the public. This pro- 
cess contributed to a longerpredevelopment timetable of slightly more 
than two years, but it also galvanized the needed support from local 
residents and the business community. 

Sources of construction and permanent financing fo r  this $7 
million development include: the Federal Low Income Housing Tax 
Credit Program (via Intel Corporation), which generated over $4 
million; State Rental Housing Construction Program; the Ameri- 
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can Red Cross; Mercy Housing; Savings Associations Mortgage Co.; 
Union Bank; and the HOME Program. HOME funds totaling 
$1,240,000 were providedjointly by the City of Sunnyvale and the 
County of Santa Clara H W  Departments. The City’s HOME con- 
tribution was $965,000 and the County’s share was $275,000. 
The land was donated by the City of Sunnyvale. The principal 
source of support for the H W  staffs’project delivery costs was the 
Community Development Block Grant Program. 

HOME-funded barrier removal project gives family 
member full access to his home. 

Omaha. Nebraska 

Accomplishments 

The FY1993 HOME Program accomplishments are 
described in terms of committed or completed projects 
that produce housing units, provide rental assistance 
and target very low-income persons as beneficiaries. 
This performance data is primarily obtained through 
the program’s Cash Management Information System. 

GRECCIO HOUSING W L I M I T m ,  INC. 
Colorado Springs, Colorado 

Greccio Housing Unlimited, Inc., a small, nonprofit organiza- 
tion established in 1990, develops affordable rental housing for low- 
income persons. As a Community Housing Development Organi- 
zation jarticzpating in  
the HOME Program, 
Grecczo recently con- 
verted a Resolution 
Trust Corporation-con- 

taining 11 apartments into 
one- and two-bedroom efli- 
ciency units, two of which 
wall be wheelchair accesszble. 

Once the project is  completed in  the spring of1 994, the units will be 
rented to low- and very low- income individuals paying affordable 
rents ranging from $1 SO-$220 a month. Young adults making a 
transition from foster homes will also be placed in  Ihe facility. HOME 

funds totaling $1 83,000 were used to cover rehabilitation costs with 
the balance of the funds coming from a low-interest Colorado Hous- 
ingFinance Agency loan. 

Housing Production and Assistance 

At the end of FY1993, $425.3 million in HOME funds 
had been committed for or used to complete 11,731 
projects, consisting of 26,167 HOME housing units and 
providing rental assistance for 2,748 families. Com- 
mitted or completed housing units included acquisi- 
tion of 2,679 units, rehabilitation of 19,453 units, and 
new construction of 4,035 units. Three hundred and 
thirty-nine (339) PJs had commitments, legally bind- 
ing agreements with a project owner or family, in place. 
Disbursements totaled $209.2 million; $191.6 million 
went toward the production of housing units and rental 
assistance; and $17.3 million went toward administra- 
tion and CHDO operating costs. 

Sixty-one (61) percent of HOME funds were 
committed for new construction, rehabilitation, 
acquisition and rental assistance for rental housing; 
twenty-seven (27) percent for rehabilitating housing 
units for existing homeowners; and 12 percent for new 
construction, rehabilitation, and acquisition of housing 
units for first-time homebuyers. Overall, rehabilitation 
of the housing units was the predominant activity. 
Seventy-two (72) percent of the funds were committed 
for or used to complete housing rehabilitation; 18 
percent, for new construction; 7 percent, for 
acquisition; and 3 percent, for Tenant-Based Rental 
Assistance. The total cost per housing unit averaged 
$38,061. The HUD subsidized HOME cost per unit was 
$15,748 with leveraged funds from public and private 
sources making up the difference. 

Between October 1, 1993, and February 28, 1994, 
significant progress has been made in committing 
HOME funds and completing projects. The amount 
of HOME funds committed and disbursed more than 
doubled, as did the number of housing units com- 
mitted or completed. By the end of February, $940.7 
million in HOME funds had been committed for or 
used to complete 24,570 projects, totaling 54,081 
HOME housing units. There were 400 PJs with com- 
mitments. Disbursements totaled $442.8 million of 
which $397.8 million went toward housing and rental 
assistance and $45 million toward administration and 
CHDO operating costs. The average cost per housing 
unit rose slightly to $39,419; the HUD subsidized 
HOME cost per unit was $16,878. 

Exhibit 4 3  shows HOME progress in committing and 
completing projects during FY 1993 and through Feb- 
ruary 28, 1994. 
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Exhibit 4-3 
HOME Funding and Accomplishments 

Rehabilitated Units 

New Construction 
Units 

19,453 39,380 102% 

4.035 9,251 129% 

Acquisition Units 2,679 5,450 103% 

Total Housing Units 26,167 54,081 107% 
Tenant-Based Rental 
Assistance Families 2,748 5,151 87% 

PJs with Commitments 18% 

Source: U.S. Depa~entofHousingand Urban Development, 

Production was stimulated by statutory changes in 
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992, 
as well as major regulatory changes made by HUD to 
simplify the program. HUD has also undertaken a se- 
ries of technical assistance, training, and information 
activities to assist PJs and CHDOs in developing their 
capacity to implement HOME projects. The increased 
activity between the end of FY 1993 and February 1994 
also indicates that delays in program start-ups have been 
largely overcome by most of the PJs. 

Commitments and disbursements of HOME funds 
have increased steadily since May of 1993; this is illus- 
trated in Exhibit 44. 

Exhibit 4-4 
HOME Funds Committed and Disbursed 

Dollars in millions 
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In March of 1994, the Department changed the defi- 
nition of commitment for the purposes of determin- 
ing whether PJs had met the deadline for committing 
funds to include all legally binding agreements between 
PJs and other entities. This included agreements with 
subrecipients, State recipients, and contractors, in ad- 
dition to agreements with project owners. Using this 
new definition, commitments of HOME funds are sub- 
stantially greater than commitments to projects re- 

flected in this report. The Department began collect- 
ing information on commitments using the new defini- 
tion on October 1, 1994 and will include this in subse- 
quent reports. 

As of September 30, 1993, the average HUD subsi- 
dized HOME cost for new construction was $18,449 per 
unit; the average rehabilitation cost was $15,910 per 
unit; the average acquisition cost was $10,501 per unit; 
and the average rental assistance cost was $4,805 per 
family. Exhibit 4 5  illustrates the average HUD subsi- 
dized HOME cost per unit for each activity. 

Exhibit 4-5 
HOME Cost per Unit by Activity 

Dollars in thousands 

/ 

New Rental Construction Rehabilitation Acquisition Assistance 

im Cost per UniVFamily 

Exhibit 4 6  shows an average HUD subsidized HOME 
cost of $16,845 per unit for rental housing, while assis- 
tance to existing homeowners averaged $14,593 per 
unit. Assistance provided to first-time homebuyers av- 
eraged $17,510 per unit. 

Exhibit 4-6 
HOME Cost Per Unit Cost by Housing Type 

Dollars in thousands 
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Low-Income Benefit 

In FY 1993, the HOME Program substantially ex- 
ceeded the statutory requirements regarding provision 
of benefits to low- and very low-income persons. As 
shown in Exhibit 47,56.9 percent of the funds for rental 
housing (including Tenant-Based Rental Assistance) 
were committed to families at or below 30 percent of 
the area median income; 98.2 percent of the funds were 
committed to families at or below 60 percent of area 
median income. 
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Exhibit 4-7 
Rental Assistance" by Area Median Income 

0-30 Pct. Below Median Income 
56,9% 

Below Median Income 

Below Median Income 
30-50 Pct. Beloh Median Income 

31% 
* Includes Rental Units and Tenant-Based Rental Assistance. 

10.3% 

Of the funds committed to homeowners and first- 
time homebuyers, 25.9 percent were either at or below 
30 percent of the area median income; 76.8 percent 
were for families at or below 60 percent of the area 
median income. This is illustrated in Exhibit 48. 

Exhibit 4-8 
Homeowner" Assistance by Area Median Income 

. . . . . . . . 
Below Median Income 23.2% 

* Includes existing homeowners and first-time buyers 
14.4% 

KING COURT APARTMENTS 
Columbia, South Carolina 

King Court Apartments is a n  old, vacant 31 2-unit apartment 
complex which was in HUD's inventory. HUD has conveyed the 
apartments to the City which will use the site f o r  the construction of 
new housing for low- and moderate-income persons. The housing 
will be forfirst-time homeowners and will be based upon a limited lot 
concept which is similar to 'patio homes. " HOME f u n d s  will pro- 
vide 8.5 million ofthe total estimated development cost of $1.5 mil- 
lion. 

The property was conveyed with the following stipulations. The 
City will demolish the substandard buildings and redevelop theprop- 
erty into twenty-one new singlefamily homes. These new homes must 
be sold to households that meet HOME guidelines. The City will 
also build twelve additional new homes under the same guidelines 
at another location. 

The City 's HOME Program will provide f u n d s  for  demolishing 
the existing property; site improvements; construction financing; 
homebuyer counseling; and f o r  low-interest loans f o r  the new 
homeowners. A vacant, substandard apartment complex will be 
demolished, removed from Federal ownership, and will emerge as 
new single-family homes through the HOME Program. This project 
is a n  excellent example of Federal and local partnerships working 
together to provide homeownership opportunities. 

SRO PRESERVATION 
Salt Lake City, Utah 

Salt Lake City received $185,000 in HOnilE funds  which al- 
lowed it to acquire a historic hotel with 28 SRO units. The City 
rehabilitated the building, converting it into 48 SRO units of tran- 
sitional housing for homeless and very low-income males. The project 
.. 

natzon of HOME funds ,  
Low Income Tax Credits, 
Historic Preservatzon tax 
credzts, and  a conven- 
tzonal loan. 

Under  the previous  
ownership, the budding 
had deteriorated to a point 
where zt would have to be 
closed f o r  City housing 
code violatzons. Major re- 
habilztatzon included as- 
bestos removal and plumbing and electrical repairs. 

This project is particularly important because Salt Lake City has 
experienced a decrease in the number of available SRO units, a loss 
of more than 400 units since 1978. The project is located in the 
City's downtown area within easy walking distance of local supportive 
services, stores, recreational facilities, and bus transportation. 

Annual Performance Reports 

The HOME Annual Performance Report collects in- 
formation not obtained through the Cash Management 
Information System. The following summary of accom- 
plishments is drawn from the review of FY1993 Annual 
Performance Reports submitted by 289 PJs. The infor- 
mation in this section summarizes PJ activity in the fol- 
lowing areas: 

rn Private Sector Participation 
Community Housing Development Organizations 

1 Affirmative Marketing 
H Outreach to Minority and Women Business Enterprises 

rn Tenant Assistance/Relocation. 

(CH DOs) 

(M/WBE) 

Private Sector Participation 

Two hundred thirty-eight PJs reported on private 
sector participation. Of these, 123 PJs reported that 
private sector participation in their programs included 
leveraging. Forty-nine PJs gave specific information on 
leveraging. Sixteen PJs reported that leveraging of their 
funds allowed 943 HOME rental units to be created. 
Eight PJs reported the creation of 880 homeownership 
units as a result of leveraging. 

One hundred twenty-three PJs reported publiciz- 
ing the need for private sector participation; 99 re- 
ported providing information at workshops and semi- 
nars, technical assistance meetings, training sessions, 
and counseling to encourage the interest of the pri- 
vate sector in HOME projects. I '  
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The following were identified as private sector partici- 
pants: 

H colleges and universities 
H community service groups 
H lending institutions H builders 
H social organizations w architects 
H private donors H investors 
H local banks H landlords 
H foundations H realtors 
H churches H utilities 
rn nonprofit community development organizations 

H developers 
H contractors 

The private sector provided a wide range of services 
including: participation in the design, development, 
and implementation of a first-time homebuyers pro- 
gram; financial assistance including loans and mort- 
gages with no points or application fees; donations of 
labor, building materials, and appliances; training in 
rental property and construction management; staff- 
ing at application centers; and technical assistance to 
nonprofit organizations. 

Concerns-PJs reported some obstacles to be over- 
come in the future regarding private sector involve- 
ment. These included: soft markets for housing sales; 
the low-income levels required by HOME; and slow 
project start-up times. In addition, in one state only 
government units and nonprofits can receive HOME 
funds directly, limiting private sector involvement, and 
in another state, HOME does not mix well with state 
housing finance agency regulations for low-income 
housing tax credit. 

Success Stories 

Boston, MA, reported that $1.8 million of HOME 
funds leveraged $14.6 million including low-income tax 
credits, deferred developer fees, AFL-CIO investments, 
and private contributions. 

The Kemp County Consortium in Seattle, WA 
reported that it had negotiated an interest buydown 
program with a local bank for owner-occupied 
rehabilitation. 

Rockford, IL, reported that eight local lenders had 
agreed to participate in a homestead program by pro- 
viding loans for acquisition and rehabilitation of prop- 
erties. Private sector participants also provided 
$278,000 in labor and materials for rehabilitation 
projects. 

New Orleans, LA, reported that two local banks had 
agreed to assist first-time homebuyers by reducing clos- 
ing costs and making loans at below-market rates. 

Macon, GA, formed a partnership with a local lend- 
ing institution which committed $4 million in loans to 
low-income borrowers, many of whom are first-time 
homebuyers. 

Jacksonville, FL, leveraged $1.1 million in private 
funds with $1.2 million in HOME funds for the reha- 
bilitation of 210 multi-family rental housing units. 

In the City of Knoxville, TN, a local bank consor- 
tium committed $4.5 million toward a purchase and 
rehabilitation program intended for first-time 
homebuyers. 

Community Housing Development Organizations 
(CHDOs) 

Two hundred sixty-nine PJs, or 93 percent of those 
whose Annual Performance Reports were reviewed, 
reported on efforts to involve CHDOs in the HOME 
Program. Two hundred one PJs designated '719 CHDOs 
as participants; 135 PJs identified an additional 505 
potential CHDOs. 

One hundred fifty-three PJs publicized the need for 
CHDO involvement in their programs. This involved 
surveying and identifying potential CHDOs, contact- 
ing and providing information to potential CHDOs, 
issuing newspaper advertisements and releases, and 
publishing Requests for Proposals. One hundred forty- 
three PJs reported meeting with CHDOs and potential 
CHDOs to exchange information in workshops, semi- 
nars, and meetings. 

Before and after pictures of a HOME-funded First-Time 
Homebuyers project that included housing rehabilitation. 

Salt Lake City, Utah 

Concerns-Concerns expressed by PJs about CHDO 
participation included the following. Ten PJs cited the 
CHDO board composition requirements as an obstacle 
to identifying CHDOS. One State indicated that too 
many CHDOs were located in one geographic region. 
Two States expressed difficulty in identifying CHDOs 
in rural areas. PJs were also concerned that rural 
nonprofits had insufficient staffing and/or expertise 
to own, develop, or sponsor housing. 
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Success Stories I minority groups 
I realtors 

I homebuilders 

Charlotte, NC, appropriated funds that will be used 
for capacity building for CHDOs. CHDOs will also team 
up with private developers to further develop their 
business and technical skills. 

Decatur, IL, uses the services of a nonprofit in de- 
veloping, identifying, and retaining CHDOs willing to 
participate in projects. 

In the City of Wilmington, DE, a local organization 
provides technical assistance and training for CHDOs 
and interested nonprofits. 

The City of Utica, NY, contracted with the Pratt In- 
stitute to provide technical assistance to the city and 
local agencies that are interested in identifying or re- 
taining CHDOs. 

Affirmative Marketing 

The goal of affirmative marketing is to give minori- 
ties access to HOME funds. An assessment of the ef- 
fectiveness of affirmative marketing actions prescribed 
in 24 CFR 92.351 shows that 215 PJs, or 74 percent of 
those reviewed, reported on affirmative marketing ac- 
tions. All reported that they had developed or were 
developing affirmative marketing policies and proce- 
dures. Sixteen PJs reported that their policies and pro- 
cedures are similar to those of the Rental Rehabilita- 
tion Program. 

One hundred forty PJs reported on efforts to publi- 
cize affirmative marketing including: press confer- 
ences; listing vacancies in housing authorities; main- 
taining a fair housing complaint hotline; airing fair 
housing advertisements on local TV and/or radio pro- 
grams; displaying posters in appropriate locations; tar- 
geting mailings to mobile home and single family 
homeowners; using affirmative marketing logos on 
leases and applications; providing information through 
fliers, brochures, and handouts; targeting mailings and 
presentations to housing groups; inserting information 
in water bills and paychecks of local corporations; and 
putting releases and advertisements in local and/or mi- 
nority newspapers, county employees bulletins, and 
newsletters. 

Thirty-nine PJs reported that they had conducted 
meetings where the following affirmative marketing is- 
sues and needs were discussed: affordable housing, fair 
housing, discrimination, homeownership, and 
homebuying. Participants at these meetings included: 

I neighborhood associations I landlords 
I property owners I tenants 

Affirmative marketing actions undertaken include: 
requiring recordkeeping by owners; forming fair hous- 
ing commissions; creating specific affirmative market- 
ing plans; conducting an owner performance review; 
developing a fair housing impediments study; creat- 
ing and training landlord-tenant groups; requiring de- 
velopers to establish and maintain contact with orga- 
nizations, agencies, and enterprises involved in affir- 
mative marketing; maintaining records of social and 
economic characteristics; requiring owners of larger 
properties to periodically assess affirmative marketing 
with corrective actions taken as necessary; and requir- 
ing developers and owners to plan and implement com- 
munity outreach, promote fair housing, and to partici- 
pate in advertising and marketing. 

Success Stories 

The State of Indiana entered into cooperative agree- 
ments to educate town councils, county governments, 
landlords, realtors, and others. These agreements in- 
clude designing and implementing a sample fair hous- 
ing and civil rights ordinance that recipients will be 
required to adopt when applying for Federal funds. 

St. Petersburg, FL, offers minority scholarships to 
individuals interested in becoming realtors. 

Lake County Consortium, IL, requires owners of 
rental housing participating in HOME to report 
vacancies to the Affirmative Housing Commission and 
the Local Housing Authority. The Commission notifies 
persons on their waiting list and the Housing Authority 
notifies Section 8 certificate/voucher holders of 
vacancies. 

Minority Outreach 

In assessing the effectiveness of PJs’ minority out- 
reach programs, this section addresses the participa- 
tion of minority and women-owned businesses, and the 
general participation of minorities and women in 
HOME projects. 

Minority and Women Business Enterprises (M/WBEs) 

Two hundred three PJs, or 70 percent of those whose 
Annual Performance Reports were reviewed, identified 
MBE and WBE outreach activities. One hundred 
ninety-nine PJs reported that they either had or were 
developing policies and procedures on MBE and W E  
outreach. Forty-one PJs awarded 167 contracts or sub- 
contracts to WBEs; 66 PJs awarded 520 contracts or sub- 
contracts to MBEs. 

r- 

r 

48 Putting People First 1994 



Exhibit 4 9  shows the percentage of contracts and 
subcontracts awarded to MBEs and WBEs for FY 1993 
HOME projects. It also shows the percentage of con- 
tract and subcontract dollars awarded to MBEs and 
WBEs. 

Exhibit 4-9 
Percentage of Contracts and Subcontracts Awarded to 

Minority and Women Business Enterprises, FY 1993 

I Number of ContractslSubcontracts Awarded 
n Dollar Value of ContractslSubcontracts Awarded 

One hundred fifty-nine PJs reported that they used 
various types of publicity in their outreach efforts to 
MBEs and WBEs, including: recruiting; publishing a 
list of MBEs and WBEs; advertising on radio or Tv, pro- 
viding Notices of Funding Availability; advertising in 
trade journals, local newspapers, minority newspapers, 
and other media publications; distributing informa- 
tion in several languages; and providing specifications, 
solicitation forms, and Requests For Proposals to local 
builders. 

Forty-nine PJs indicated that they had held meetings, 
conferences, training sessions, and seminars for M/ 
WBEs. These covered such subjects as: home improve- 
ment; contracting; fair housing; first-time homebuyers; 
affordable housing; procurement; business opportuni- 
ties of HOME Program; related business opportunities; 
marketing and recruitment of contractors; lead-based 
paint requirements for contractors; special Spanish- 
speaking seminars on available housing services and 
resources; and improving bid preparation, project man- 
agement, construction, and rehabilitation skills. 

Other MBE and WBE outreach efforts included: 
setting goals for using MBEs and WBEs; waiving per- 
formance bonding to attract MBEs and WBEs; working 
with other jurisdictions to identify MBEs and WBEs; 
developing procedures for monitoring MBE and WBE 
participation in the HOME Program; dividing jobs into 
phases or  smaller contracts to enable smaller W/MBEs 
to bid; requiring developers to provide records of out- 
reach attempts and results on an annual basis; and re- 
quiring developers and general contractors to State PJs 
projects to use MBEs and WBEs. 
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Planned Actions-Ninety-three PJs identified plans 
to improve their performance in using MBEs and WBEs. 
Their plans include providing technical assistance to 
MBEs and WBEs; developing monitoring procedures 
to optimize use of MBEs and W E s ;  analyzing local so- 
cial and economic characteristics; publishing a MBE 
and WBE list; recruiting; mailing Request For Propos- 
als and soliciting bids from MBEs and WBEs on con- 
tracts; referring all bids to the State office for MBE and 
WBE assistance; providing informative material such 
as fliers and brochures; advertising in trade journals, 
local newspapers, and minority newspapers; setting tar- 
gets for MBE and WBE participation in HOME projects; 
and establishing special bond and insurance programs 
to assist MBEs and WBEs. 

Success Stories 

The City of Charleston, SC, has established a City 
office for MBEs and WBEs. 

Lancaster County, PA, is establishing a Lancaster 
Coalition of Business Development and Opportunity 
for the sole purpose of increasing MBE and WBE in- 
volvement. 

The City of Gainesville, FL, developed special re- 
quirements for primary contractors to take affirmative 
steps in soliciting MBE and WBE participation. 

The State of Indiana requires HOME recipients to 
show proof of good faith effort by making 10 percent 
of their contracts available to MBEs and WBEs. 

Shreveport, LA, has cooperative ventures with a lo- 
cal university and has MBE and WBE hiring quotas. 

Lawrence, MA, established a Minority Business 
Council. 

The State of Louisiana gives bonus points to pro- 
posals including MBEs. 

The City of Springfield, IL, has started a capacity 
building pilot project to bring minority workers to- 
gether and function as contractors and subcontractors. 

In the City of Elizabeth, NJ, half of the contractors 
and 90 percent of the contract dollars went to MBEs 
and WBEs. 

In Davenport, IA, 52 percent of the contract dollars 
were awarded to MBEs and 24 percent to WBEs. 
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MinoriQ Participation 

Most HOME activities involving minorities and 
women were directed at affirmative marketing and M/ 
WBEs described above. However, 75 PJs, or 26 percent 
of those reviewed, identified activities directed at the 
overall participation of minorities and women in the 
HOME Program. Sixty PJs developed or were develop- 
ing policies and procedures to improve the participa- 
tion of minorities and women. 

Forty-five PJs identified efforts to increase the mi- 
nority participation, including specific advertisements 
aimed at minorities in newspapers and minority news- 
papers, minority mailings, employment training, devel- 
opment of a homeownership program planned for 
minority areas, meetings with minority rental property 
owners to encourage their participation in the HOME 
Program, and encouragement of minority participation 
in the homebuyers’ program. 

Thirty-four PJs identified efforts directed at the par- 
ticipation of women, including targeted advertising and 
mailing, outreach meetings, encouraging women’s par- 
ticipation in first-time homebuyers programs, and plac- 
ing notices in the National Association of Women in Con- 
struction. 

Success Stories 

Reno, NV, reported that 53 percent of the units cur- 
rently funded by the HOME Program are occupied by 
minorities. 

In the City of Cincinnati, OH, 50 percent of the par- 
ticipants in the Housing Rehabilitation Loan Program, 
which is funded by HOME, were minorities and 25 per- 
cent of the participants were women. 

Providence, RI, reported that over 50 percent of the 
buyers identified in its HOME first-time homebuyers 
program were women heads of household. 

Tenant Assistance and Relocation 

One hundred sixty-six PJs stated that they had devel- 
oped, or were developing, policies and procedures con- 
cerning tenant assistance and relocation. Steps taken 
to minimize displacement included targeting of vacant 
properties and housing units, allowing tenants to re- 
main in their homes during rehabilitation, phasing 
projects to reduce displacement, and processing assis- 
tance claims more efficiently. 

HOME funds are supporting the conversion of the former 
Town Centre Inn to 74 low- and moderate-income 
apartments in Montgomery County, Maryland. 
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HOPE 3 Program Report Coverage 

Purpose 

The HOPE 3 Program creates affordable 
homeownership opportunities for low-income families 
and individuals who are first-time homebuyers. The 
program utilizes existing one-to-four-unit single-fam- 
ily properties owned and held by a Federal agency; a 
State, territorial, or local government; an Indian tribe; 
or an agency or instrumentality of an Indian tribe or a 
State, territorial, or local government. These proper- 
ties are acquired, rehabilitated as needed, and sold to 
first-time homebuyers. 

Legislative AuthoriCy 

Title IV, Subtitle C, of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na- 
tional Affordable Housing Act of 1990, as amended by 
the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992. 

Description 

HOPE 3 grants are awarded competitively to eligible 
private nonprofit and public agency applicants for a 
wide range of activities that lead to the purchase, at 
affordable prices, of single-family homes by eligible 
families and individuals. The HOPE 3 Program awards 
two types of grants: Implementation Grants and Plan- 
ning Grants. Planning Grants did not receive any fund- 
ing in FY1993. Primary activities undertaken by Imple- 
mentation Grant recipients include: 

rn acquisition or rehabilitation of 1-4 unit single residential properties 
rn homeownership counseling and training 
rn reduction of homebuyer mortgage down payment and closing costs 
W grant recipient administration costs 
rn a variety of other program and property related activities. 

Procedure 

In the FY1992 and 1993 competitions, implementa- 
tion Grants were distributed to each HUD Region us- 
ing a formula with three equally weighted factors: (1) 
poverty; (2) number of unsuitable rental units, and (3) 
number of available single family properties owned by 
HUD, the Resolution Trust Corporation (RTC), the 
Department of Veteran Affairs (VA), and the Farmers 
Home Administration (FmHA) . 

Each HUD Region held a competition for the funds 
it has been allocated under the formula. Eligible HOPE 
3 applicants are: 

rn private nonprofit organizations 
W public agencies in cooperation with one or more non- 

rn cooperative associations. 
profit organizations 

This report focuses on the FY 1993 HOPE 3 alloca- 
tion. FY1993 data are based on information contained 
in approved applications. 

Funding 

The FY 1993 HOPE 3 appropriation of $95 million 
was earmarked for Implementation Grants. The FY 
1993 appropriation has been obligated as follows: 

rn $93 million for Implementation Grants 
W $1 .O million for an Implementation Grant to the City of 

W $1 .O million for technical assistance to HOPE 3 Imple- 
Columbia, SC, to correct a FY 1992 rating error 

mentation Grant recipients. 

In FY 1993,275 Implementation Grant applications 
requesting funds totaling $247.2 million were received 
from 43 States, the District of Columbia, the Virgin Is- 
lands, and Puerto Rico. Sixty-four percent of the ap- 
plicants were private nonprofit agencies; 36 percent 
were public agencies. 

HUD awarded 110 new Implementation Grants. 
Grant recipients came from 39 states, Puerto Rico, and 
the Virgin Islands. FY 1993 Implementation Grants 
were awarded to nationally known private nonprofit 
organizations as well as public agencies. As shown in 
Exhibit 410, a majority of the grant recipients were 
nonprofit organizations. 

Exhibit 4-10 
FY 1993 HOPE 3 Implementation Grant Recipients 

Nonprofit 
58% 

64 Recipients 

10% 
11 Recipients 
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23% 

Exhibit 41 1 shows the distribution, by HUD Region, 
of the $94 million in HOPE 3 Implementation Grant 
awards. The greatest number of Implementation 
Grants were approved for Regions IV, V, and VI, while 
Regions I, VIII, and X received the least. 
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Exhibit 4-1 1 
FY 1993 HOPE 3 Implementation Grants by Region 

Dollars in Millions Number of Grants 
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10 $1 0 

5 $5 

0 $0 
I II 111 IV v VI VII Vll l  IX x 

I I Number of Grants =Grant Amount I 

Additional Homeownership Investment 

The $94 million awarded in FY 1993 grants is ex- 
pected to attract over $155 million in additional invest- 
ments from other public, private, and foundation 
sources. As illustrated in Exhibit 4-12, this would raise 
the total amount of funds available to FY 1993 HOPE 3 
projects to $249 million. 

Exhibit 4-12 
Total Homeownership Investment 

FY 1993 HOPE 3 Recipients 

$249 
$300 

HOPE 3 Leveraged Total 
Funds Amount 

The estimate of additional investment is based on 
local matching funds and other contributions recorded 
in the approved program budgets of Implementation 
Grant recipients. Also included in the dollar estimate 
are mortgage financing commitments provided by pri- 
vate lending institutions. Many of the nation's largest 
banks, together with a number of State Housing Finance 
Agencies, have provided financing commitments at re- 
duced interest rates for HOPE 3 homebuyers. 

FY 1993 Use of Funds 

FY 1993 Hope 3 grants are expected to create 4,387 
homeownership units. The average number of pro- 
posed housing units per project is 40; the average grant 
amount is $84'7,000. 

Proposed Property Sources-HUD (FHA) proper- 
ties, and those held by local governments, are the pri- 
mary planned property sources for FY 1993 grant re- 
cipients. Exhibit 413 illustrates the proposed sources 
for HOPE 3 homeownership units. 

Exhibit 4-1 3 
FY 1993 HOPE 3 Implementation Grants 

Proposed Property Source of Homeownership Units 

FHA 
57% 

Proposed Unit Costs-The average projected FY 
1993 cost per homeownership unit is $21,525. Unit 
costs are higher in Regions I1 and IX due to higher 
acquisition and rehabilitation costs. Higher unit cost 
in Region X includes the cost of relocating properties 
earmarked for demolition and utilizing them for HOPE 
3 projects. Exhibit 414 shows, by HUD region, the av- 
erage proposed expenditure of grant funds per 
homeownership unit. 

Exhibit 4-14 
FY 1993 HOPE 3 Average Projected Expenditures 

Per Homeownership Unit 
Dollars in thousands 

n I I I I I I I I I I 

V" 
I I1 111 IV v VI VII Vlll IX x 

HUD Regions 
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Approved Activities-Based on approved budget ac- 
tivities, acquisition, and rehabilitation comprise more 
than two-thirds of all HOPE 3 proposed grant expendi- 
tures. Exhibit 415 shows the proposed use of funds by 
recipients of FY 1993 Implementation Grants. 

Exhibit 4-1 5 
FY 1993 HOPE 3 Implementation Grants 

Proposed Use of Funds 

Acquisition 

Financial 
Assistance 4 

nt 
. .  

Rehabilitation Administration 
30% - 10% 
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Special Needs Assistance 
Programs 

The Special Needs Assistance Programs attempt to 
provide a continuum of care for assisting the home- 
less. The continuum of care approach recognizes the 
full spectrum of housing and supportive services that 
homeless individuals and families need in order to 
achieve independent living. HUD has proposed legis- 
lation that will enhance the continuum of care concept 
by consolidating HUD McKinney Programs, including 
Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, Section 8 Mod- 
erate Rehabilitation for Single Room Occupancy Dwell- 
ings, Emergency Shelter Grants, Safe Havens, and the 
Rural Homelessness Assistance Program. The Admin- 
istration is shifting the emphasis of existing programs 
to assure individual needs are supported throughout 
the transition from homelessness to permanent hous- 
ing and self-sufficiency. Special Needs Assistance Pro- 
grams include the following: 

Emergency Shelter Grants provide support to emergency 
shelters used by homeless individuals and families. 
The Supportive Housing Program provides transitional 
housing and supportive services for homeless families 
and individuals, and permanent housing for homeless per- 
sons with disabilities. 

rn Permanent housing solutions are addressed by the Shel- 
ter Plus Care Program and the Section 8 Moderate Re- 
habilitation Program for Single-Room Occupancy Dwell- 
ings for Homeless Individuals. 

rn Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS addresses 
the needs of low-income persons with AIDS (or related 
diseases) and of their families. 

H Single Family Property Disposition and Surplus Federal 
Property for Use to Assist the Homeless make properties 
available for housing and other homeless services. 

The following paragraphs describe these programs 
in greater detail. 

EMERGENCY SHELTER GRANTS 

Purpose 

Emergency Shelter Grants (ESG) assist homeless per- 
sons and families and persons at-risk of becoming home- 
less by providing safe and sanitary facilities, supportive 
services, and homeless prevention assistance. 

Legislative Authom'q 

Description 

ESG is an entitlement program that uses the Com- 
munity Development Block Grant formula as the basis 
for distributing funding to entitlement jurisdictions. 
ESG provides funds directly to: states and territories; 
Metropolitan Cities; Urban Counties; and Indian Tribes 
and Alaskan Native Villages (through a competitive set- 
aside). 

Local governments may use ESG funds directly or 
allocate ESG funds to local shelter providers and other 
social service providers. States must distribute all of 
their funds to units of local government or nonprofit 
organizations. 

Funds may be used to operate or rehabilitate facili- 
ties, deliver essential supportive services, and provide 
homeless prevention assistance. 

ESG grant recipients must provide equal matching 
funds from local public or private sources. 

Funding 

In FY 1993, the ESG appropriation of $50 million 
funded 372 ESG entitlement cities, counties, and states. 
Grant amounts ranged from $25,000 to $2.9 million. 
The average grant was $134,400. 

Accomplishments 

A 1991 evaluation by AJ3T Associates provided infor- 
mation on ESG use of funds and accomplishments. Ex- 
hibit 5-1 shows the percentage of funds used by FY 1991 
ESG grantees for operating costs, essential services, re- 
habilitation, homeless prevention assistance, and admin- 
istration. The majority of funds were used for operating 
emergency shelters and for delivery of essential services. 

Exhibit 5-1 
ESG Program Use of Funds, FY 1991 

Operations 
47% 

I 

Title N, Subtitle A, Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act of 1987, as amended. 
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21% 20% 

5-1 



In FY 1991, the ESG Program funded approximately 
3,300 providers. Shelters comprised 82 percent of the 
ESG funded providers. Of these, approximately 2,200 
were 24hour shelters with day programs; 200 were night 
shelters only and the remainder were drop-in shelters. 
One hundred eight thousand seven hundred thirty-five 
(108,735) beds were supported. 

Assistance to Obtain Benefits 

Assistance to Obtain Permanent Housina 

Many of the shelter providers offered supportive ser- 
vices. Eighteen (18) percent of the providers offered 
supportive services, homeless prevention, or other ac- 
tivities for the homeless, but not shelter. Exhibit 5-2 
identifies the percentage of providers using ESG funds 
to offer specific services. 

38.0% 

52.1 

Exhibit 5-2 
Supportive Services Provided by ESG Grantees, FY 1991 

Assistance to Obtain Benefits 

Assistance to Obtain Permanent Housing 

Assistance to Obtain Life Skills 

Transportation 

Support Groups 

Nutritional Counselina 

Supportive Service 

38.0% 

52.1 

40.1 

41.4 

17.9 

22.9 

Percent 
Providing I Service I 

Assistance to Obtain Life Skills 

Transportation 

Support Groups 

Nutritional Counselina 

40.1 

41.4 

17.9 

22.9 

Job Referrals 

Child Care 

Clothina 

36.6 

25.6 

17.8 

Psychologica! Counseling 19.6 

YWCA 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

Using a fiveyear transitional housing grant, the Milwaukee YWCA 
offers a continuum of care for homeless women with children. The 
YWCA provides a bridge from domestic abuse and economic uncer- 
tainty to permanent housing and economic self-sufficiency. Women 
are rejerred to the program from area shelters, organizations, or through 

believes the whole family needs services in  order for them to make choices 
that lead to healthy, active, and productive lives. 

I n  addition to providing housing; education, career development, 
counseling; and child care, all other YWCA programs are available to 
transitional housing program residents to extend the support network. 
These programs include the Women’s Business Initiative Corporation, 
which assists in establishing women’s businesses; Circle of Women, 
which links women from participating companies with clients in a 
mentoring program; Social Development and Family Lqe Program 
which provides a sm‘es of family enrichment activities; The Learning 
Cent6 which operates a full-scale learning center and latchkey pro- 

gram; Restorative Health Program which covers the entire range o j  
women’s health needs; Purple Panda Day Care Center; and New 
Futures, which provides follow-up services to former residents of the 
transitional housing program. The YWCA has worked effectively 
with the state, city, Federal governments, and with the community in  
coordinating resources and delivery systems for its programs. 

Since the program began in  1989, the YWCA has served 73 fami- 
lies. A total of 65 families have moved into permanent housing after 
leaving the transitional housing program. Two new programs were 
under way in 1993. As part of the New Futures Program, a 
homebuying program was oflered to residents interested in  purchas- 
ing their first home. A plan was also being developed to @fer pro- 
gram participants safe and affordable apartments in the newly reno- 
vated housing complex called YW West. 

In addition to the $41 I ,  186 in transitional housing funds, the 
YWCA received a Community Deuelopment Block Grant @$86, 61 1, 
an Emergency Shelter Grant of $236,764, and contributions and 
loans from a number of local sources. 

SUPPORTIVE HOUSING PROGRAM 

Purpose 

The Supportive Housing Program (SHP) awards 
grants to State and local governments, Indian tribes, 
and nonprofit organizations to provide supportive tran- 
sitional and permanent housing. Assistance is provided 
for acquisition, rehabilitation, new construction, leas- 
ing including rental assistance, supportive services, and 
operating costs. 

Legislative Authom’Q 

Title IV, Subtitle C ,  Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act of 1987, as amended. 

Description 

Supportive Housing Program grants are awarded 
competitively to provide supportive housing to home- 
less persons around the country. SHP provides fund- 
ing for developing and expanding transitional and per- 
manent supportive housing and supportive services 
within local continuum of care systems. Under the Sup- 
portive Housing Program, services such as mental 
health treatment and child care are combined with the 
provision of housing necessary for homeless people to 
stabilize their lives and to become independent. SHP- 
funded projects help homeless persons with disabili- 
ties move to permanent supportive housing and other 
homeless persons move through transitional housing 
to permanent housing of their own. 

The Supportive Housing Program funds: 

transitional housing designed to assist homeless persons 
and families in moving to permanent housing within a 
24-month period 
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rn community-based permanent supportive housing for 

rn innovative supportive housing 
supportive services for homeless individuals and families. 

homeless persons with disabilities 

Grantees must provide matching funds for acquisi- 
tion, rehabilitation, new construction, and operating 
costs. 

The Supportive Housing Program consolidates three 
programs from prior years: the Supportive Housing 
Demonstration Program-Transitional Housing Com- 
ponent; the Supportive Housing Demonstration Pro- 
gram-Permanent Housing Component; and the 
Supplemental Assistance for Facilities to Assist the 
Homeless ( S A F M )  . 

plies some of the most 
prestigious restaurants 
in New York. Some ten- 
ants have gone on to 
cooking school, while 
others have remained 
employed by the Inn in 
skilled positions. At one 
time, the manager of the 
bakery was a tenant at 
the Inn. 

The most unique fea- 
ture of this Program is that tenants will soon be offered the opportu- 
nity to purchase their apartments. The Grtyston Inn is planning to 
offer thefirst apartments for ownership in five years. The tenants are 
now in intensive training to obtain the skills needed to take aduan- 
tage of this opportunity. This new endeavor plus the low turn-over 
rate and high success rate of tenants in finding and maintaining 
employment make the Greyston Inn a success. 

Funding 

In FY1993, total funding of the SHP was $170.8 mil- 
lion. This funding was drawn from the FY 1993 appro- 
priation of $150 million, and $20.8 million from 
deobligated funds from previous years. FY 1993 grants 
ranged in size from $335,985 to $12,844,465, for an av- 
erage of $2.2 million per grant. Recipients were com- 
petitively selected from 1,331 applications; 242 grants 
were awarded, as follows: 

1 $88.8 million for 43 new grants 
1 $82 million to renew 199 previous grants. 

From FY1987 through FY1993, a total of 1,260 grants 
have been funded under the Supportive Housing Pro- 
gram and its predecessor programs. 

THE GREYSTONFMILY INN 
Yonkers, New York 

The Greyston Family Inn, located in Yonkers, New York, is a 
grantee under the Supportive Housing Program. Yonkers is a com- 
munity of 185,000 people located approximately 20 miles north of 
New York City in Westchester County. Approximately 1,500 people 

in Yonkers are home- 
less. 

Since it opened 
in 1992, the Grtyston 
Family Inn has pro- 
vided low-income 
houszng to residents of 
this community. The 
Inn S present faczlzty 
has permanent hous- 
inp units for 19 fami- ” 

lies with a disabled adult membm The Inn has aprofessionally staffed 
day care center; a laundromat, game and remeation rooms, a com- 
munity room, and an outside playground. 

In addition to obtaining housing, tenants of the Greyston Inn, 
who come from City shelters and the streets, receive assistance in a 
number of areas. An independent living plan includes job search 
assistance, education, budget planning, parenting skills workshops, 
and supportive services. 

Tenants have the opportunity for training and employment in the 
well-known bakery that is run by the Grqston Family Inn and sup- 

HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES COMMISSION (HOG) 
Montgomery County, Maryland 

The Housing Opportunities Commission’s Transitional Housing 
Program began in December 1988 and has expanded in each of the 
succeeding years. Using HLD transitional housing funds, the pro- 
gram provides homeless persons with housing that is either scattered 
throughout County neighborhoods or clustered with other housing for 
the homeless. HOG works as a partner with the local Department of 
Social Services. This program has placed more than 90 families. 

Accomplishments 

Since FY1987, the Supportive Housing Program and 
its predecessor programs have provided funds for 36,891 
beds for homeless persons. Exhibit 5-3 shows the cu- 
mulative number of beds provided from FY 198’7 to FY 
1993 by the SHP and its predecessor programs, the Shel- 
ter Plus Care Program and the Single Room Occupancy 
Program. It also shows the number of beds provided in 
FY 1993 by these programs. 

Exhibit 5-3 
Number of Beds Provided 

by CPD’s Competitive Homeless Assistance Programs 
(1993 and cumulative) 

No. of beds in Thousands 

I I 
52 862 I t  

50 

40 

Supportive Housing SRO Shelter Plus Care TOTAL 

Under the Supportive Housing Program, the aver- 
age cost per bed for one year is $7,879; this amount 

Programs 
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includes expenditures for: acquisition, rehabilitation, 
new construction, leasing, operating costs, and support- 
ive services. Exhibit 5-4 shows the average cost of each 
of these components. 

CosVBedNeai 
1 I I I I I I I 

Exhibit 5 4  
Supportive Housing Program 

Average Cost Per Bed Per Year by Activity 

ACQUISITION 

REHABILITATION 

NEW CONSTRUCTION 

LEASING 

OPERATING COST 

SUPPORTIVE SERVICE 
V , / / / , / 

$0 $500 $1,000 $1,500 $2,000 $2,500 $3,000 $3,500 

Cost per Year 

Because about 80percent of the residents are unemployed, T L C  in 
coordination with the State Employment Security Office and the State 
Department of Health and Social Services' JOBS Program gives spe- 
cial emphasis to education, training, and employment. TLCprovides 
on-site child care designed to meet the special needs of homeless chil- 
dren. Child care and other supportive services are offered for  up to six 
months after residents move to their permanent homes. Innovative 
elements of the TLC program include the formation of a n  alumni 
group to providesupport to current residents and a resident council to 
empower them. 

Acquisition of the property, three parcels of land with two build- 
ings, and predevelopment costs of remodeling TLC were funded with 
State and localpublic and privategrants and dqerred loans. A HUD 
transitional housing grant in the amount of $1,029,013 provided 
funds  for rehabilitation, operating costs, supportive services, and pro- 
gram administration. The total project cost is $1,597,784. Many 
volunteers contribute to TLC's success including fostergrandparents, 
college interns, work study students from local colleges, Eastern Wash- 
ington University's School of Social Work, and Gonzaga University's 
Business Department. 

THE SHELTER PLUS CARE PROGRAM 

TRANSITIONAL LIVING CENTER 
Spokane, Washington 

Title IV, Subtitle F, Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act of 1987, as amended. 

homekss familz'es. Dominican Outreach Services operates the Transi- 
tional Living Center (TLC) at this newly renovated building in North 
Spokane. 

T L C  is the first transitional housing project in Spokane to provide 
supportive services that enable its residents to become independent. 
All  services are designed to assist families to reach stability and inde- 
pendent living within a n  18 to 24 month period. TLC's goal is to 
empower homeless women with children to become self-reliant, produc- 
tive members of society. The project is designed to provide a home 
where healing, community, inspiration, and opportunity combine to 
break the cycle of crisis poverty. 

Since its opening in 1993, TLC has been fully occupied and has 
successfully enabled two residents to achieve independence. Families 

zn T L C  lzve in zn- 
divzdual one-, two-, 
or three-bedroom 
f u l l y  accessible 
apartments. Up to 
15 women and 30- 
35 children can be 
accommodated at  
one time. A broad 
continuum of sup- 
portzve services and 
anterdisczplznary 
case management " 

are provided in conjunction with community agencies. Services pro- 
vided include basic lqe skills classes, transportation, education, train- 
ing, parenting classes, mental and physical health care, and nutrition. 

Purpose 

The Shelter Plus Care (S+C) Program provides per- 
manent supportive housing to homeless persons with 
disabilities through HUD-provided rental assistance in 
conjunction with locally provided supportive services. 

Legislatiue Authoriq 

Description 

The StC Program is primarily targeted toward the 
hardest-to-serve homeless individuals and families; those 
living on the streets or in emergency shelters who are 
seriously mentally ill; have chronic problems with alco- 
hol or drugs; have AIDS and related diseases; or some 
combination of the above conditions. While HUD funds 
the rental assistance, the locality ensures that appropri- 
ate supportive services are provided to enable the par- 
ticipant to live as independently as possible. States, lo- 
cal governments, and public housing agencies are eli- 
gible grantees. The local jurisdiction designs the S+C 
proposal using a variety of housing settings, such as in- 
dividual units scattered throughout the community, 
single room occupancy units, or group homes. 

Funding 

The FY1993 appropriation for the S+C Program was 
$266.5 million. Combined with unobligated amounts 
from FY 1992, the total funding available for FY 1993 
was over $296 million. For the FY 1993 competition, 
HUD received 21 1 applications and conditionally 
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awarded 126 grants. The FY1993 grants ranged in size 
from $110,880 to $9.9 million. 

petition, the program received 149 applications and 
made 62 conditional grant awards. FY 1993 grants 
ranged from $299,440 to $6.6 million. 

Accomplishments 
Accomplishments 

FY 1993 Shelter Plus Care grants provided perma- 
nent supportive housing for 3,197 homeless persons 
with disabilities. 

SECTION 8 MODERATE REHABILITATION 
PROGRAM FOR SINGLE ROOM OCCU- 
PANCY DWELLINGS FOR HOMELESS IN- 
DIVIDUALS (SRO) 

Purpose 

The Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation Program for 
Single Room Occupancy Dwellings for Homeless Indi- 
viduals (SRO) is designed to increase the stock of 
standard single-room-occupancy units available nation- 
ally to house homeless single individuals. 

Legislative Authority 

Section 441 of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act of 1987, as amended by the 1992 Hous- 
ing and Community Development Act. 

Description 

Through the competitively awarded Section 8 Mod- 
erate Rehabilitation Program for Single Room Occu- 
pancy Dwellings for Homeless Individuals (SRO) , HUD 
provides ten years of rental assistance to cover the op- 
erating expenses of SRO housing, including debt ser- 
vice for rehabilitation financing. Monthly rental assis- 
tance per unit cannot exceed HUD’s fair market rent 
limits for an SRO unit. 

Eligible program applicants are public and Indian 
housing agencies and private nonprofit organizations. 
Through the competitive selection process, HUD en- 
courages the provision of supportive services to the for- 
merly homeless individuals living in housing provided 
under SRO. The SRO Program may be used to sup- 
port the permanent housing component of local con- 
tinuum of care systems. 

Funding 

For FY 1993, the SRO Program received an appro- 
priation of $105 million. Combined with deobligated 
and unobligated funding from previous years, FY 1993 
funding totaled over $1 13 million. For the FY1993 com- 
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Assistance provided with FY1993 SRO funds created 
2,425 single-room-occupancy units for homeless per- 
sons. Between E l 9 8 7  and FY1993, assistance has been 
provided for 10,475 single-room-occupancy units. 

HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
PERSONS WITH AIDS (HOPWA) 

Purpose 

Housing Opportunities for Persons with Aids 
(HOPWA) is designed to meet the housing and sup- 
portive service needs of low-income persons with AIDS 
or related diseases and of their families. 

Legislative Authority 

AIDS Housing Opportunity Act, as amended by the 
1992 Housing and Community Development Act. 

DesCriptiim 

The HOPWA Program distributes funds to states and 
localities that have devised long-term comprehensive 
strategies for meeting the housing and supportive serv- 
ice needs of low-income persons with HIV/AIDS and 
of their families. The program provides both entitle- 
ment grants distributed by formula and competitively 
awarded grants to states, local governments, and non- 
profit organizations. 

Funding 

In FY 1993, the HOPWA Program allocated, by for- 
mula, $90 million to 15 states and 28 cities. Competi- 
tively awarded FY 1993 funding of $10 million and FY 
1994 funding of $15.6 million will be combined and 
awarded in FY1994 for projects of national significance. 

Accomplishments 

Based on a survey of FY 1993 applications submit- 
ted by the 43 formula grant recipients, 40 percent of 
FY1993 HOPWAfunds were to be used for rental assis- 
tance; 13 percent for short-term payments including 
rent, mortgages, and utilities, or for residence in a short- 
term facility; 33 percent to assist clients in facilities; and 
14 percent to provide supportive services. 
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Persons with HIV/AIDS and their families were to 
receive rental assistance for 11,500 housing units at an 
average cost of $5,000 per unit and short-term payments 
for 13,100 units averaging $1,400 in assistance per unit. 
Assistance to HIV/AIDS-related community residences, 
SRO dwellings and short-term facilities for acquisitions, 
rehabilitation, new construction, and operating expen- 
ditures was allocated for 2,600 housing units averaging 
$18,600 per unit. 

S I N G L E F m Y  PROPERTY DISPOSITION 

Purpose 

The Single Family Property Disposition Program uses 
existing single-family properties to assist the homeless. 
The program provides individuals and families with tran- 
sitional housing for up to two years. During those two 
years, HUD expects that supportive services will be pro- 
vided to help homeless families and individuals transi- 
tion from homelessness to independent living. 

Legislative Authority 

Title rV, Subtitle F, Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act of 1987, as amended. 

Description 

The Single Family Property Disposition (SFPD) Pro- 
gram aids homeless persons by making single family 
homes, acquired by HUD through FHA foreclosures, 
available to States, units of local government, and non- 
profit homeless assistance providers. Such providers, 
in turn, operate supportive transitional housing and 
other programs to assist homeless persons. Under the 
program, eligible applicants can: lease, purchase, or 
lease with an option to purchase HUD-acquired prop- 
erties. Properties can be leased for one dollar per year 
or purchased at 90 percent of the property’s fair mar- 
ket value. 

Homeless providers are expected to assist homeless 
families or individuals in locating permanent housing 
before the end of the two-year period. Homeless pro- 
viders must also pay all the costs associated with manag- 
ing and operating the housing, including the payment 
of property taxes, and property maintenance and re- 
pair costs. 

Accomplishments 

At the end of FY 1993, approximately 2,500 homes 
were under lease, and HUD had sold over 750 prop- 
erties to homeless providers and units of government. 

LIFE QUEST 
Wasilla, Alaska 

Life Quest is a private nonprofit mental health agency located in 
Wasilla, Alaska, 40 miles north of Anchorage. Clients are drawn 
from Wasilla ’s surrounding population of 8,000. Life Quest’s sup- 
portive housing program has been providing residential services for 
the homeless since 1990. Using a continuum-of -care approach, Life 
Quest ’s community support program provides services to 200 home- 
less persons diagnosed as chronically and severely mentally ill. As the 
number of homeless persons has grown, the agency has grown to meet 
their needs. 

Since 1990, Life Quest has used the SingleFamily Property Dispo- 
sition (SFPD) Program in its efforts to provide supportive housing for 
its homeless clients. In 1990, with the aid of State funds, the agency 
purchased one property from the SFPD inventory, and leased five oth- 
ers. In 1992, Life Quest leased an additional four houses through 
the WPD Program. Also in 1992, a HUD Section 81 1 Grant for 
$2,009,000 enabled the agency to purchase four oftheproperties leased 
from SFPD. In addition to SFPD assistance, a HUD permanent hous- 
ing grant provided half the funds needed to purchase two units from 
the Alaska Housing and Finance Corporation 

SURPLUS FEDERAL PROPERTY FOR USE 
TO ASSIST THE HOMELESS 

Purpose 

The Surplus Federal Property for Use to Assist the 
Homeless Program provides suitable unutilized, 
underutilized, excess, or surplus Federal properties to 
States, units of local government, and nonprofit orga- 
nizations to use in assisting the homeless. 

Legislatine Authority 

Title V, Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, 
as amended by the 1990 National Affordable Housing 
Act. 

Description 

The Surplus Federal Property for Use to Assist the 
Homeless Program provides no funding; the properties 
are made available on an “as is” basis. Properties are 
leased without charge, although the homeless organi- 
zation must pay for operating and repair costs. Depend- 
ing on the availability of the property and other factors, 
leases may be from one to twenty years. Surplus prop- 
erties may also be deeded and can be used to provide 
shelter, services, storage, or other uses. The program is 
jointly administered by HUD, the General Services Ad- 
ministration, and the Department of Health and Hu- 
man Services. 

Each Friday, HUD publishes a notice in, the Federal 
Register with information about properties that are 
unutilized, underutilized, excess, or surplus. The Fed- 

r 
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era1 Register also indicates whether these properties are 
suitable for use by homeless assistance providers. Inter- 
ested providers should contact the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services to apply for the use of these 
properties. 

Accomplishments 

At the end of FY 1993, more than 15,000 properties, 
55 percent of the listed HUD properties, were deter- 
mined to be suitable for homeless assistance. 

The Grand Rapids, Michigan, Housing Commis- 
sion and the local Home Builders Association 
are working together on "Hope Community, ' I  a 
project that will provide transitional housing to 
homeless women with children. 
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Empowerment Zones and Enter i se  
Communities 

Title XI11 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
of 1993, enacted August 10, 1993, created Federal Em- 
powerment Zones and Enterprise Communities. This 
law authorizes the Secretary of HUD to designate six 
Empowerment Zones and 65 Empowerment Commu- 
nities in distressed urban areas. (The Secretary of Agri- 
culture is authorized to designate rural areas.) The Em- 
powerment Zone/Enterprise Community program is de- 
signed to: 

rn encourage distressed communities to develop compre- 
hensive strategies for coordinating their economic, human, 
community, and physical development in order to empower 
low-income residents of these communities 

rn provide an integrated response to the needs identified in 
the comprehensive strategies through public/private part- 
nerships and the coordinated delivery of local, state, and 
Federal resources. 

Each urban Empowerment Zone will receive up to 
$100 million in Title XX Community Services Block 
Grant funds, tax credits for employers hiring Zone resi- 
dents, and additional “expensing” of business expenses. 
Each urban Enterprise Community will receive up to 
$3 million in Title XX funds. In addition, both Zones 
and Communities will have access to a special category 
of tax exempt financing and consideration for special 
waivers. 

On September 9,1993, the President established the 
Community Enterprise Board, chaired by the Vice Presi- 
dent, to coordinate the role of the Federal government 
in the Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Community pro- 
gram. Application forms and accompanying guidelines 
were issued jointly by HUD and Agriculture on January 
17,1994. HUD published an interim rule and notice of 
designation for urban areas on January 18, 1994. Ap- 
plications are to be submitted by June 30, 1994. 

National Community Deuelopment Initiative 
(NCDI) 

In 1994 HUD will provide $20 million to NCDI to 
develop the capacity and ability of Community Devel- 
opment Corporations (CDCs) and Community Hous- 
ing Development Organizations (CHDOs) to support 
affordable housing projects and programs. 

This new initiative, authorized by Section 4 of the 
HUD Demonstration Act of 1993, involves a partner- 
ship between HUD, the Prudential Insurance Company, 

and seven private foundations. HUD funds will be 
matched by its private partners by at least three to one. 
This three-year program, with minimum funding of $80 
million, is expected to attract approximately $700 mil- 
lion in other funding for revitalization projects. 

The NCDI program will be administered by the En- 
terprise Foundation and the Local Initiatives Support 
Corporation (LISC) . Enterprise and LISC will extend 
grants to CDCs and CHDOs for undertaking commu- 
nity development and affordable housing activities for 
low-income families. 

Community Outreach Partnership Centers 
(COPC) 

The Community Outreach Partnership Centers 
(COPC) Program, authorized by the Community Out- 
reach Partnership Act of 1992, was funded for the first 
time in FY 1994 at a level of $7.5 million. This demon- 
stration program will make grants available to institu- 
tions of higher education to establish partnerships with 
communities and neighborhoods to solve urban prob- 
lems through research, outreach, and the exchange of 
information. 

Community Outreach Partnership Centers estab- 
lished under the program will be multidisciplined, com- 
bining applied research with outreach in working with 
communities and local governments to address the 
multidimensional problems that beset urban areas. The 
program will focus on such issues as housing, economic 
development, neighborhood revitalization, infrastruc- 
ture, planning, program integration, and community 
leadership. 

The Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) was is- 
sued in January 1994; awards are expected to be an- 
nounced in the summer of 1994. Each grant will be for 
a two-year period of performance and will range from 
$250,000 to 750,000. 

Joint Community Development 

The Joint Community Development Program is de- 
signed to expand the capacity of institutions of higher 
education, in partnership with State or local govern- 
ments, to undertake activities eligible under Section 107, 
Special Purpose Grants, of the Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) Program. A special focus this year 
will be to work with local governments to design and 
implement consolidated housing and community de- 
velopment plans. This program, authorized under the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 1992, has 
been funded for the first time in IT 1994 at a level of 
$6.0 million. 
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A Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPR) was issued 
in December 1993. After public comment, the final rule 
and NOFAwill be published in late 1994. Joint applica- 
tions between institutions of higher education and State 
or local governments will be required. Awards are ex- 
pected to be announced in the spring of 1995. 

Community Adjustment Planning Grants 

The Housing and Community Development Act of 
1992 authorized a planning grant program for commu- 
nity adjustments and economic diversification, follow- 
ing Department of Defense actions such as the closure 
or realignment of military installations. The program 
was authorized as a new Section 107 Special Purpose 
Grant, authorized under the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974, as amended. Congress lim- 
ited participation to nonentitlement communities, i.e., 
units of general local government that are not entitle- 
ment cities or part of an urban county under the CDBG 
Program. 

For FY 1994, Congress appropriated $45 million for 
Special Purpose Grants, including $35.5 million to be 
allocated by HUD among various special purpose pro- 
gram authorities. HUD plans to allocate up to $2 mil- 
lion for community adjustment planning grants to non- 
entitlement communities. 

This modest program replicates a much larger plan- 
ning assistance program operated by the Office of Eco- 
nomic Adjustment (OEA), in the Department of De- 
fense (DOD) . In developing the regulation necessary 
to implement this program, HUD consulted extensively 
with the OEA, and also with the Economic Development 
Administration in the Department of Commerce. The 
final rule was published March 30, 1994. Since then 
HUD has been accepting and processing applications. 
Because of the timing of DOD actions on base closings 
or contract cancellations, and the consequent uncer- 
tain impacts on affected communities, HUD felt itwould 
be unwieldy to operate this planning grant program by 
holding annual nationwide competitions. Instead, the 
Department will review and approve grants on a first- 
come, first-served basis. 

Cities-in-Schools 

During FY1993, CPD entered into negotiations with 
National Cities-in-Schools, Inc., in anticipation of an FY 
1994 grant. Authorized by the 1992 Housing and Com- 
munity Development Act, this program received a $10 
million FY 1994 appropriation. 

Generally, the HUD-assisted portion of the National 
Cities-in-Schools Program is proposed to assist a variety 
of outreach activities: the development of community 
havens; start-up of new local City-in-Schools groups in 
cities and states where local programs are not yet op- 
erative; a VISTA initiative, student entrepreneurial ini- 
tiatives; and additional local City-in-Schools academies 
(which receive funding and publicity from major sports 
franchises and from corporations) to offer structured 
educational opportunities for at-risk students. HUD 
expects to award the grant in mid-FY1994 when detailed 
grant negotiations are completed for this nationwide 
initiative. Efforts are being made to tie these opportu- 
nities with HUD-funded community and economic de- 
velopment initiatives. 

Youthbuild 

The Housing and Community Development Act of 
1992 established a new Federal grant program called 
Opportunities for Youth: Youthbuild. 

The objectives of the Youthbuild program are to: 

W provide disadvantaged youth who have dropped out of 
high school with the education, employment, and leader- 
ship skills necessary to achieve self-sufficiency 

W expand the supply of affordable housing for homeless and 
low-income people. 

The program is designed to give young adults par- 
ticipating in the program both classroom training and 
support services and on-site construction work experi- 
ence in rehabilitating or building new housing in their 
communities. 

Eligible nonprofit organizations and local govern- 
ments can apply for a planning grant, to help them de- 
sign a local Youthbuild Program, or an implementation 
grant, to carry out such a program. Grants will be 
awarded through a national competition. The author- 
izing legislation also calls for HUD to use five percent 
of available funds for a contractor to provide technical 
assistance to Youthbuild applicants and recipients. Ac- 
cordingly, of the $40 million available for Youthbuild in 
FY1993, $2 million will be used for such technical assis- 
tance. 

On September 23, 1993, HUD published the Pro- 
posed Rule for the Youthbuild Program and the Notice 
of Funds Availability for the FY1993 program in the Fed- 
eral Register. Application packages were issued on Oc- 
tober 4, 1993. The final deadline date for submission of 
applications to HUD for the first competition was Janu- 
ary 31, 1994. HUD expects to make selection decisions 
by the end of June 1994 for the first competition. 
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Communiiy Deuelopment Cor$m-atiiOns 

Title XI11 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
of 1993, approved on August 10, 1993, also contains a 
program to provide tax credits for contributions made 
to certain Community Development Corporations that 
promote employment and business opportunities for 
low-income residents in their areas of operation. 

The statute authorizes the Secretary of HUD to se- 
lect up to 20 Community Development Corporations. 
Upon selection, the Corporations will be able to accept 
contributions of up to $2 million from taxpayers who in 
turn will be eligible to receive a five percent tax credit 
for their qualified cash contributions. 

In June 1994 HUD selected 12 urban and 8 rural 
Community Development Corporations. 

The John Heinz Neighborhood Deuelopment 
Program 

Purpose 

Named in memory of the late Senator John Heinz of 
Pennsylvania, a major supporter of neighborhood- based 
organizations, the John Heinz Neighborhood Develop- 
ment Program provides incentive funds for neighbor- 
hood organizations to carry out development activities 
that benefit low- and moderate-income families. 

Legislative Authority 

The Neighborhood Development Demonstration leg- 
islation enacted in Section 123 of the Housing and Ur- 
ban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983, as amended. 

Program Description 

The program promotes long-term financial support 
for neighborhood projects and encourages greater co- 
operation among neighborhood organizations and pri- 
vate and public institutions. Grants are awarded com- 
petitively. The maximum award is $75,000, and the grant 
period is limited to three years. 

Activities that are eligible under the program include: 
planning, promoting or financing voluntary neighbor- 
hood improvement efforts; job creation; business cre- 
ation or expansion; housing development or rehabili- 
tation; and delivery of essential services. 

Program Participation 

Grantees are drawn from community-based nonprofit 
organizations. Prospective grantees must: 

w be State-designated private nonprofit corporations 

w have been in business for at least one year 

w have a governing board composition of 51 percent or more 
of neighborhood residents 

w conduct one or more eligible activities which primarily ben- 
efit low- and moderate-income neighborhood residents. 

Grantees must also satisfy certain geographical 
criteria. They must be: 

w Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) Program Eli- 
gible Area under section 11 9 of the Housing and Commu- 
nity Development Act of 1974; or 

w Designated Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Com- 
munities under Federal law and designated Enterprise 
Zone under State law; or 

w Designated Distressed Community under section 
233(b)(1) of the Bank Enterprise Act of 1991. (This crite- 
rion has not been implemented.) 

Grantees are selected based on: 

w degree of economic distress 

w participation of residents in the activities of the organiza- 
tion, and the extent to which the board composition re- 
flects the demographics of the neighborhood 

rn past performance 

w matching contributions 

4 strategies to increase the capacity of the organization and 
to achieve greater long-term support 

w degree of benefit to low- and moderate-income neighbor- 
hood residents 

w management plan, experience and capability, and work- 
ing relationships with local governments and local banks. 

Funding 

In FY1993, $2.8 million were available forJohn Heinz 
Neighborhood Development grants. 
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Use of Funds 

Fifty-nine neighborhood organizations in 25 states 
received John Heinz grants in FY 1993. The grants will 
fund 23 housing projects, 17Job and business creation 
projects, and 19 neighborhood social service and im- 
provemen t activities. 

As the predecessor to the John Heinz Program, the 
Neighborhood Demonstration Program provided ap- 
proximately $2 million to neighborhood groups in FY 
1992. Exhibit 6-1 shows the percentage of funds ex- 
pended on individual activities during 1992. Housing 
rehabilitation and economic development activities ac- 
counted for more than half of the expenditures. 

Exhibit 6-1 
Neighborhood Development Program 

FY 1992 Percentage of Expenditures by Activity 

Economic 
Social /DeveloDment 20°/" _ _  ,_ 

Services 18% 
Neigh. 
Improvements 
12% 

Rehabilitation 38% 
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APPENDIX A 

FISCAL YEAR 1993 FUNDING 
CPD Programs 





______- 

The following table lists the total amount of Fiscal Year 1993 CPD funds awarded to each 
grantee. Grantees are listed alphabetically by state. HOME Consortium grants are listed only 
with the lead agency of the consortium and are denoted by an asterisk in the grantee column. The 
Special Needs category includes funding from the Emergency Shelter Grant, Housing 
Opportunities for Persons with A I D S ,  Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 
Moderate Rehabilitation Programs. HOPE III Implementation Grants and John Heinz 
Neighborhood Development Programs are listed in the final column. 

State of Alabama 

Anniston 

Bessemer 

Birmingham 

Decatur 

Dothan 

Florence 

Gadsden 

Huntsville 

Jefferson County 

Mobile 

Montgomery 

Tuscaloosa 

Total ALABAMA 

ALABAMA 

l? 43,276 32,l 19 9,916 1,241 

830 830 0 0 

950 900 0 0 50N 

10,686 8,618 1,954 114 0 

574 574 0 0 0 

804 804 0 0 0 

528 528 0 0 0 

1,417 1,417 0 0 0 

3,542 1,805 492 1,245 0 

7,650 3,272 863 3,515 0 

4,692 3,595 1,051 46 0 

3,999 3,057 899 43 0 

1,474 453 0 550H k- 58,993 15,628 6,204 600 

2,477 

81,425 

ARIZONA 
I I I I  I 

Total ALASKA 9,047 4,400 3,567 

3,000 I 8,763 ! 1,500H State of Arizona I 21,994 1 8,731 1 
I 

1,080 

1 Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

! 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
1' =HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A- 1 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



GRANTEE TOTAL 

Glendale 1,659 

Maricopa County* 6,172 

Mesa 3,209 

Phoenix 19,196 

Pima County 3,820 

Scottsdale 1,899 

Tempe 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

CDBG HOME Special HOPE I l l  
Needs' & NDP 

O F  

1,659 0 

3,992 2,134 46 

2,851 0 29 32gH 

13,687 2,935 1,377 1,l 97HN 

2,789 0 31 1 ,00OH 

899 0 0 1 ,00OH 

0 0 

*=HOME Consortium 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

In Thousands 

;F Tucson* 

Yuma 

Total ARIZONA 71,289 45,067 10,053 

A-2 

822H 

0 

10,321 5,848 

75 

0 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

ARKANSAS 

32,604 23,320 

Fayettevil le ; 594 940 594 940 

State of Arkansas 

Crittenden County 

Crowley's Ridge 
Development Council 

Fort Smith 

339 

Marvel1 50 0 

2,418 

Jacksonville 

Little Rock 

North Little Rock 1,364 91 3 

Pine Bluff 1,630 1,279 

Springdale 300 300 

5,261 

Texarkana 445 445 

West Memphis 1,178 578 

Total ARKANSAS 45,529 31,126 

7,520 1,764 0 

0 0 233H 

0 0 591 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 1  0 0 

747 2,096 0 

0 0 50N 

0 0 451 

351 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 ,  0 600H 

8,618 3,860 1,925 



r 
I 

I 
GRANTEE 

"Y 1993 CPD FUNDING 
n Thousands 

I I 7 - 
TOTAL CDBG HOME Special HOPE I l l  

Needs' & NDP 

State of California 

Alameda City 

Alameda County* 

Alhambra 

Anaheim 

Antioch 

Bakersfield 

Baldin Park 

Bellflower 

Berkeley 

Buena Park 

Burbank 

Carlsbad 

Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
A I D S ,  Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

1 

CALIFORNIA 

9,910 

0 

1,056 3'30E 0 

64,636 32,939 28,390 

1,056 1,056 0 

14,262 2,145 2,207 

1,717 1,319 398 

5,461 3,455 950 

579 579 0 0 0 

2,842 2,308 534 0 0 

1,420 1,420 0 0 0 

783 783 0 0 0 

9,380 3,318 936 5,126 0 

830 830 0 0 0 

1,712 1,269 443 0 0 

51 2 0 0 0 

*=HOME Consortium 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

1,276 1,276 

Chico 80 1 

466 

Carson 

Cerritos 

Chino 543 543 

Chula Vista 2,157 1,664 

Compton 3,446 2,742 

Concord 91 4 91 4 

Contra Costa County I 13,999 1 3,799 

Corona 770 770 

Costa Mesa 1,525 1,096 

Daly City 1,227 1,227 

Davis 800 800 

Downey 996 996 

A-3 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

493 0 0 

668 36 0 

0 0 0 

1,054 9,146 I 

0 

429 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



In Thousands 

GRANTEE TOTAL CDBG HOME Special 
Needs' 

El Cajon 1,545 1,118 427 0 

El Monte 3,422 2,760 630 32 

Encinitas 520 520 0 0 

Escondido City 1,224 1,224 0 0 

Fairfield 690 690 0 0 

Fontana 959 959 0 0 

Fountain Valley 357 357 0 1  0 

Fremont 1,284 1,284 0 0 

Fresno 11,108 6,721 1,427 61 

Fresno County 6,722 5,635 1,025 62 

Fullerton 1,748 1,343 405 0 

Gardena 788 788 0 0 

Garden Grove 2,312 1,855 457 0 

Glendale 3,746 2,786 930 30 

Hawthorne 1,580 1,227 353 0 

Hayward 1,316 1,316 0 0 

Huntington Beach 2,086 1,502 584 0 

Huntington Park 2,482 1,928 554 0 

lnglewood 2,987 2,175 785 27 

lrvine 788 788 0 0 

Kern County 7,012 5,771 1,178 63 

Lakewood 635 635 0 0 

La Mesa City 507 507 0 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

HOPE I l l  
& NDP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,89gH 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 

Lancaster 924 924 

Liverrnore 41 9 41 9 

Lornpoc 498 498 

Long Beach 10,118 7,380 

*=HOME Consortium 
+=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

0 

0 0 

0 0 

2,601 87 

A-4 

r 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
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FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

GRANTEE 

Rancho Cucamonga 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 A- 6 



'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium 
7 =HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
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____ ___________ 

FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

GRANTEE TOTAL CDBG HOME Special HOPE Ill 

:; 
Needs' 

Walnut Creek 347 347 0 

West Covina 968 968 0 

West minster 1,021 1,021 0 0 

Whittier 802 802 0 0 

Woodland 456 456 0 0 

Yuba 408 408 0 0 

Total CALIFORNIA 684,068 424,499 123,421 130,182 5,966 

COLORADO 

State of Colorado 16,887 10,329 4,602 931 1 ,02!jH 

Adams County 2,277 1,838 439 0 0 

Arapahoe County 1,298 1,298 0 0 0 

Arvada 64 1 64 1 0 0 0 

Aurora 2,207 1,799 408 0 0 

Boulder 1,513 1,128 385 0 0 

Colorado Springs 3,696 2,861 801 34 0 

Commerce City 477 0 0 0 477H 

Denver 20,195 11,404 2,763 4,803 1 ,225iH 

Fort Collins 2,274 1,091 0 1,183 0 

lgnacio 50 0 0 0 50N 

Greeley 897 897 0 0 0 

Lakewood 999 999 0 0 0 

Longmont 852 443 0 409 0 

Loveland 307 307 0 0 0 

Pueblo* 2,421 1,887 534 0 0 

West minster 0 0 

Total COLORADO eed 7,360 2,777 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
ADS,  Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A- 8 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

GRANTEE 7 HOPE I l l  
Needs' r & NDP 

CONNECTICUT 

State of Connecticut 39,763 12,037 6,044 21,682 0 

Bridgeport 5,601 4,116 1,428 57 0 

Bristol 567 567 0 0 0 

Danbury 664 664 0 0 0 

East Hartford 488 488 0 0 0 

Fairfield 554 554 0 0 0 

Greenwich 979 979 0 0 0 

Hamden Town 496 496 0 0 0 

Hartford 6,443 4,733 1,649 61 0 

Manchester Town 508 508 0 0 0 

Meriden 938 938 0 0 0 

Middletown 465 465 0 0 0 

Milford 557 557 0 0 0 

New Britain 2,458 2,002 430 26 0 

New Haven 5,744 4,370 1,316 58 0 

New London 922 922 0 0 0 

Norwal k 1,517 1,008 0 509 0 

Norwich 1,006 1,006 0 0 0 

Stamford 1,649 1,215 434 0 0 

Stratford Town 632 632 0 0 0 

Waterbury 3,098 2,393 673 32 0 

West Hartford 1,092 1,092 0 0 0 

West Haven 61 8 61 8 0 0 0 

0 

77,303 0 

Winsted 

Total CONNECTICUT 

Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 1 

AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A- 9 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
"=HOPE 3 

L 



Broward County 

Cape Coral 

Clearwater 

Cocoa 

Coral Springs 

Dade County 

Daytona Beach 

Delray Beach 

Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

1 

12,457 7,399 1,524 3,534 0 

497 497 0 0 0 

1,018 1,018 0 0 0 

33 1 33 1 0 0 0 

495 495 0 0 0 

36,075 19,419 3,543 13,113 0 

2,393 1,134 394 0 865iH 

1,021 591 0 0 430H 

*=HOME Consortium 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

Escambia County* 3,792 2,783 

Fort Lauderdale 6,719 2,637 

Fort Myers 835 835 

Fort Pierce 942 942 

Fort Walton Beach 236 236 

Gainesville 2,074 1,556 

A-10 

973 36 0 

742 3,340 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

51 8 0 0 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 A-1 1 



1 Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-12 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



Guam 

Total GUAM O W  

39 0 

39 0 0 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

State of Hawaii 

Honolulu 

Total HAWAII 

*=HOME Consortium 
+ =HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

17;:; 

7,490 3,358 3,000 

16,843 13,470 3,186 

24,333 I 6,828 6,186 1,319 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

State of Idaho 11,882 

Boise 1,492 

Total IDAHO 13,374 

A-13 

8,757 3,000 125 0 

1,139 353 0 0 

9,896 3,353 125 0 

State of Illinois 

Arlington Heights 

Aurora 

Berwyn 

52,667 38,643 12,865 1,159 0 

376 376 0 0 0 

1,232 1,232 0 0 0 

1,614 1,614 0 0 0 

Bloomington 779 

Shampaign 958 958 

S hicago 162,659 107,764 

2hicago Heights 71 6 71 6 

2icero 2,085 2,060 

2ook County* 17,882 13,023 

lecatur 2,211 1,788 

lekalb County 998 0 

l e s  Plaines 326 326 

I u  Page County* 5,543 4,186 

:ast St. Louis 3,307 261 7 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

26,673 23,129 5,093HN 

0 0 0 

0 25 0 

4,689 170 0 

423 0 0 

0 998 0 

0 0 0 

1,301 56 0 

652 38 0 



FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

Special HOPE I l l  
Needs' 

TOTAL CDBG HOME GRANTEE 

Elgin 884 884 0 0 

Evanston 2,124 2,048 0 26 

Joliet 1,307 1,307 0 0 

Kankakee 732 732 0 0 0 

Lake County* 3,559 2,678 847 34 0 

Madison County I 4,634 3,745 841 48 0 

Moline 973 973 0 0 0 

Mount Prospect 32 1 321 0 0 0 

Naperville 356 356 0 0 0 

Normal 51 5 51 5 0 0 0 

North Chicago 390 390 0 0 0 

Oak Lawn 40 1 40 1 0 0 0 

Oak Park 1,949 1,924 0 25 0 

Pekin 489 489 0 0 0 

Peoria 3,360 2,438 592 30 300H 

Rantoul 355 355 0 0 0 

Roc kf o rd 3,614 2,333 598 633 50N 

Rock Island 1,471 1,471 0 0 0 

Schaumburg Village 356 356 0 0 0 

Skokie 54 1 54 1 0 0 0 

Springfield 2,080 1,645 435 0 0 

St. Clair County 3,519 2,760 724 35 0 

Urbana 550 550 0 0 0 

Wau kegan 906 906 0 0 0 

Will County 2,288 1,875 388 25 0 

Total ILLINOIS 291,027 208.075 51,028 26,431 5,493 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-14 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium 
+=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-15 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
%HOPE 3 



Ashland 

Hopkinsville 

Jefferson Count 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
A D S ,  Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium 
'1 =HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-16 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

I 1  
I I  



GRANTEE 

’Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AJDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

E:r TOTAL HOME 

*=HOME Consortium 
‘I =HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

Louisville 

Owensboro 

Paducah 

Total KENTUCKY 

A-17 

13,697 11,521 1,976 150 

828 828 0 0 

31 1 0 0 

O E  74,143 56,024 14,463 3,295 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

LOUISIANA 

State of Louisiana 43,418 34,048 8,854 51 6 0 

Alexandria 1,508 1,136 372 0 0 

Baton Rouge 8,560 6,074 1,461 1,025 0 

Bossier City 738 738 0 0 0 

Houma 2,076 2,076 0 0 0 

Jefferson Parish* 6,953 5,354 1,537 62 0 

Kenner 1,023 1,023 0 0 0 

Lafayette 2,109 1,727 382 0 0 

Lake Charles 1,376 1,376 0 0 0 

Monroe 1,889 1,483 406 0 0 

New Orleans 30,379 18,612 5,201 5,325 1,241 

Shreveport 6,254 4,126 1,005 48 1 ,075H 

Slidell 254 254 0 0 0 

Thibodaux 353 353 0 

Total LOUISIANA 106,890 78,380 19,218 6,976 O 2 . 3 1 6  
MAINE 

0 

1,298 

0 

0 

- State of Maine 18,371 12,908 3,481 

Androsoggin County 1,163 0 0 

Auburn 656 656 0 

Bangor 2,442 1,144 0 

Kennebec County 387 0 0 

Lewiston 1,072 1,072 0 



GRANTEE 

Portland 

Total MAINE 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
A I D S ,  Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

E,"l' TOTAL CDBG HOME 

2,794 2,277 437 30 

26,885 18,057 3,918 3,310 1,600 

*=HOME Consortium '' =HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

MARYLAND 

State of Maryland 13,871 9,560 4,146 165 

Annapolis 402 402 0 0 

Anne Arundel County 3,143 2,482 625 36 

Baltimore 27,815 6,849 19,470 

Baltimore County 6,637 4,939 1633 65 

Cumberland 1,256 1,256 0 0 

Frederick 955 397 0 558 

Hagerstown 1,088 1,088 0 0 

Montgomery County 7,425 4,921 1,210 1,294 

Prince Georges County 8,201 6,294 1,819 88 

A-18 

0 

0 

0 

2,00OH 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

Total MARYLAND 99,112 59,154 16,282 21,676 2.ooo 
MASSACHUSETTS 

State of Massachusetts 48,876 31,981 8,951 

Arlington 1,279 1,279 0 

Attleboro 500 500 0 

Barnstable County 1,723 0 0 

Boston 3531 9 22,535 5,188 

Brockton 2,199 1,605 594 

Brookline 1,490 1,490 0 

Cam bridge 4,232 3,432 754 

Chicopee 1,331 1,331 0 

Fall River 4,370 3,166 772 

Falmouth 44 1 0 0 

Fitchburq* 1,679 1,267 41 2 

7,944 0 

0 0 

0 0 

1,723 0 

7,546 50N 

0 0 

0 0 

46 0 

0 0 

432 0 

44 1 0 

0 0 



FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

TOTAL CDBG HOME Special HOPE Ill GRANTEE 
1 Needs' & NDP ~ _ _ _ _ _ _  

Framingham 540 540 0 0 c 
Gardner 686 0 0 686 c 

. Gloucester 71 4 0 0 C 

0 0 681 

1,226 1,226 0 0 0 

3,029 1,720 682 627 0 

2,327 628 28 0 

51 3 51 3 0 0 0 

643 30 0 

Lynn 3,534 3,067 0 467 0 

Malden* 3,340 1,625 1,715 0 0 

Mattapan a55 0 0 855 0 

Medford 1,842 1,842 0 0 0 

New Bedford 4,604 3,213 873 51 8 0 

Newton* 3,302 2,286 986 30 0 

Northampton 759 759 0 0 0 

Pittsfield 1,648 1,648 0 0 0 

Peabody Consortium* 2,042 0 2,042 0 0 

Provincetown 473 0 0 473 0 

Quincy* 3,420 2,267 657 496 0 

Salem 1,239 1,239 0 0 

681 I= Hampden County 

Have rh i I I 

Holyoke* 

Lawrence 2,983 

Leominster 

Lowell 3,111 2,438 

Roxbury 1,519 0 0 1,469 50N 

966 0 

1,228 421 50N 

0 0 

Somerville 4,791 

Springfield 6,395 

Waltham 1,106 1,106 

Westfield 444 444 0 0 

Weymouth 73 1 73 1 0 0 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
'f =HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-19 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

U 



GRANTEE TOTAL CDBG HOME 
Needs’ 

Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 1 

.AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

Worcester 

Total MASSACHUSETTS 

*=HOME Consortium 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

7,411 5,263 1,074 1,074 0 

166,377 11 1,463 27,811 26,272 83 1 

A-20 

MICHIGAN 

State of Michigan 53,691 38,345 14,461 885 

Ann Arbor 1,953 1,375 578 0 

Battle Creek 1,727 1,727 0 0 

Bay City 1,694 1,694 0 0 

Benton Harbor 70 1 70 1 0 0 

Canton Township 375 375 0 0 

Clinton Township 665 665 0 0 

Dearborn 2,492 2,462 0 30 

Dearborn Heights 1,201 1,201 0 0 

Detroit 71,729 54,004 9,710 6,504 

East Lansing 870 870 0 0 

Farmington Hills 41 2 41 2 0 0 

Flint 6,638 5,654 91 6 68 

Genesee County 3,616 2,941 640 35 

Grand Rapids 9,115 4,368 900 3,847 

Holland 390 390 0 0 

Jackson 2,078 1,790 0 0 

Kalamazoo 2,646 2,123 497 26 

Kent County 7,070 1,653 0 5,417 

Lansing 2,869 2,176 667 26 

Lincoln Park 970 970 0 0 

Livonia 599 599 0 0 

Macomb County 2,342 1,919 423 0 

Midland 338 338 0 0 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,511 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

288H 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 



FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

I I I 

Port Huron 

Redford 

Rochester Hills 

Roseville 

Royal Oak 

Saginaw 

St. Clair Shores 

Southfield 

Sterling Heights 

Taylor 

Troy City 

Warren 

Waterford Township 

Wayne County 

Westland 

Wyoming 

Ypsilanti 

Total MICHIGAN 

1,036 1,036 0 0 0 

1,039 1,039 0 0 0 

31 3 31 3 0 0 0 

508 508 0 0 0 

1,416 1,416 0 0 0 

3,705 3,110 556 39 0 

928 928 0 0 0 

557 557 0 0 0 

728 728 0 0 0 

88 1 88 1 0 0 0 

397 397 0 0 0 

1,354 1,354 0 0 0 

497 497 0 0 0 

5,000 3,967 983 50 0 

1,208 1,208 0 0 0 

1,442 

547 547 0 

1,442 0 0 

207,654 155,745 31,689 18,421 1,799 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

State of Minnesota 

Anoka County 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-2 1 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

27,538 22,516 4,622 400 0 

1,779 1,779 0 0 0 



, 

Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

1 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-22 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



State of Missouri 

Columbia 

Florissant 

Independence 

Joplin 

Kansas City 

Rolla 

St. Charles 

St. Joseph 

St. Louis City 

St. Louis County 

Springfield 

Total MISSOURI 

MISSOURI 

48,530 28,817 8,477 11,236 0 

1,623 1,003 0 620 0 

354 354 0 0 0 

1,075 1,075 0 0 0 

939 939 0 0 0 

13,653 11,488 1,967 148 50N 

41 8 0 0 0 41 8H 

41 6 41 6 0 0 0 

2,372 2,342 0 30 0 

3431 5 26,350 3,653 2,698 1,81 qHN 

8,706 6,922 1,696 88 0 

2,828 1,916 585 327 0 

1 15,429 81,622 16,378 15,147 2,282 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

State of Montana 10,993 7,543 3,335 115 

Billings 883 883 0 0 

Great Falls 1,074 1,074 0 0 

Missoula 1,285 0 0 1,285 

Total MONTANA 14,235 9,500 3,335 1,400 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-23 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

State of Nebraska 

Chadron 

Lincoln 

Omaha 

Total NEBRASKA 

16,923 13,721 3,000 202 0 

226 0 0 0 226H 

2,791 1,955 594 0 242H 

8,135 6,408 1,311 83 333H 

28,075 22,084 4,905 285 801 



FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

GRANTEE TOTAL CDBG HOME Special HOPE Ill 
Needs' & NDP 

I 

NEVADA 

State of Nevada 9,622 2,008 3,000 4,614 0 

Clark County* 4,579 3,552 991 36 0 

Henderson 543 543 0 0 0 

Las Vegas 3,854 3,088 732 34 0 

North Las Vegas 1,503 1,003 0 0 500H 

Reno 2,355 1,555 499 0 301 

Sparks 483 483 0 0 0 

Total NEVADA 22,939 12,232 5,222 4,684 801 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

State of New Hampshire 11,684 7,854 3,000 130 700H 

Dover 348 348 0 0 0 

Manchester 2,856 1,976 499 26 355H 

Nashua 2,930 765 0 2,165 0 

Portsmouth 573 573 0 0 0 

Rochester 31 3 31 3 0 0 0 

Total NEW HAMPSHIRE 18,704 11,829 3,499 2,321 1,055 

NEW JERSEY 

State of New Jersey 23,273 9,253 6,389 6,193 1,438H . 

Asbury Park 50 1 501 0 0 0 

Atlantic City 2,566 2,120 41 8 28 0 

Bayonne 2,229 2,200 0 29 0 

Bergen County 14,771 12,271 2,339 161 0 

Bloomfield 1,406 1,406 0 0 0 

Brick Township 41 7 41 7 0 0 0 

Bridgeton 61 7 61 7 0 0 0 

Burlinaton County 2,920 1 2,200 687 33 0 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
A I D S ,  Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium 
+=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
%HOPE 3 A-24 



~ ~ ~~ 

FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

GRANTEE TOTAL CDBG HOME Special HOPE Ill 
Needs' 

Camden 

Camden County* 

Cherry Hill Township 

Clifton 

Dover Township 

East Orange 

Edison Township 

Elizabeth 

Essex County 

Fort Lee 

Gloucester County 

Gloucester Township 

Hamilton Township 

Hudson County* 

lrvington 

Jersey City 

Long Branch 

Mercer County* 

Middlesex County 

Middletown 

Millville 

Monmouth County 

Morristown 

Morris County 

New Brunswick 

Newark 

Ocean County* 

6,982 3,723 987 50 2, 222HN 

3,531 2,699 795 37 0 

384 384 0 0 0 

1,814 1,814 0 0 0 

503 503 0 0 0 

2,790 1,954 809 27 0 

535 535 0 0 0 

3,691 2,713 942 36 0 

7,954 6,830 1,035 89 0 

905 0 0 905 0 

3,287 1,759 547 27 954H 

31 8 31 8 0 0 0 

626 626 0 0 0 

8,934 5,895 2,957 82 0 

2,037 1,437 600 0 0 

13,766 8,452 2,448 2,866 0 

621 621 0 0 0 

41 1 0 41 1 0 0 

2,600 1,968 604 28 0 

359 359 0 0 0 

950 374 0 0 576H 

4,436 3,333 1,056 47 0 

578 0 0 578 0 

2,740 2,230 480 30 0 

1,009 1,009 0 0 0 

21,809 12,576 4,769 4,464 0 

3,270 2,343 894 33 0 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-25 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
+ =HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-26 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



Onondaga County* 

Oranqe County 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

27 

3,200 1,988 552 

3,355 1,827 532 0 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
'r =HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-27 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



State of North Carolina 

Charlotte 

Concord 

Durham 

Fayetteville 1,621 1,174 447 

Gas ton i a* 1,168 768 400 

Greensboro 2,762 2,082 652 28 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
ADS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
'I =HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-28 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

GRANTEE TOTAL CDBG HOME Special HOPE I l l  
Needs' & NDP 

0 0 0 

927 0 0 

Jacksonville 58 1 0 0 0 

Hickory 

High Point 

Kannapolis 658 658 0 0 0 

316 0 

Lexington 50 0 0 0 50N 

Morganton 150 150 0 0 0 

Raleigh 3,950 2,209 634 26 1,081 

Salisbury 448 448 0 0 0 

Surry County* 446 0 446 0 0 

Wake County 

Wilmington 

Winston-Salem* 2,842 1,947 868 

Total NORTH CAROLINA 97,912 69,173 20,692 5,171 2,876 

NORTH DAKOTA 

yFFm 
g77 State of North Dakota 9,480 6,046 3,335 

Bismarck 455 455 0 

Fargo 1,993 805 0 1,188 

Grand Forks 555 555 0 0 

Total NORTH DAKOTA 12,483 7,861 3,335 1,287 

NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS 

13 l3 E Northern Mariana Islands 13 0 0 

Total MARIANA ISLANDS 13 0 0 

OHIO 

State of Ohio 69,095 51,566 15,485 2,044 0 1 Akron 1 11,;;; 8,183 1,279 1,730 623HN 

Alliance 836 0 0 0 

Barberton 881 0 0 0 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
A I D S ,  Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
'I =HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-29 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

l i  
I I  



FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

GRANTEE TOTAL CDBG HOME Special HOPE Ill 
Needs' & NDP 

( 

Bowling Green 405 405 0 0 0 

Canton 4,123 3,567 51 1 45 0 

Chardon 257 0 0 257 0 

Cincinnati 21,655 15,594 3,128 1,833 1,l OOHN 

Cleveland 47,815 30,250 5,226 10,928 1,411 HN 

Cleveland Heights 1,747 1,747 0 0 0 

Columbus 17,058 8,724 3,203 4,322 80gH 

Cuyahoga County* 4,992 3,483 1,463 46 0 

Dayton 16,532 7,862 1,436 7,234 0 

Defiance 366 0 0 366 0 

East Cleveland 1,582 1,184 398 0 0 

Elyria 700 700 0 0 0 

Euclid 1,064 1,064 0 0 0 

Franklin County 2,887 2,253 604 30 0 

Hamilton City 2,209 1,836 373 0 0 

Hamilton County 4,775 3,779 948 48 0 

Kent 429 429 0 0 0 

Kettering 371 371 0 0 0 

Lake County 1,824 1,462 362 0 0 

Lakewood 2,164 2,137 0 27 0 

Lancaster 623 623 0 0 0 

Lima 1,444 1,444 0 0 0 

Lorain 1,401 1,401 0 0 0 

Mansfield 1,107 1,107 0 0 0 

Marietta 51 5 51 5 0 0 0 

839 839 0 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

768 768 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-3 0 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

0 0 



FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

GRANTEE TOTAL CDBG HOME Special HOPE Ill 
Needs' & NDP 

Montgomery County* 3,503 2,618 851 34 0 

Newark 966 966 0 0 0 

Parma 772 772 0 0 0 

Springfield 2,945 2,403 51 1 31 0 

Stark County* 2,250 1,626 624 0 ~ 0 

Steubenville 1,516 1,019 0 497 0 

Summit County* 2,286 1,766 520 0 0 

Toledo 10,861 8,908 1,842 111 0 

Warren* 2,249 1,562 687 0 0 

Youngstown 6,401 5,598 732 71 0 

Total OHIO 256,028 182,248 40,183 29,654 3,943 
I 

OKLAHOMA 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

State of Oklahoma 

Broken Arrow 

Edmond 

Enid 

Lawton 

Midwest City 

Norman 

Oklahoma City 

Shawnee 

Southern Oklahoma 
Development Association 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
+ =HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-3 1 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

26,066 19,061 6,715 290 0 

428 428 0 0 0 

397 397 0 0 0 

622 622 0 0 0 

1,592 1,221 371 0 0 

61 1 61 1 0 0 0 

961 96 1 0 0 0 

7,921 6,206 1,644 71 0 

570 570 0 0 0 

51 6 0 0 0 51 6H 

Tulsa 1 7:910 1 4:742 1 1321 1 1:847 

Total OKLAHOMA 47 594 34 819 10 051 2 208 

0 

51 6 



II FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 

State of Oregon 

C lackam as County 

Eugene* 

Gresham 

Lane County 

Medford 

Multnomah County 

Polk County 

Portland* 

Salem 

Springfield 

Washington County 

Total OREGON 

e In Thousands 
I 

OREGON 

17,794 12,918 4,658 21 8 0 

2,870 2,275 567 28 0 

2,782 1,473 794 51 5 0 

578 578 0 0 0 

71 3 0 0 0 71 3H 

569 569 0 0 0 

778 778 0 0 0 

749 0 0 0 74gH 

19,493 I 10,613 1 2,:€Bi 1 60: 0 

1,632 1,239 0 

61 8 61 8 0 

3,099 2,394 676 0 

51,675 33,455 9,919 6,839 1,462 

II GRANTEE 

State of Pennsylvania 

Abington Township 

Allegheny County 

Allentown 

Altoona 

Beaver County 

Bensalem Township 

Berks County 

Bethlehem 

Blossbu rg 

Bristol Township 

Bucks County* 

PENNSY LVANlA 

67,936 51,897 14,483 1,556 0 

81 0 81 0 0 0 0 

20,697 17,867 2,601 229 0 

4,059 3,020 520 39 480H 

2,456 2,425 0 31 0 

5,265 4,596 61 3 56 0 

428 428 0 0 0 

3,387 2,924 424 39 0 

1,780 1,780 0 0 0 

342 0 

640 , 2,z6 , 0 3,583 0 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AJDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
A-32 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

GRANTEE HOME 

Carlisle 422 422 0 

Chester 2,457 2,005 0 

Chester County 4,051 2,949 756 

Delaware County* 6,664 4,180 1,653 

Easton 1,031 1,031 0 

Erie 7,739 4,201 667 

Harrisburg 3,267 2,796 435 

Haverford Township 1,031 1,031 0 

Hazleton 1,110 1,110 0 

Johnstown 2,126 2,099 0 

Lancaster 2,440 2,033 381 

Lancaster County 4,337 3,581 709 

Lebanon 1,005 1,005 0 

Lower Merion Township 1,233 1,233 0 

Luzerne County* 7,016 5,735 1,206 

McKeesport 1,631 1,631 0 

Montgomery County* 5,086 3,767 1,268 

New Castle 553 0 0 

Norristown 1,116 1,116 0 

Penn Hills Township 635 635 0 

Philadelphia 95,799 64,171 12,033 

Pittsburgh 25,820 21,030 2,891 

Reading 4,233 3,610 576 

Scranton 4,437 3,943 443 

Sharon 838 838 0 

State College 859 859 0 

Upper Darbv Township 2,296 2,267 0 

Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

1 

Special HOPE Ill 
Needs' & NDP 

0 0 

27 42!jH 

346 0 

83 1 0 

0 0 

2,871 0 

36 0 

0 0 

0 0 

27 0 

26 0 

47 0 

0 0 

0 0 

75 0 

0 0 

51 0 

553 0 

0 0 

0 0 

17,786 1 ,80gHN 

271 1 ,628H 

47 

0 

29 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
+=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-3 3 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



GRANTEE TOTAL CDBG 

Washington County 6,114 5,338 709 

Westmoreland County* 5,932 4,842 1,030 

Wilkes-Barre 2,272 2,243 0 

Williamsport 1,513 1,513 0 

York 2,000 1,974 0 

York County* 3,706 2,779 890 

Total PENNSY LVAN IA 322,152 246,880 45,308 

Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 1 

AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

Special HOPE Ill 
Needs’ & NDP 

67 0 

60 0 

29 0 

0 0 

26 0 

37 0 

25,622 4,342 

I PUERTO RlCO 

Puerto Rico 69,797 6131 4 6,547 1,736 

Aguadilla Municipio 3,117 2,712 368 37 

Arecibo Municipio 4,613 4,181 373 59 

Bayamon Municipio 7,742 6,907 740 95 

Gag uas Mu nici pi0 5,648 5,050 529 69 

Carolina Municipio 6,303 5,528 696 79 

Ceiba Municipio 350 0 0 0 

Cidra Municipio 50 0 0 0 

Fajardo Municipio 1,390 1,390 0 0 

Guaynabo Municipio 3,252 2,857 357 38 

Mayaguez Municipio 5,002 4,190 755 57 

Ponce Municipio 9,636 8,538 975 123 

San Juan Municipio 21,805 15,292 4,078 2,435 

Toa Baja Municipio 3,340 3,295 0 45 

Trujillo Alto Municipio 2,093 2,065 0 28 

Vega Baja Municipio 2,529 2,497 0 32 

Humacao Municipio 2,363 2,331 0 32 

Total PUERTO RlCO 149,030 128,347 15,418 1 4,865 I 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-34 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

350H 

50N 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

400 

~~ 



GRANTEE 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
A I D S ,  Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

TOTAL CDBG HOME Special HOPE I l l  
Needs' & NDP 

*=HOME Consortium 
I =HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

State of Rhode Island 

Cranston 

East Providence 

Pawtucket 

Providence 

W arw ick 

Woonsocket 

Total RHODE ISLAND 

A-3 5 

10,128 4,737 3,000 2,391 0 

1,110 1,110 0 0 0 

738 738 0 0 0 

2,725 2,244 451 30 0 

9,347 7,041 1,417 91 798H 

746 746 0 0 0 

1,416 1,397 0 19 0 

26,210 18,013 4,868 2,531 798 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

State of South Carolina 39,280 30,621 7,623 

Anderson 1,023 1,023 0 

Charleston 1,980 1,418 562 

Columbia 2,200 1,654 546 

Florence 568 568 0 

Greenville 1,671 1,300 37 1 

Greenville County 3,956 2,756 686 

North Charleston 1,516 1,145 371 

1,036 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

38 476H 

0 0 



State of South Dakota 11,060 7,604 

Rapid City 657 657 

Sioux Falls 878 878 

Total SOUTH DAKOTA 12,595 9,139 

Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

1 

0 

121 12: E 0 

3,335 

0 

0 

3,335 

*=HOME Consortium 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee 

TENNESSEE 

State of Tennessee 39,756 28,882 9,859 

Bristol 277 277 0 

Chattanooga 4,081 2,489 929 

C larksvi I I e 858 858 0 

Jackson 825 825 0 

Johnson City 664 664 0 

Kingsport 51 2 51 2 0 

Knox County 2,005 1,423 0 

Knoxville 3,697 2,632 1,028 

Memphis 17,263 12,260 3,829 

Mu rfreesboro 565 565 0 

Nas hville-Davidson 12,337 6,226 1,979 

Oak Ridge 260 260 0 

Shelby County 1,330 1,330 0 

Total TENNESSEE 84,430 59,203 17,624 

A-36 

1,015 0 

0 0 

663 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 582H 

37 0 

174 1 ,00OH 

0 0 

3,409 723HN 

0 0 

0 0 

5,298 2,305 

N=Neighborhood Development Program 
H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

State of Texas 102,056 74,547 22,869 3,184 

Abilene 1,861 1,490 371 0 

Amarillo 3,286 2,367 476 443 

Arlington 2,703 2,234 469 0 

Austin 10,990 7,253 1,865 1,072 

1 ,456H 

0 

0 

0 

800HN 



Dallas 36,494 17,442 4,338 14,514 20OH 

Dallas County 1,661 1,661 0 0 0 

Denison 500 500 0 0 0 

Denton 993 993 0 0 0 

Edinburg 935 935 0 0 0 

El Paso 14,388 11,752 2,501 135 0 

Fort Bend County 2,569 1,744 0 0 825H 

Fort Worth 9,006 7,226 1,647 83 50N 

Galveston 2,133 1,769 364 0 0 

Garland 3,1 01 1,692 0 0 1 ,40gH 

Grand Prairie 1,163 1,163 0 0 0 

Harlingen 1,360 1,360 0 0 0 

Harris County 13,229 9,391 1,205 2,633 0 

Hidalgo County 9,382 8,033 1,266 83 0 

Houston 44,992 32,431 7,094 5,467 0 

Irving 1,673 1,673 0 0 0 

Killeen 97 1 971 0 0 0 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-3 7 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

1 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
+=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-3 8 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



ll FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

J 

GRANTEE TOTAL CDBG HOME Special HOPE Ill 

UTAH 

State of Utah 10,225 6,928 3,000 297 0 

Ogden 1,556 1,556 0 0 0 

Orem 729 729 0 0 0 

Provo 2,427 2,047 0 380 0 

Salt Lake City 7,839 4,958 926 1,557 398H 

Salt Lake County* 4,548 3,487 1,020 41 0 

Sandy City 547 547 0 0 0 

Utah Valley Consortium* 783 0 783 0 0 

West Jordan 21 6 21 6 0 0 0 

West Valley 1,096 1,096 0 0 0 

Total UTAH 29,966 21,564 5,729 2,275 398 

VERMONT 

State of Vermont 10,124 6,428 3,335 361 0 

Brattleboro 446 0 0 446 0 

Burlington 1,152 899 0 253 0 

Total VERMONT 11,722 7,327 3,335 1,060 0 

VIRGINIA 

State of Virginia 32,748 22,653 8,307 1,788 0 

Alexandria 1,587 1,077 51 0 0 0 

Arlington County 2,872 2,121 723 28 0 

Campbell County 91 9 0 0 0 91 gH 

Charlottesville* 1,925 697 560 668 0 

Chesapeake 1,867 1,468 399 0 0 

Chesterfield County 1,298 1,298 0 0 0 

Colonial Heights 114 114 0 0 0 

Bristol 342 342 0 0 0 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-3 9 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 

Total VIRGIN ISLANDS 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-40 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 



FY 1993 CPD FUNDING 
In Thousands 

I I 

Kennewick 

King County* 

Kitsap County 

Olympia 

Pasco 

Pierce County 

Richland 

Seattle 

Snohomish County* 

Spokane 

Spokane County 

Tacoma 

Yakima 

Total WASH I NGTON 

526 526 0 0 0 

17,935 5,761 1,766 10,408 0 

1,769 1,769 0 0 0 

386 386 0 0 0 

545 545 0 0 0 

4,969 3,863 1,059 47 0 

277 277 0 0 0 

18,922 13,651 2,588 2,683 0 

7,119 2,851 968 3,300 0 

1,477H 8,899 4,400 927 

2,262 1,801 46 1 

5,509 2,968 89 1 

1,964 903 0 

97,962 57,143 14,981 

1,650 

0 

23,300 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

State of West Virginia 

Charleston 

Huntington 

Parkersbu rg 

Weirton 

Wheeling 

Total WEST VIRGINIA 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-4 1 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

27,920 20,429 7,191 300 0 

2,473 2,442 0 31 0 

3,333 2,709 0 34 590H 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

1,892 0 0 0 

37,510 7,191 365 590 

State of Wisconsin 

Appleton 

29,416 7,931 575 0 

0 0 0 

37,922 

676 676 



La Crosse 

Madison 

Milwaukee 

- 
Milwaukee County* 

Neenah 

Oshkosh 

Racine 

She boyg an 

Superior 

Wau kesha 

Waukesha County 

Wausau 

Wauwatosa 

West Allis 

Total WISCONSIN 

'Special Needs includes the Emergency Shelter Grants, Housing Opportunities for Persons with 
AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Mod-Rehab Programs. 

1,223 1,223 0 0 0 

3,236 2,359 837 28 1 2N 

24,736 19,980 4,144 562 50N 

2,207 1,498 709 0 0 

240 240 0 0 0 

985 985 0 0 0 

2,617 2,222 368 27 0 

1,062 1,062 0 0 0 

1,059 1,059 0 0 0 

447 447 0 0 0 

1,002 1,002 0 0 0 

770 770 0 0 0 

1,169 1,169 0 0 0 

1,391 1,391 0 0 0 

85,726 70,094 14,378 1,192 62 

*=HOME Consortium N=Neighborhood Development Program 
=HOPWA Entitlement Grantee A-42 H = ~ ~ ~ ~  3 

WYOMING 

State of Wyoming 6,713 3,325 3,335 53 0 

Casper 95 1 526 0 0 425H 

Cheyenne 61 3 61 3 0 0 0 

Total WYOMING 8,277 4,464 3,335 53 425 

TOTALS 5,632,518 3,893,500 988,000 6551 80 95,838 , 
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Appendix B provides a detailed breakout of the special needs assistance and competitive program funding 
listed in Appendix A. The specific funding amount and grant recipient is listed below, by state, for the following 
competitive and special needs programs: HOPE 111, John Heinz Neighborhood Development Program, Housing 
Opportunities for Persons with AIDS, Supportive Housing, Shelter Plus Care, and Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation 
Programs. These funds are included in the table in Appendix A, but are listed here to provide specific levels of 
funding and organizations (nonprofit providers, public housing agencies or local governments). 

ALABAMA 

HOPEIII 
Community Service Program of West Alabama, Tuscaloosa 

Nebhborhood Development Propram 
Dunbar-Abrams Foundation, Bessemer 

Shelter Plus Care 
City of Huntsville 
Jefferson Housing Authority, Fultondale 
State of Alabama, Mobile 

Shelter Plus Care 
Alaska Housing Finance Corporation 

ARKANSAS 

HOPEIII 
Crowley's Ridge Development Council Inc., NE Arkansas Multi-Counties 
Delta Research Education & Development Foundation, Crittenden County 
City of West Memphis, West Memphis 
Community Organization for Poverty Elimination, North Little Rock 

Neighborhood Development Program 
Boys, Girls, Adults Community Development, Marvel1 

$550,000 

$50,000 

$1,219,680 
$3,468,960 

$721,500 

ALASKA 

Shelter Plus Care 
State of Arkansas, Department of Human Services 
The Housing Authority of the City of Little Rock 

$1,025,880 

$59 1,000 
$232,858 
$600,000 
$45 1,306 

$50,000 

$1,383,780 
$2,062,740 

B-1 



ARIZONA 

HOPE I11 
Housing for Mesa, Mesa 
Pima County, Pima County 
Coordinated Community Services of Arizona, Scottsdale 
Coordinated Community Services of Arizona 

Homeward Bound, Phoenix 
Chicanos Por La Causa, Inc., Phoenix 
American Indian Association of Tucson. Tucson 

Statewide, excluding Maricopa and Pima Counties 

Neighborhood Development Proyram 
Acorn Housing Corporation, Phoenix 

HOPWA 
State of Arizona 

Shelter Plus Care 
State of Arizona, Department of Health Services 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
United Methodist Outreach Ministries, Inc., Phoenix 

CALIFORNIA 

HOPE111 
Fresno Housing Authority, Fresno 
Los Angeles Housing Authority, Los Angeles 

Neighborhood Development Propram 
Cambodian Business Association, Long Beach 
Loa Family Community Development, Inc., Richmond 

HOPWA 
State of California 
Oakland 
San Francisco 
Anaheim - Santa Ana 
Los Angeles - Long Beach 
Riverside - San Bernadino 
San Diego 

$328,559 
$1,000,000 
$1,000,000 

$1,500,000 
$522,029 
$625,306 
$822,000 ki 
$50,000 

$571,000 

$8,034,600 

$1,224,960 

$2,899,000 
$2,966,690 

$50,000 
$50,000 

$1,801,000 
$1,072,000 
$6,647,000 
$1,017,000 
$7,219,000 

$522,000 
$1,245,000 

I /  
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CALIFORNIA - Continued 

SuDportive Howin2 
Low Income Elderly United--Community Assistance Project (LIEU-CAP), 

Shelter, Inc., Contra Costa 
1736 Family Crisis Center, Los Angeles 
Single Room Occupancy Corporation, Los Angeles 
Rubicon Programs, Inc., Richmond 
Housing Authority of the County of Sacramento, Sacramento 
Step Up On Second, Santa Monica 

City and County of Los Angeles 

Shelter Plus Care 
Housing Authority of the County of San Mateo, Belmont 
Housing Authority of the County of Marin, San Rafael 
City of Santa Monica 
Housing Authority of the County of Contra Costa, Martinez 
Community Development Commission of Mendocino County, Ukiah 
Housing Authority of the City of Santa Barbara 
County of Alameda, Hayward 
County of San Joaquin, Stockton 
City of Berkeley 
City of Pomona 
County of Santa Clara, San Jose 
City of Pasadena 
Housing Authority of the City of Sacramento 
City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco 
County of San Diego, San Diego 
Housing Authority of the City of Santa Rosa 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Young Women’s Christian Association of South Orange County, Santa Ana 
Single Room Occupancy Corporation, Los Angeles 
Single Room Occupancy Corporation, Los Angeles 
Napa County Council for Economic Opportunity, Napa 
Emergency Housing Consortium, San Jose 

COLORADO 

HOPE111 
Colorado Housing Assistance C o p ,  Statewide 
Rocky Mountain Human Services, Denver 
Denver Habitat for Humanity, Denver 
Commerce City Housing Authority, Commerce City 

Neighborhood Development Program 
Southern Ute Community Action Programs, Ignacio 

$723,784 
$4,190,153 
$1,740,545 
$2,036,267 
$3,358,810 

$12,844,465 
$1,065,540 

$5,492,760 
$1,299,000 
$4,276,500 
$4,906,800 
$1,699,260 
$1,855,080 
$9,881,520 
$1,45 1,700 
$5,080,620 
$2,608,440 
$1,549,800 
$2,069,400 

$10,000,000 
$9,927,540 
$2,325,060 

$839,940 

$2,135,040 
$3,501,120 
$1,688,040 

$438,720 
$6,600,000 

$1,025,000 
$575,000 
$650,000 
$476,825 

$50,000 
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COLORADO - Continued 

HOPWA 
Denver 

Shelter Plus Care 
State of Colorado, Department of Institutions 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
The Family Extension, Inc., Longmont 
Colorado Coalition for the Homeless, Denver 
Fort Collins Housing Authority 

CONNECTICUT 

HOPWA 
State of Connecticut 

Shelter Plus Care 
State of Connecticut, Department of Mental Health, Middletown 
State of Connecticut, Department of Mental Health, Hartford 
State of Connecticut, Department of Mental Health, Bridgeport 
State of Connecticut, Department of Mental Health 
State of Connecticut, Department of Mental Health 
State of Connecticut, Department of Mental Health, 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
The Human Services Council of Mid-Fairfield, Inc., South Norwalk 
Northwest Connecticut Young Mens' Christian Association, Winsted 

DELAWARE 

Supportive Housiny 
Ministry of Caring, Inc., Wilmington 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
New Castle County Department of Community Development and Housing 

$940,245 

$3,574,080 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

HOPWA 
Washington, D.C., Maryland, and Virginia 

Supportive Housiny 
The Salvation Army, Washington, D.C. 

$709,000 

$655,020 

$409,320 
$3,948,000 
$1,182,600 

$882,000 

$1,831,500 
$5,642,880 
$6,488,340 
$2,177,700 
$2,879,460 
$1,449,840 

$508,800 
$543,840 

$2,292,000 

$2,974,983 
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA - Continued 

I Shelter Plus Care 
District of Columbia Government 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Marshall Heights Community Development Organization, Washington, D.C. 
Christ House, Washington, D.C. 
Community Family Life Services, Inc., Washington, D.C. 

I 

FLORIDA 

HOPE111 
Indiantown Nonprofit Housing, Inc., Martin & Palm Beach Counties 
City of Lakeland, Lakeland 
City of Delray Beach, Delray Beach 
City of Daytona Beach, Volusia County 
City of Tampa, Tampa 

NeiFhborhood DeveloDment ProEram 
Miami-Dade Neighborhood Housing Services, Miami 

HOPWA 
State of Florida 
Fort Lauderdale - Hollywood 
Miami - Hialeah 
Tampa - St. Petersburg - Clearwater 
West Palm Beach - Boca Raton - Delray 

Supportive Housine 
Covenant House Florida, Ft. Lauderdale 
The Salvation Army, Hollywood 
Boley, Inc., St. Petersburg 

Shelter Plus Care 
Broward County Housing Authority, Lauderhill 
Metropolitan Dade County, Miami 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Mental Health Association of Dade County 
Metropolitan Dade County 

$8,030,580 

$2,577,600 
$3,093,120 
$2,255,400 

$153,000 
$260,000 
$430,000 
$864,661 

$3,000,000 

$50,000 

$2,205,000 
$2,308,000 
$4,697,000 

$950,000 
$1,028,000 

$998,490 
$1,358,581 

$ 522,669 

$3,447,300 
$5,024,940 

$4,03 1,520 
$3,813,600 
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HOPEIII 
Habitat for Humanity in Atlanta, Atlanta 
Macon Housing Authority, Macon 
Tift County Residential Housing Corporation, Tifton 

GEORGIA 

HOPWA 
Atlanta 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Housing Authority of the City of Macon 

HAWAII 

Shelter Plus Care 
State of Hawaii 

ILLINOIS 

HOPEIII 
Lawndale Christian Development Corp, Chicago 
Chicago Rehabilitation Network, Chicago 
New Cities Community Development Corp, Chicago and Riverdale 
ACORN Housing Corporation of Illinois, Chicago 
Upgrade A Nonprofit Housing Corp, Peoria 

Neiehborhood Development ProFram 
Reba Place Day Nursery Inc., Evanston 
Devcorp, Chicago 
Uptown Center Hull House Association, Chicago 
Rockford Neighborhood Redevelopment, Rockford 
Pilsen Resurrection Development Corporation, Chicago 
Bethel New Life Inc., Chicago 
Edgewater Community Council, Chicago 

HOPWA 
Chicago 

Department of Human Services, Chicago 
Catholic Charities, Chicago 
Travelers & Immigrants Aid, Chicago 

$1,596,178 
$5 17,464 
$635,593 

$2,341,000 

$3,204,000 

$1,090,800 

$478,400 
$1,438,880 
$2,056,575 

$893,750 
$300,000 

$50,000 
$49,500 
$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 
$25,000 
$50,000 

$2,292,000 

$ 690,999 
$6,305,375 

$517,482 
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ILLINOIS - Continued 

Shelter Plus Care 
City of Rockford 
Housing Authority of the County of Dekalb, Dekalb 
City of Chicago 
State of Illinois 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
The Thresholds, Chicago 
Lakefront Single Room Occupancy Corporation, Chicago 
Century Place Development Corporation, Chicago 

HOPEIII 
City of Indianapolis, Indianapolis 

Supportive Housin? 
St. Elizabeth's Southern Indiana, New Albany 

Shelter Plus Care 
State of Indiana, Marion County 
State of Indiana 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Housing Authority of the City of Vincennes 

INDIANA 

IOWA 

HOPEIII 
Operation Threshold, Waterloo 

Neighborhood Development Proyram 
Wellington Heights Neighborhood Association, Cedar Rapids 

Shelter Plus Care 
Low Rent Housing Authority of the City of Des Moines 

HOPE I11 
City of Topeka, Topeka 
Interfaith Housing Services, Inc., Hutchinson 

Shelter Plus Care 
City of Wichita 
City of Topeka 

$429,236 

$41,500 

$1,988,400 

KANSAS 

$604,320 
$998,160 

$3,656,460 
$424,740 

$2,954,880 
$4,147,200 
$1,140,480 

$1,059,000 

$1,115,278 

$1,249,800 
$249,000 

$229,440 

$261,000 
$389,698 

$3,831,000 
$298,980 
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KENTUCKY 

HOPEIII 
City of Paducah, City of Paducah & McCracken Counties 

NeiFhborhood Development Program 
Phoenix Hill Association, Inc., Louisville 

Shelter Plus Care 
Jefferson County, Louisville 
Kentucky Housing Corporation, Frankfort 

LOUISIANA 

HOPEIII 
New Orleans Residents for Independent Living, Orleans Parish 
City of Shreveport, Shreveport 
City of New Orleans, New Orleans, and Orleans Parish 

HOPWA 
New Orleans 

Supportive Housinr: 
Volunteers of America of Greater New Orleans, New Orleans 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Housing Authority of East Baton Rouge Parish, Baton Rouge 
Volunteers of America of Greater New Orleans, Inc., New Orleans 

MAINE 

HOPE I11 
Community Concepts, Inc., Androsoggin & Oxford Counties 
Kennebec Valley Community Action Program, Kennebec & Somerset Counties 

Neiphborhood Development Proyram 
Portland West Neighborhood Planning Council, Portland 

Shelter Plus Care 
State of Maine 
City of Bangor 

$3 10,500 

$50,000 

$1,939,380 
$634,740 

$486,447 
$1,074,862 

$755,000 

$1,082,000 

$2,293,558 

$954,000 
$1,704,000 

$1,162,612 
$386,510 

$50,000 

$1,774,140 
$1,298,160 
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MARYLAND 

HOPE111 
Enterprise Nehemiah Developers, Inc., Baltimore 

HOPWA 
Baltimore 

Supportive Housing 
City of Baltimore, Baltimore 
City of Frederick, Frederick 

Shelter Plus Care 
City of Baltimore 
Housing Opportunities Commission of Montgomery County, Kensington 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
City of Baltimore 

MASSACHUSETTS 

HOPE I11 
Housing Allowance Project, Hampden & Hampshire Counties 

Neighborhood Development Proyram 
Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative, Roxbury 
Neighborhood of Affordable Housing, Inc., Boston 
Springfield Neighborhood Housing Service, Springfield 

HOPWA 
Boston 

Supportive Housiny 
Justice Resource Institute, Boston 
Trustees of Health & Hospitals of the City of BostonJnc., Boston 
Shortstop, Inc., Somerville 

Shelter Plus Care 
City of Worcester 
City of Boston 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Boston 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Taunton 
Quincy Housing Authority 
Provincetown Housing Authority 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, New Bedford 
Barnstable Housing Authority, Hyannis 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
City of Springfield 
City of Fall River 

$2,000,000 

$1,09 1,000 

$7,096,469 
$557,772 

$7,201,860 
$1,233,480 

$3,705,120 

$681,212 

$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 

$1,188,000 

$1,234,357 
$2,136,588 

$923,973 

$1,006,200 
$2,688,840 

$616,320 
$970,800 
$465,840 
$472,800 
$573,300 

$1,723,200 
$5,083,260 

$361,440 
$390,000 
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MASSACHUSETTS - Continued 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Falmouth Housing Trust, Inc., Falmouth 
Nuestra Comunidad Development Co., Roxbury 
Serving People in Need, Inc., Lynn 
Valley Opportunity Council, Holyoke 
Montachusett Veterans Outreach Center, Inc., Gardner 
Center for Human Services, Inc., New Bedford 
Lena Park Community Development Corporation, Mattapan 

MICHIGAN 

HOPEIII 
West Detroit Inter-Faith Community Organization, Detroit 
Habitat for Humanity-Metro Detroit, Detroit 
Jackson Affordable Housing, Jackson 

HOPWA 
Detroit 

SupDortive Housiny 
SOS Crisis Center, Ypsilanti 

Shelter Plus Care 
Kent County 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Mariners Inn, Detroit 
Heartside Ministry, Inc., Grand Rapids 
The Salvation Army Harbor Light 

MINNESOTA 

HOPEIII 
City of St. Paul, St. Paul 
Minneapolis Community Development Agency, Minneapolis 

Neighborhood Development Propram 
Phillips Community Development Corporation, Minneapolis 
East Side Neighborhood Development Corporation, St. Paul 

Hennepin County Community Services Department, Minneapolis 

Shelter Plus Care 
Metropolitan Council, St. Paul 

$441,000 
$1,468,800 

$427,560 
$626,640 
$685,800 
$476,400 
$855,120 

$984,400 
$527,152 
$287,500 

$729,000 

$1,442,421 

$5,416,920 

$2,724,120 
$3,792,000 
$2,368,800 

$1,421,300 
$1,720,000 

$48,000 
$50,000 

$1,407,440 

$1,284,000 
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MISSISSIPPI 

HOPE I11 
Golden Triangle Planning & Development District, 

Choctaw, Clay, Lowndes, Noxubee, Oktiba, Webster, & Winton Counties 

Neighborhood Development Procram 
West Jackson Community Development Corporation, Jackson 

Shelter Plus Care 
Mississippi Regional Housing Authority IV, Columbus 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Mississippi Regional Housing Authority VII, Natchez 

HOPE111 
Catholic Commission on Housing, St. Louis 
Meramac Regional Planning Commission, Rolla 
Operation Impact, St. Louis 

Neiyhborhood Development Program 
Carr Square Tenant Corporation, St. Louis 
Westside Housing Organization, Kansas City 

HOPWA 
State of Missouri 

Interfaith Residence D/B/A Doorways, St. Louis 

Shelter Plus Care 
State of Missouri, Department of Mental Health 
State of Missouri, Department of Mental Health 
Housing Authority of the City of Springfield 
Housing Authority of Columbia 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

Shelter Plus Care 
Missoula Housing Authority 

$67 1,700 

$50,000 

$2,890,560 

$343,200 

$8 19,000 
$41 8,235 
$944,950 

$50,000 
$50,000 

$925,000 

$2,353,155 

$5,764,080 
$4,117,680 

$326,940 
$6 19,500 

$1,285,200 
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HOPEIII 
Holy Name Housing Corporation, Omaha 
Indian Center, Inc., Chadron 
City of Lincoln, Lincoln 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 

HOPEIII 
North Las Vegas Housing Authority, North Las Vegas 
Reno Housing Authority, Reno 

Shelter Plus Care 
State of Nevada 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

HOPEIII 
State of New Hampshire Housing Finance Authority 
Manchester Neighborhood Housing Services(Manchester) 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Southern New Hampshire Services, Inc., Nashua 

NEW JERSEY 

HOPEIII 
St. Joseph’s Carpenter Society, Camden 
Resources for Human Development, Gloucester 
City of Salem 
State of New Jersey Department of Community Affairs 
Millville Housing Authority, Millville 
City of Camden 

Neighborhood Development Program 
North Camden Land Trust, Camden 

HOPWA 
State of New Jersey 
Bergen - Passaic (Paterson) 
Jersey City 
Newark 

$333,333 
$226,000 
$242,012 

$500,000 
$300,681 

$4,552,740 

$700,000 
$355,000 

$2,164,800 

$676,700 
$954,3 10 
$496,665 

$1,437,650 
$575,500 

$1,495,051 

$50,000 

$1,166,000 
$63 1,000 

$1,277,000 
$2,8 3 8,000 
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NEW JERSEY - Continued 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
The AIDS Residence Coalition of Morris County, Inc., Morristown 
Samaritan Inn, Swartswood 
State of New Jersey 
Catholic Community Services, Newark 
Catholic Community Services, Jersey City 
The Church of the Good Shepherd, Fort Lee 

NEW MEXICO 

Shelter Plus Care 
City of Albuquerque 

NEW YORK 

HOPE I11 
Onondaga County 
Greater Rochester Partner Housing Development Fund, Rochester 
Schenectady Housing Authority, Schenectady 
City of Syracuse 
Orange County 

Neighborhood Development Propram 
Banana Kelly Community Improvement Association, Bronx, NY 
Neighborhood Initiatives Development Corporation, Bronx, NY 
Fifth Avenue Committee, Inc., Brooklyn, NY 
Citizens Opportunity for Development, Jamestown 
Northern Manhattan Improvement Corporation, New York City 
Utica Neighborhood Housing Services, Inc., Utica 
Manhattan Neighborhood Renaissance, New York City 
Housing Visions Unlimited, Inc., Syracuse 
Mount Hope Housing Company, Bronx, NY 
Asian Americans For Equality, Inc., New York City 
United Tenants Association, New York City 

HOPWA 
State of New York 
Nassau - Suffolk 
New York City 

$578,400 
$2,48 1,960 
$4,636,080 
$1,443,000 
$1,476,000 

$904,800 

$2,667,660 

$633,39 1 
$1,010,000 

$980,000 
$500,000 
$996,000 

$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 

$1,312,000 
$709,000 

$20,796,000 
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NEW YORK - Continued 

Supportive Howin? 
The Doe Fund, New York City 
The Bridge, Inc., New York City 
Trustees of Columbia University, New York City 
Postgraduate Center for Mental Health, New York City 
Homes for the Homeless, Inc., New York City 
AIDS Resource Center, New York City 
Bank Street College of Education, New York City 
Tremont Commonwealth Council, New York City 

Shelter Plus Care 
City of New York 
State of New York, Office of Mental Health 
State of New York, Office of Mental Health 
Troy Housing Authority, Troy 
State of New York 
State of New York 
City of Schenectady 
City of Buffalo 
New York State Office of Mental Health 
Albany Housing Authority 
Rochester Housing Authority 
City of Syracuse 
State of New York 
Westchester County, Department of Mental Health, White Plains 
New York State Office of Mental Health 
Dutchess County, Poughkeepsie 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Syracuse Housing Authority 
The City of New York 

NORTH CAROLINA 

HOPE111 
Charlotte-Mecklenburg Housing Partnership, Charlotte 
Downtown Housing Improvement Corp., Raleigh 
State of North Carolina Housing Finance Agency, Raleigh 

Neiyhborhood Development Program 
Davidson County Community Socio-Economic, Lexington 
Grove Arcade Public Market Foundation, Asheville 
Grier Heights Economic Foundation, Inc, Charlotte 

HOPWA 
State of North Carolina 

$1,973,628 
$975,564 
$764,290 

$2,895,923 
$1,319,265 
$1,307,843 
$1,980,000 
$1,923,063 

$10,000,000 
$3,073,500 

$795,900 
$173,400 

$10,000,000 
$660,120 
$302,700 
$641,640 
$691,620 
$892,800 

$1,014,720 
$1,539,600 
$1,032,120 
$3,333,840 

$662,040 
$577,800 

$2,36 1,600 
$1,698,840 

$863,231 
$1,08 1,208 

$782,430 

$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 

$822,000 

h 
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NORTH CAROLINA - Continued 

Shelter Plus Care 
State of North Carolina, Department of Mental Health 
State of North Carolina 
State of North Carolina, Raleigh 
State of North Carolina 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Shelter Plus Care 
Fargo Housing and Redevelopment Authority 

OHIO 

HOPE111 
University Settlement, Inc., Cleveland and Cuyahoga County 
Cleveland Housing Network, Inc., Cleveland 
East Akron Neighborhood Development Corp., Akron and Summit Counties 
Faith Mission, Inc., Columbus and Franklin County 
Homesteading and Urban Redevelopment Corp., Cincinnati 

Neighborhood DeveloDment Procram 
Near West Housing Corporation, Cleveland 
Millvale Resident's Community Council, Cincinnati 
Hough Area Partner in Progress, Inc., Cleveland 
East Akron Neighborhood Development Corporation, Akron 
Avondale Redevelopment Corporation, Cincinnati, 
Near West Side Multi-Service Corporation, Cleveland 

HOPWA 
State of Ohio 

SupDortive Housin? 
Community Support Services, Inc., Akron 
Transitional Housing, Inc., Cleveland 
Miami Valley Housing Opportunities, Inc., Dayton 

Shelter Plus Care 
Geauga Community Board of Mental Health, Chardon 
Cleveland/Cuyahoga County Office of Homeless Services 
Columbus Metropolitan Housing Authority 
City of Cincinnati 
Akron Metropolitan Housing Authority 
City of Dayton 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Northwestern Ohio Community Action Commission, Defiance 
Jefferson County Community Action Council, Inc., Steubenville 
St. Vincent Hotel, Inc., Dayton 

$668,160 
$763,980 

$1,171,980 
$8 13,600 

$1,188,060 

$250,000 
$1,011,429 

$572,925 
$809,000 

$1,000,000 

$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 

$1,086,000 

$400,000 
$537,700 
$436,170 

$257,400 
$10,000,000 
$4,211,400 
$1,632,720 
$1,226,700 
$5,325,600 

$365,640 
$496,800 

$1,370,880 
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OKLAHOMA 

HOPEIII 
Southern Oklahoma Development Association 

Atoka, Bryan, Carter, Coal, Garvin, Johnston, Love, 
Marshall, Murray, and Pontotoc Counties 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
YMCA of Greater Tulsa, Inc., Tulsa 

OREGON 

HOPE I11 
Oregon Housing and Association Services, Marion & Polk Counties 
St. Vincent DePaul of Lane County, Lane County 

Sumortive Housiny 
Tri-County Youth Services Consortium, Portland 
Mental Health Services West, Portland 

Shelter Plus Care 
Housing Authority I% Community Services Agency, Eugene 
Housing Authority of Portland, Portland 

PENNSYLVANIA 

HOPEIII 
Resources for Human Development, Philadelphia 
Chester Community Improvement Project, Chester 
Hunting Park Community Development Corporation, Philadelphia 
Housing Association & Development Corporation, Allentown 
URA of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh 

Neiphborhood Development Program 
Frankford Group Ministry, Inc., Philadelphia 
Kensington Action Now, Philadelphia 
Acorn Housing Corporation of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia 

HOPWA 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
Philadelphia, PA - New Jersey 

Supportive Housing 
1260 Housing Development Corporation, Philadelphia 

$515,694 

$1,792,800 

$749,000 
$714,000 

$1,587,324 
$3,384,172 

$514,560 
$94 1,880 

$1,347,323 
$425,000 
$3 12,000 
$480,000 

$1,628,182 

$50,000 
$50,000 
$50,000 

$693,000 
$1,607,000 

$1,5 16,705 
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PENNSYLVANIA - Continued 

Shelter Plus Care 
Delaware County Housing Authority, Woodlyn 
County of Chester, Office of Housing Helping Counseling Center, Inc. 
Erie County 
City of Philadelphia 
Tioga County Housing Authority, Blossburg 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
The Philadelphia Housing Authority 
The Philadelphia Housing Authority 
The Philadelphia Housing Authority 
Human Services Center, New Castle 
The Housing Authority of the City of Erie 

PUERTO RICO 

HOPE I11 
Ceiba Housing & Economic Development Corporation, Ceiba 

Neighborhood Development Program 
Rabanal Small Farmers Association, Inc., Cidra 

HOPWA 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico 
San Juan 

RHODE ISLAND 

HOPE111 
Providence Plan Housing Corporation, Providence 

Shelter Plus Care 
State of Rhode Island 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

HOPE I11 
Sunbelt Human Advancement Resources, Greenville, Oconee, 
Pickens, & Anderson Counties 

Neighborhood Development Propram 
Gower Neighborhood Association, Inc., Taylors 

HOPWA 
State of South Carolina 

$776,100 
$306,000 
$7 18,200 

$8,093,280 
$342,000 

$720,000 
$3,840,000 
$1,152,000 

$552,960 
$2,100,000 

$350,000 

$50,000 

$904,000 
$2,220,000 

$798,448 

$2,293,380 

$476,470 

$50,000 

$5 19,000 
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TENNESSEE 

HOPEIII 
Knox Housing Partnership, Inc., Knox County 
Coalition for Tenn w/Disabilities, Davidson, Rutherford, Dickson, 

Houston, Cumberland, Dekalb, Fentress, Morgan, Overton, 
Roane, White, Putnam, and Wilson Counties 

United Way of Greater Memphis, Memphis 

Nebhborhood Development ProPram 
Organized Neighbors of Edgehill, Inc., Nashville 

HOPWA 
State of Tennessee 

Shelter Plus Care 
Metropolitan Development and Housing Agency, Nashville 
City of Chattanooga 

TEXAS 

HOPEIII 
Southeast Texas Housing Finance Corporation 

Austin, Brazoria, Chambers, Fort Bend, Liberty, 
Matagorda, Walker, Waller, and Wharton Counties 

Tarrant County Housing Partnership, Tarrant County 
State of Texas Housing & Community Affairs 

Amarillo, Baytown, Galveston, Lare, Longview, Midland, 
Sherman/Denison, Texarkana, Tyler, and Wichita Falls 

City of Lubbock, Lubbock 
Wac0 Housing Authority, Wac0 
Fort Bend County 
Dallas Housing Authority, Dallas, TX 
City of Garland, Garland, 
C.A.U.S.E, Bosque, Freestone, Hill, and Limestone Counties 

Neighborhood Development Program 

East Austin Economic Development Corporation, Austin 
Liberation Community, Inc., 

HOPWA 
State of Texas 
Dallas 
Houston 

Supportive Housin? 
The Family Place, Dallas 
The Salvation Army, San Antonio 

$58 1,915 

$673,340 

$1,000,000 

$50,000 

$542,000 

$3,327,900 
$625,500 

$750,000 
$2,250,000 

$1,455,542 
$1,710,000 

$566,200 
$824,680 
$200,000 

$1,409,284 
$150,000 

$50,000 
$50,000 

$1,827,000 
$1,767,000 
$3,016,000 

$5,327,839 
$674,361 
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TEXAS - Continued 

Shelter Plus Care 
City of Amarillo 
San Antonio Housing Authority 
Harris County Community Development Agency, Houston 
City of Longview 
Housing Authority of the City of Austin 
City of Dallas 

$442,500 
$2,677,320 
$2,540,100 
$1,094,700 

$99 1,200 
$2,919,120 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Housing Authority of the City of Houston 
Housing Authority of the City of Dallas 

$2,099,880 
$4,296,000 

UTAH 

HOPEIII 
Salt Lake Community Development Corporation, Salt Lake City $397,500 

Shelter Plus Care 
Housing Authority of Salt Lake City 
Utah Department of Community and Economic Development, Ogden 
Provo City Housing Authority 

$488,700 
$164,640 
$354,600 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Housing Authority of Salt Lake City $1,004,400 

VERMONT 

Shelter Plus Care 
Town of Brattleboro 
Burlington Housing Authority 
Vermont State Housing Authority 
Vermont State Housing Authority 

$446,400 
$253,080 
$153,600 
$1 10,880 

VIRGINIA 

HOPEIII 
Telarnon Corporation, Campbell, Henry & Pittsylvania Counties 
Freedom House, Henrico, Richmond, Chesterfield Counties 
Virginia Beach Community Development Corporation, Virginia Beach 

$919,118 
$310,000 
$7 1 1,000 

Neighborhood Development Program 
Richmond Neighborhood Housing Services, Richmond 
All Citizens Taking Initiative on Needs, Suffolk 
Inner City Community Task Force, Lynchburg 

$50,000 
$25,000 
$35,000 

B-19 



VIRGINIA - Continued 

HOPWA 
Commonwealth of Virginia 

Region 10 Community Services Board, Charlottesville 

Shelter Plus Care 
City of Richmond 
City of Portsmouth 
Commonwealth of Virginia 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
People Helpers Foundation, Inc., Richmond 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 

HOPE111 
Virgin Islands Housing Finance Authority, St. Croix 

WASHINGTON 

HOPE I11 
Inland Empire Residential Resources, Spokane 
City of Yakima, Yakima 

HOPWA 
Seattle 

Supportive Housin? 
Seattle King County Private Industry Council, Seattle 

Shelter Plus Care 
King County, Seattle 
Housing Authority of Snohomish County, Everett 
City of Bremerton 
Housing Authority of the City of Tacoma 
Housing Authority of the City of Kelso 

Section 8 MOD-REHAB SRO 
Spokane Housing Authority 
Archdiocesan Housing Authority, Bremerton, 
Housing Authority of the City of Tacoma 
Low Income Housing Institute, Seattle 

$630,000 

$667,623 

$2,902,920 
$842,400 
$674,700 

$3,571,200 

$2,73 1,079 

$1,476,725 
$1,061,000 

$825,000 

$335,985 

$10,000,000 
$3,264,300 

$596,400 
$403,200 
$680,400 

$2,040,48 0 
$1,568,160 
$1,209,600 
$1,682,640 
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