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THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20410

March 31, 1983

TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES:

Pursuant to the provisions of Section 113(a) and 810(e) of the Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended, and Section 312(k) of the

Housing Act of 1964, as amended, | an pleased to forward to vou the
Department’s 1983 Consolidated Annual Report on the Department’s major
Community development programs. Information is included on the Community

Development Block Grant (CDBG), Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG), Rental
Rehabilitation Demonstration, Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan, and Urban
Homesteading Programs.

The 1983 Consolidated Annual Report to Congress on Community Development
Programs preserves the streamlined reporting format initiated last year. The
programs discussed in this report assist States and communities in meeting

locally-defined community development needs and problems. They provide
funding for community revitalization, rehabilitation of housing and property,
and creation of business opportunities and jobs., This report covers major

topics and issues related to the implementation of communitv development
programs during Fiscal Year 1982 and surveys the long-term trends associated
with these programs. '
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1983 REPORT TO CONGRESS ON COMMUNTY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

This report to Congress describes and analyzes actions and activities which
were undertaken in FY 1982 to meet the purposes and legislative objectives of
the following community development programs administered by the US.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD):

(1) the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Entitlement
Program;

(2) the CDBG Small Cities Program;

(3) the Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) Program;

(4) the Rental Rehabilitation Program Demonstration;

(5) the Urban Homesteading Program; and

(6) the Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan Program.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS: Entitlement Program

Recent Initiatives. In FY 1982, HUD and CDBG entitlement grantees began

implementation of the 1981 Congressionally-mandated changes to the CDBG
Entitlement program. The most significant immediate effect of the 1981
Amenbnents to the Housing and Community Development Act as they related to the

CDBG entitlement program was a reduction of approximately 80 Fe_rcent in the
paperwork grantees are required to submit to the Department in order to

receive their grants.

Since the passage of the 1981 Amendments, there has been no significant
substantive change in local CDBG activities, priorities, or practices. Based
on entitlement communities' 1982 projected use of funds and discussions with
local officials, 1t is evident that entitlement communities have made only
marginal and incremental changes in the activities they support with CDBG
funds, where those activities are located, and which of the three broad
national objectives they address.

Funding Levels and Expenditure Rates. From 1975 through 1982, the CDBG

program distribufed $26.7 billion to entitlement cities and counties, small
cities, States, and Secretary's Fund and Financial Settlement Fund grantees
for community development activities. CDBG grantees had spent a total of
$20.9 billion of available Block Grant funds as of September 30, 1982. This
represented a cumulative expenditure rate of 79.5 percent of all CDBG funds
obligated to grantees by HUD since the initiation of the program.

Congress appropriated $3.456 billion for the CDBG program in FY 1982, 65
percent less than in 1981. As a result of modifications in the distribution
of CDBG funds among the component parts of the CDBG program produced by the
1981 Amendments, the Entitlement program received $2.38 billion in FY 1982, a
decline of approximately 10.8 percent foam 1981. Expenditures for the
Entitlement program in FY 1982 were $2.74 billion or the equivalent of about
115 percent of the 1982 funds appropriated. In other words, through the
expenditure of unexpended funds fam previous pro$5m years, in FY 1982,
entitlement comunities actually expended more CDBG funds than were allocated
to them for that specific year. A sizeable unexpended balance of funds fam
previous years meant, however, that much of the FY 1982 CDBG appropriation was
not actually spent in that year.




Since 1975, there has been a steady increase in the number of jurisdictions
qualifying for CDBG entitlement status. In 1975, 594 entitlement cities and
urban counties were eligible for the Entitlement program. By 1982, this
figure had increased by 23 percent to 732 eligible entitlement cities and
counties. In 1982, 54 cities and ten urban counties newly qualified for
entitlement status as a result of population increases and new SMSA
designations indicated by 1980 census data.

Local Uses of Funds. In 1982, entitlement communities continued program
emphases Dbegun 1 n recent years. Housing rehabilitation and public works-
related activities continued to be the major thrusts of the program. As in
past years, entitlement communities (entitlement cities and urban counties)
projected spending more 1982 funds for housing rehabilitation and related
activities, $885 million or 35 percent of available resources, than on any
other type of activity. Public works and infrastructure-related activities
and improvements were projected to receive approximately $579 million or 23
percent of 1982 funds. Rehabilitation activities and economic development
projects (eight percent of all funds) are projected to receive larger shares
of 1982 local CDBG entitlement budgets, while relative funding for other
activities are expected to decline or remain the same.

There was a significant difference between the pattern of projected 1982
lspending in entitlefmefnt cities and urban counties. Inentitlement cities, the
Pgﬁggﬁita%@gﬁ, a%d ausr}%sﬁifi(gasntl erscrﬁgltl)ervg arep{%egé?‘g.enﬁ)Wa%eassﬁgrr]lted-ct)g
public facilities and improvements. In urban counties, the relative
magnitudes of the two categories were reversed; public facilities and
improvements were projected to receive a significantly larger share of 1982
funds (38 percent) than rehabilitation activities (28 percent). Entitlement
cities also budgeted slightly larger shares of their funds, about four to five
percent more of their respective totals, to public services and acquisition
and clearance-related projects than did the urban counties.

Due to the submission schedule for Grantee Performance Reports (GPRs), the
most recent available data related to actual expenditures in the entitlement
program cover program year 1980. Analysis of that information yields two
conclusions. First, no significant aggregate shift occurred in the amount of
entitlement funds budgeted to an activity at the beginning of the 1980 program
year and what was spent on that activity at the end of that year, thereby
iIndicating the reliability of the findings related to 1982 projected
funding.  Second, the proportions of entitlement funds expended by activity
and national objective in the 1980 program year were essentially the same as
the proportions projected for 1982, indicating that relatively limited
substantive changes have occurred in the priorities of entitlement
communities.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS: Small Cities Proaram

Recent Initiatives. Before FY 1982, the Small Cities Program was administered

by™HUD. Cities, townships, counties, and other governmental bodies
such as regional planning agencies applied directly to HUD for grants. InFY
1982, the program changed significantly as 36 States and Puerto Rico chose to
administer their own programs. This opportunity was achieved by the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 which allowed HUD to transfer control of the
program to States which chose to participate. Participating States were_given
funds to redistribute as they saw fit within general Congressional guidelines.

The State transfer was not the only change. The application process was
greatly simplified for applicants for HUD-administered grants i n the 14 States
which did not administer their owm grants. In addition, the number of grant
selection factors was reduced fam eight to three. The consequence of this
simplification was a considerable reduction of the burden on local

governments.

Funding Patterns. $1.02 billion was allocated to the Small Cities Program in

. this amount, $763 million was distributed to the 36 States and
Puerto Rico which administer their own programs and $257 million was
distributed to grantees in the 14 States for which HUD administered the
program.

State-Program Characteristics. States which chose to administer their own

programs uSed existing staté agencies, often supplemented with additional
staff, to administer the programs. The States also conducted extensive
outreach activities in the design and implementation of the program. With the
exception of Ohio, which allocated funds by formulas, all States used the
competitive process to award grants and allocate funds. The selective factors
used in the competitions varied, but most States included project impact,
comunity needs, benefit to low- and moderate-income persons, and leveraging
of other funds as criteria. The States did not encounter major problems with
their selection systems, although most States anticipate refining their
systems in FY 1983.

State Program Performance.  State performance was characterized by several

ditterences from HUD administration of previous years. There was a 63 percent
increase in applications, a 75 percent increase in the number of grants
awarded, and a 55 percent decrease in the average grant size. The States also
varied in their development strategies. Some States chose to target grants to
the neediest communities and, therefore, seek maximum impact in a limited
number of areas. Other States chose to award grants to many, if not all
applicants. This strategy resulted in providing small awards for many
communities. Most States chose development strategies between these two
extremes.

Activities Funded by the States. Another important change was in the funded

activities. Under HUD administration in FY 1981, 43 percent of the grant went
to housing, 30 percent for public facilities, 23 percent for multi-activity
grants, and 4 percent for economic development. In FY 1982, the States
altered this trend. Forty-seven percent of the grants went to public
facilities, 24 percent to multi-activity grants, 17 percent to economic
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development, and 12 percent to housinlg—related_activit_ie_s._ The States also
awarded grants for planning and public, service activities which had not
previously been funded by HUD.

Communities Funded by States There were no major changes in the types of

cities funded by the Stales as contrasted to the cities funded by HUD." There
were, however, some minor changes. Cities with populations between 2,500 and
10,000 received 25 percent of the grants in FY 1982 after receiving 31 percent
in Fy 1981. Cities under 1,000 jumped from a 16 percent share of the grants
to a 23 percent share. Other categories had changes of three percent or
less. The needs of the cities also varied. Smaller cities received more
funds for public facilities than larger cities received. However, housing and
economic development were more important to the larger cities than to the
smaller ones.

HUD-Administered Small Cities Program The HUD-administered portion of the
program also received an increase in applications. While applications were up
nine percent, the number of awards was down 29 percent, the average grant size
increased b{ 11 percent over Fy 1981. Single purpose grants comprised 45
ercent of the awards and 37 percent of the funds, while comprehensive grants
otaled 55 percent of the awards and 63 percent of the funds. Four-fifths of
the grants were awarded to municipalities with townships, counties, and other
governmental bodies receiving the remaining one-fifth. The total amount of
grant funds for the 14 States declined 28 percent from Fy 1981 to FY 1982.

URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANTS

Recent Developments. In FY 1982, the Department concentrated the Action Grant
program more fulTy on economic development activities that create rew perman-
ent jobs and increase local tax bases, strengthened operating procedures to
assure grants are the least amount necessary to meke the project feasible, and
broadened the field office role in all stages of the Action Grant program.

Program Operations.  In FY 1982, $422 million of Action Grant funds were
approved Tor award to 371 loro;ects, leveraging $2.5 billion in private sector
investment.  (An additional $14 million in Action Grant funds were awarded in
Fy 1982 for second phase funding of 3 projects announced in FY 1981.) Planned
benefits include 55,000 ren permanent jobs and $43 mil lion in annual increased
tax revenues. Small cities received 39 percent of all FY 1982 projects
announced, though only 18 percent of Action Grant dollars. The percentage of
funds going to small cities is low in FY 1982 primarily because HUD announced
five large city rounds, but just four small city rounds during the year.

Cumulatively through the end of Fy 1982, 1,453 projects were active or com-

leted, involving $2.4 billion of Action Grant funds,” $14.1 billion of private
unds, and $1.5 billion of other public money, most from local governments.
Small cities have received 42 percent of all awards and 22 percent of UDAG
funds for the program as a whole.

For all projects, 340,000 planned rev jobs are expected, 60 percent of which

are for low- and moderate-income people. Eighty thousand jobs are already in
place. Planned tax increases for all projects total $381 million a year;” $41

iv




million have already been received. For completed projects, UDAG has lever-
aged 11% more private investment than originally anticipated.

In recent years there has been a substantial increase in the number of pro-

jects with planned minority participation, reaching 30%for minority construc-
tion activity and 23%for minority business participation in 1981 and 1982.

Program Development. Cumulatively, in projects with signed grant agreements,

i
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55 percent of the planned Action Grant dollars have been drawn down as of the
end of FY 1982, according to program records; and 64 percent o f the committed
private dollars have been expended. Construction i s underway in 49 percent of
the projects, and completed in 30 percent. For the program as a whole, 197
projects have reached close-out and another 83 are completed.

Project Characteristics. Fifty-nine percent of Action Grant funds support

commercial development, 26 percent support industrial development, and fifteen
percent are for housing development. =~ Among commercial projects, retail and
office space have been the most frequent development activities though there
Is wide diversity. Industries involved are also a diverse group--most often
including food and food products, non-electrical machinery, and fabricated

metal products.

In UDAG projects, 81 percent of the development is supported by private
investors. Action Grant funds contribute 13 percent of the development costs,

and they are most often used by communities to provide direct incentives to
private’sector participants, principally in the form of loans and, to a lesser

degree, land writedowns and interest subsidies. A quarter of the funds have
been used for infrastructure required to support development, such as street
repair, or water and sewer construction; although this 1gnroportion has droBBed
substantially in recent years. Overall six percent of the funding for UDAG
projects has come from public sources other than Action Grants, principally

from local governments.

Consistent with legislative and regulatory guidelines, projects have been
concentrated in the most distressed eligible cities. Among large city grant
awards, 64 percent of all projects and 62 percent of all funds went to the
one-third most distressed eligible cities. Among small cities awards, 43
percent of all projects and 41 percent of all funds went to the one-third most
distressed eligible communities.

REHABILITATION PROGRAMS

Rental Rehabilitation Program Demonstration. The Rental Rehabilitation

Program Demonstration 1's a precursor of the Administration'S proposed Rental
Rehabilitation Program.  The Demonstration is designed to encourage local
governments to use Community Development Block Grant funds for the
rehabilitation of rental properties and is based on the premise that the
rental subsidy to tenants should be separated from the subsidy for
rehabilitating the property. This separation of subsidies is a departure from
most other publicly funded housing programs.




Currently, 14 State governments and 185 local governments are operating
locally designed Demonstration programs. These communities have budgeted more
than $45 million from their CDBG grants to the Demonstration and expect to
rehabilitate more than 11,000 units of rental housing. To enable these units
to be rehabilitated with minimum displacement of current low- and moderate-
income tenants, HUD is allocating more than 6,500 Section 8 Existing Housing
Certificates to the 199 participating communities for wuse in the

Demonstration.

As of January 1983, the communities participating in the Deménstration had
completed or had under construction approximately 330 units and had funded or
selected another 630 units. First round comnunities, i.e., those selected in
September 1981, have approximately one-half of the units they expect to
rehabilitate in some stage of processing. The second round communities, i.e. ,
those selected in August 1982, have had less time to implement their
programs. These comnunities have selected, funded, completed, or have under
construction approximately three percent of the units they expect to produce.

Although the experience to date is limited, the Demonstration appears to have
rehabilitated units at a public cost of approximately $4,300 per unit and to
have leveraged $1.50 of private funds for each $1.00 of public funds. Both
the per-unit public cost and the leveraging ratio compare favorably with other
Federally-funded housing rehabilitation efforts.

Aésessm nts of the Demonstration hy_local coordinators responsible for
aaministering the program have generally been positive. They stress the

advantages of having local control over the selection of the properties to be
rehabilitated and the practices and procedures to be followed in the

Demonstration.

Urban Homesteading Program. There were no legislative changes made in the
Urban Homesteading program in FY 1982. The Department did initiate several
administrative changes relating to internal control, simplification and
streamlining of program regulations and application procedures, and
improvement of program monitoring and compliance. The Department also
implemented an interim rule which increased the likelihood that communities
could use Veteran's Administration and Farmers Home Administration properties
in their homesteading programs , thereby increasing the supply of properties
available for homesteading. Finally, a Departmental decision to concentrate
single family Section 312 Rehabilitation loans in homesteading areas for FY
1982 expanded the availability of that form of rehabilitation financing for

the year.

Since 1975, Congress has appropriated $55 million for the Section 810
program. A balance of unexpended appropriations permitted HUD to operate the
program at existing levels without appropriations from FY 1980 through FY
1982. As of the end of Fy 1982, 84.8 percent of Section 810 appropriations
had been spent.

With the entry of 11 new comnunities into the program, a total of 107 cities
and counties had HUD-approved Urban Homesteading programs by the end of FY
1982. Ninety-one of these comnunities possessed active programs in FY 1982.
Seventy-three communities had acquired new homesteading properties from any
source during the year.




Between 1976 and the end of Fr 1982, local Urban Homesteading programs had
acquired 7,115 properties from all sources.  Communities used Section 810
funds to reimburse appropriate Federal agencies for 6,233 of those
properties. HUD-omed Section 810 properties constituted 87 percent of all
properties acquired, and 1locally-acquired properties made up another ten
percent.  Communities acquwed 982 gxropertles from all sources during FY 1982
of which 78 percent were ection 810 properties.

Through FY 1982, communities had transferred 84 percent of all homesteading
properties to homesteaders (pending successful completion of all program
requirements), and 76 percent were actually occupied by homesteaders.
Rehabilitation had begun _on 81 percent of the properties and had been
completed on 65 percent. Fee simple conveyance, which marks the completion of
the minimum three-year conditional conveyance and occupancy period, had
occurred in 29 percent of all homesteading properties.

Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan Program. The Housing and Community
mmmm@ag-m Section 312 program through the
end of FY 1983. The Department has proposed termination of the program in

1984. Congress did not appropriate any funding for the program in FY 1982.
Rather, Section 312 wes operated entirely from loan repayments and other
income recoveries. Funding available for I0ans for FY 1982 was $68.1 million;

loan reservations for the year were $49.4 million.

The Department initiated two maltor departures in the Section 312 program
during 1982. First, the Darar ment shifted the fOCUf of the pro?ram rom
single family to multifamily 1oans and concentrated all the single family
funding in homesteading areas. As a result, multifamily loans constituted 81
percent of the Section 312 loan amounts obligated, and” the remainder went to
single family loans in urban homesteading areas.

The second departure was the introduction of variable interest rates in the
program.  Prior to Fy 1982, all Section 312 loans were made at three percent
Interest. In that year, while all Section 312 loans were still made at below
market interest rafes, the only loans made at the three percent rate were
those single family loans made to persons whose family incomes fell at or
below 80 percent of the area median income. About 73 percent of the FY 1982
single family loans were given out to low- and moderate-income households at
the three percent rate, and 26 percent were lent at 11 percent. Multifamily
loans were to bear an 11 percent rate, except where private subsidies equalled
or exceeded Section 312 funding in which case the interest rate would be five
percent. The 11 and five percent loans constituted 68 and 32 percent,
respectively, of Section 312 muTtifamily loan amounts.

The Department made 757 Section 312 loans during FY 1982 of which 502 (66
percent) were single family loans in support of urban homesteading and 255 (34
Percent were multifamily loans. These loans will eventually contribute to
he rehabilitation of 4,383 dwelling units.

Fewer communities participated in the Section 312 program in FY 1982 than had
done so the previous year--549 in FY 1981 and 159 in FY 1982. Most of the
funding obligated during FY 1982 went to metropolitan cities, localities with
populations 0f 100,000 Or more, and distressed communities.

Vil






CHAPTER 1: COMMUNTY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS:
Background and Entitlement Program

INTRODUCTION

This chapter reports on the Comnunity Development Block Grant (CDBG) program
during the 1982 fiscal year and summarizes its current status in terms of
Batterns and trends over its eight year history. While this chapter contains
udget and summary information on the total CDBG program, it focuses primarily
on the operation of the Entitlement portion of that program.

The information in the chapter is organized around five major topics: Recent
program developments, grantee participation and funding patterns, local use of
entitlement funds, program monitoring activities, and the closeout of
community development projects.

OVERVIEW

The CDBG program is the US. Department of Housing and Urban Development's
principal program to assist local governments in addressing their locally
defined comnunity development needs and problems. The CDBG program was
established by the Housing and Comnunity Development Act of 1974 which
consolidated seven major community development-related, categorical grant-in-
aid programs.

From 1975 through 1982, the CDBG ?rogram distributed $26.7 billion_ to
entitlement cities and counties, small cities, States, and Secretary's Fund
and Financial Settlement Fund grantees for community development activities
and gave them broad discretion 1n determining the scope and content of local
programs. Of this amount, entitlement communities received $20.3 billion or
76 percent of all CDBG appropriations. In FY 1982, the CDBG appropriation was
$3.456 billion. “Of this amount, $1.965 billion was allocated to entitlement
cities, $415 million to entitlement urban counties, $1.020 billion to small
cities (and States); and $56 million for the Secretary's Fund.

Since 1975, there has been a steady increase in the number of jurisdictions
qualifying for CDBG entitlement status. In 1975, 594 entitlement cities and
urban counties were eligible for the entitlement program. By 1982, this
figure had increased by 23 percent to 732 eligible entitlement cities and
counties. In 1982 alone, an additional 54 cities and ten urban counties
qualified for entitlement status as a result of population increases and new
SMSA designations indicated by 1980 census data. As a result of the increase
in jurisdictions qualifying for entitlement status, a change in the
entitlement and small cities allocation distribution system, and the overall
reduction in the amount of funds appropriated for the CDBG program in FY 1982,
nearly all FY 1982 CDBG entitlement grants were smaller than in FY 1981 with
approximately 75 percent of the grants reduced from 10 to 17 percent.

CDBG grantees have spent a total of $20.9 billion of available Block Grant
funds as of September 30, 1982. This represented 795 percent of all funds
obligated to grantees by HUD since the initiation of the program. The
spending rate for the Entitlement program was 80.5 percent; for the Small
Cities program, 756 percent; for the Secretary's Fund, 783 percent; and for




Financial Settlement, 84 percent. In Fy 1982, entitlement communities
expended CDBG funds at an average rate of 115 percent of their annual grant
amount. ~ Program maturity and the availability of unexpended funds from
previous years contributed to this result.

In 1981, important statutory and regulatory changes were mece in the CDBG
entitlement program.  Analysis of available” information indicates that these
changes have “dramatically simplified program administration but that
entitfement communities have not substantlallg altered the substance or thrust
of previously established local programs. everal factors account for this
development: . The CDBG entitlement Brogram has become stable and
institutionalized at the local level; the 1981 statutory changes came too late
to affect, in any major respect, local CDBG planning and develogment systems
in 1982; the absence of final regulations |mpleme_nt_|n(|; the 1981 statutory
changes encouraged a cautious approach by local officials; and the declinin
sizes of 1982 grants provided entitlement communities with relatively limite
resources to undertake substantively different types of projects or approaches
beyond what had been funded in Tecent years. ~As a result, entitlement
communities have mece incremental and marginal adjustments to their programs
since the 1981 statutory and regulatory changes.

The most significant impact to date of the 1981 amendments has been to
simplify dramatically the application and review process entitlement
communities follow. number of reviews which localities planned programs

must undergo has been reduced as. has the ti required for those reyiews.” The
repl acemen% ofatshe CDBG a pellcatlon wtuth amgtate ent o¥ Community \Seve?opment

Objectives” and "Projected U of Funds" has produced one of the most
significant effects of the 1981 statutory changes. In 1982, the entire
submission 5package submitted by a representative sample of entitlement cities
averaged 15 pages. In contrast, the 1981 annual applications submitted by
these™ same communities averaged 80 _pages. Although the size of the
entitlement program front-end “submissions has been reduced by 80 percent,
local officials reported that they still follow locally “designed and
established practices and procedures to plan and implement their community
devel opment programs.

In 1982 entitlement communities continued grogram trends present since 1977.
Rehabilitation-related activities and public _facilities and improvements
continue to receive major program support. were, in the aggregate,
al located approximately $885 mjllion (35 percent of available funds) and $740
million (23 percent),” respectively, and together account for 58 percent of
1982 CDBG entitlement planned spending. No other type or program activity
received more than $214 million in 1982 entitlemént funding.  There IS
evidence, however, to indicate that_there has been some shift by entitlement
communities toward increased emphasis and spending on economic development in

the last few years.

According to local officials, 90 percent of program year 1980 expenditures
benefitted low- and moderate-income persons, and eight percent wes directed to
preventing or eliminating slums and blight. Only a small percentage,
approximately $1 million, Wes used to meet urgent community development needs.




In FY 1982, the Department emphasized Intensive and Program Accountability
Monitoring of CDBG entitlement grantees. During the year, 576 entitlement
communities were monitored. Of these, 277 (48 percent) were intensively
monitored, nearly twice the planned goal. The most frequent 1982 substantive
and procedural monitoring findings related to the operation of local
rehabilitation programs and the program accountability review areas.

The trend away from the use of CDBG grant conditions continued in FY 1982.
Only three percent of the FY 1982 entitlement grants were conditioned
primarily for HAP and audit findings. |n addition, ten grantees had their
grants partially reduced as a result of audit findings.

The Department made significant progress in FY 1982 in closing out old
categorical programs and CDBG transitional hold harmless grants. During 1982,
40 categorical program grants were closed out and only 39 such grants remain
open.  Progress was also made in closing out 701 Planning Assistance and
Neighborhood Self-Help Development program grants. In addition, over 1,170
Hold Harmless grants were closed out in FY 1982.

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS

This section of the chapter describes recent rogram developmemts in and the
current status of the Community Development hock Grant (CDBG) program and
traces patterns and trends” in program funding, participation, and

expenditures.

PROGRAM FUNDING AND EXPENDITURES

CDBG Appropriations.  Congress has appropriated more than $26.7 billion for

the CDBG program 1n the eight years from 1975 through 1982. CDBG funding
increased annually from FY 19/5 to FY 1980. The FY 1979 and FY 1980
Congressional appropriations were less than the Freviously authorized level.
This was, in large part, due to Congressional concerns about the large
unexpended balance of CDBG funds. In FY 1981, Congress again appropriated
funds below both the Congressional authorization and the Administration's
requested funding level because of that continued concern. The CDBG component
programs were also subject to a cost-saving two percent across-the-board cut
In FY 1981 funds. Consequently, FY 1981 was the first year that CDBG funding
did not increase over the previous year's funding.

In FY 1982, as part of the Administration's overall program to control Federal
government spending, the CDBG appropriation was reduced to $3.6 billion. The
FY 1982 Appropriation Act further required HUD to reduce its total budget by
four percent, providing that no appropriation account, activity, program, or
project be reduced more than five percent or be terminated. @ As a result, the
Department reduced the CDBG program by four percent to $3.456 billion.
Overall, FY 1982 CDBG funding was 6.5 percent below the FY 1981 level.

For FY 1983, the overall appropriation level and the appropriation levels for
the individual CDBG component programs remained the same as the FY 1982

levels.



Distribution of FY 1982 Appropriations. The 1982 allocation among the major
CDBG program categories--the tntitfement program, Small Cities program, and
the Secretary's Discretionary Fund--reflects reduced appropriation levels and
statutory changes in the way CDBG funds are allocated and distributed. Under
prior law, appropriations which remained after deducting amounts for the metro
small cities set-aside and the Secretary's Discretionary program were divided
80 percent for entitlement comnunities and 20 percent for non-metro small
cities. This resulted in a FY 1981 allocation of 74.2 percent for entitlement
comnunities and 25.7 percent for metro and non-metro small cities.

Under the 1981 Amendments, amounts remaining after funding the Secretary's
Discretionary Fund are allocated 70 percent to entitlement communities
(metropolitan cities and urban counties) and 30 percent for use by small
cities. As a result of the allocation changes and the reduction in
appropriation levels, entitlement program funding declined by $287 million or
10.8 percent from 1981, while funding for the new consolidated small cities
program increased $94 million or 10 percent from 1981 levels.

TABLE 1-1
DISTRIBUTION OF CDBG FUNDS BY FISCAL YEAR
(Dollars in Millions)
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982
Entitlement
Comnunities $2096 $2353 $2660 $2778 $2752 $2714 $2667 $2380
‘] Metro Cities 1558 1710 1906 2144 2209 2264 2222 1965
Urban Counties 109 209 329 372 416 450 445 415
l Hold Harmless 429 434 425 262 127 0 0 0
L‘“ Small Cities 259 345 438 628 797 955 926 1020
Secretary's Fund' 27 53 51 94 101 71 102 56
Financial Settlement' 50 50 100 100 100 12 0 0
Total Appropriations $2433 $2802 $3248 $3600 $3750 $3752 $3695 $3456
) Discretionary grants from the Secretary's Fund are used to fund a variety

! 2 of statutorily-defined projects.
\ ‘ Grants from the Financial Settlement Fund were awarded to communities

between 1975 and 1980 to assist in the closeout of projects previously
approved under the categorical programs.
Detail does not add due to rounding.

SOURCE: ™ U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division. Compiled by Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

The relative shares of the various program categories have shifted since the
beginning of the program. The proportion of total funds allotted to




metropolitan cities has declined over the life of the program from 64 percent
of all CDBG funding in FY_ 1975 to 57 percent in FY 1982. The amount
distributed to urban counties has tripled as a proportion of the total
appropriation, from four percent in FY 1975 to 12 percent in FY 1982. This
increase results primarily from the phase-in provisions of the 1974 Act that
brought jurisdictions which were previously inexperienced with Federal
community” development programs gradually into” full funding status. It also
reflects the growth in the number of eligible urban counties.

The significant growth in the small cities category has resulted from the
phase-out of hold-harmless recipients between 1975 and 1979, and the change in
allocation rules for FY 1982, Hold harmless recipients were small cities
temporarily entitled to CDBG funds as a result of their past participation in
the seven™ categorical programs consolidated into the CDBG program.  These
cities received 18 percent of all CDBG funds in 1975 which declined by stages
after 1977 to zero in 1980. Since most of the hold harmless funding

into the small cities category, the amount going to the small cities component
has grown steadily from 11 "percent of all funds in_the first year to 25
ercent in 1981. small cities proportion further increased in FY 1982 to

0 percent of all CDBG funds as a result of statutory changes.

Both the Secretary's Fund and the Financial Settlement Fund have remained
small elements of the Block Grant program. Over the life of the program, each
has been allotted about two percent "of the program funds. Secretary's Fund
8rantsgom8nsed 1.6 percent of the FY 198%ap roprf?]tio,;_]. Thie Houang and
Fomgumty evelopment ments of 1981 eliminated the Financial Settizment
und.

Current Levels of Program Expenditures, CDBG grantees spent a total of $20.9
biTTion of available” Block Grant—funds as of September 30, 1982,  That
represented 79.5 percent of all funds obligated to grantees by HUD since the
initiation of the program.

Cumulative sg)endlng rates vary somewhat amon% CDBG program categories. A of
September 30, 1981, the spending rate for the Entitlement grogram was 80.5
percent; for the Small Cities Frogram, 75.6 percent; for the Secretary's Fund,
78.3 percent; and for Financial Settlement, 84 percent.

Although programmatic cumulative spending rates are uniformly high, a sizeable
unexpended balance existed in the Block ™ Grant program at the end of Fr 1982.
As of September 30, 1982, $5.4 billion of cumulative Block Grant funds
remained unspent; the unspent balance for the largest.programmatic component,
the Entitlement program (including hold harmless grantees), wes $3.96
billion. This unexpended balance has been reduced considerably, however, in
recent years as moe comnunities have shared smaller” Block Grant
appropriations and as communities have developed more established community
development programs. For example, the unexpended balance for the Entitlement
program at the end of FY 1982 was $380 million smaller than it had been at the
end of the previous fiscal year. During the Fy 1982 fiscal year, entitlement
communities (excluding hold harmless recipients) expended Block Grant funds at
an average rate of 115 percent of their annual grant amounts.




EFFECTS OF 1981 LEGISLATIVE CHANGES

The Housing and Comnunity Development Amendments of 1981 contained several
significant Entitlement program-related changes in the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974. These changes were signed into law on August 13,
1981. The purpose of these changes was to reduce the administrative and
paperwork requirements of the CDBG Entitlement program and to increase local
discretion in the operation of the program. In addition, HUD undertook
administrative actions designed to deregulate and streamline the, CDBG program.

In FY 1982, as a result of Congressionally-mandated changes, HUD and CDBG
grantees were given new roles and responsibilities in the CDBG program. This
section of the report briefly describes the efforts by HUD and entitlement
grantees to implement these changes and the effects of these efforts.

Entitlement grantees did not make major program modifications in 1982. Most
local officials report that, in the short-run at least, they have maintained
previously established community development priorities and practices and have
not significantly changed either the geographic areas where they spend the
CDBG funds or the relative proportion of block grant funds attributed to each
of the three national objectives.* Overall, entitlement cities and urban
counties continue to spend increasing shares of their CDBG resources on
housing rehabilitation and, to a lesser extent, economic development. Smaller
shares are being allocated to public facilities and improvements, acquisition
and clearance, and the completion of categorical programs.

Data for this section are drawn from two sources. Information about the
effects of recent legislative changes was obtained through on-site discussions
with 212 community development officials in 50 entitlement communities, 170
telephone interviews with local officials in 155 randomly selected entitlement
cities and urban counties, and an analysis of 1982 program documents submitted
by entitlement communities. The estimates of projected and actual
expenditures come from the CDBG Performance Monitoring and Evaluation
Databases maintained by the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

Submission Requirements. The 1981 Amendments significantly changed the

process of awarding grants to entitlement communities. One of the maijor
changes replaced the -required multi-part application with a 'Statement -of
Community Development Objectives and Projected Use of Funds." The legislation
did not specify the content or format of the new submissions but did require
grantees to certify that the projected use of funds met specific program
requirements and conformed to all applicable laws.

The Housing Assistance Plan (HAP) was also affected by the 1981 Amendments.
While its substance was not changed significantly, the HAP is no longer a part
of the CDBG submission. Instead, the annual HAP is separately submitted to
HUD for approval, and the grantee certifies in its CDBG submission that itis
following a currently approved HAP.

*
The effects of specific legislative changes are described in more detail in
the following subsection.




I

The most significant immediate effect of these changes has been to
dramatically reduce the size of the documents which grantees must submit to
HUD. In 1982, the entire submission package submitted by a sample of 113
entitlement cities averaged 15 pages, an 80 percent reduction in the mean size
(80 pages) of the 1981 submissions of those same grantees. (See Table 1-2.)
The Final Statements of Community Development Objectives and Projected Use of
Funds portion of the 1982 submission package ranged in length from one to 55
pages with a median of four and a mean of seven pages.

A second imnediate effect has been on the format and level of detail used by
grantees to describe their proposed community development projects and
activities. Unlike prior years' submissions, no prescribed forms or format
had to be used in 1982. Nor was it necessary to describe activities in
detail, because the 1981 Amendments eliminated HUD's front-end review of
grantees' programs. Consequently, entitlement grantees in 1982 submitted
documents that varied widely in format and in the amount of detail and
information provided.  For example, in approximately 39 percent of the 113
statements reviewed, the Bro(fosed community development activities were
described only by name and budget amount without additional detail regarding
the substance of the proposed project or activity. The other 61 percent of
the statements contained activity descriptions or related information about
local objectives. This detail ranged in length from a sentence or paragraph
to longer narratives.

The smaller size of the documents submitted to HUD at the beginning of the
program year and the varying format and detail does not mean that local
officials’ have significantly altered their planning process. The majority (72
percent) of local officials in a survey of 155 entitlement communities
reported that the elimination of the detailed CDBG application had not
affected their existing program planning processes. Where impacts were cited,
they were generally described positively, i.e., in terms of the process being
easier, quicker, and more flexible than the prior law's requirements.
Moreover, 85 percent indicated that the elimination of the detailed CDBG
application would not affect their planning process in the future. In
addition, about half of the grantees noted that there were existing local CDBG
program documents which were more detailed than the Final Statements subm tted

to HUD.

TABLE 1-2 . .
MEAN AND MEDIAN LENGTH CF ENTITLEMENT COMMUNTY ANNUAL DOCUMENTS
SUBMITTED [N PROGRAM YEARS 1981 AND 1982"

(n=113)
PROGRAM YEAR 1981 PROGRAM YEAR 1982
Mean Number of Pages 80 15
Median Number of Pages 58 11
@ Does not include HAP.
CE: US.  Departmen ousing and Urban Deverlopment,

Y
and Development, Off ice of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG
Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases.



HUD and A-95 Appplication Reviews. A second 1981 legislative change
eliminated HUD'S ftront-end review of gqrantee programs, shifting tﬁe
Department's major focus to a performance-based review after the program was
implemented. ?he 1981 Amendments also eliminated the A-95 clearinghouse
review and comnent process. |In recent years the combined impact of these two
review periods had been to require grantees to finalize their CDBG program
plans at least four months before their new program years began.

In contrast, in 1982 grantees were requested to submit their complete
submission packages 30 days before the completion of their program years Or as
soon thereafter as possible. Consequently, the specified review and
submission time has been cut by approximately three-fourths-- over three
months--and has enabled local officials to make their program decisions closer
to the start of their program years. |n addition, local comnunity development
officials were almost unanimous in their approval of the elimination of the A-
95 application review process.

The elimination of the front-end application review by HUD does not mean that
there was no review of the 1982 submissions by HUD. Instructions for
processing the documents required that both CPD field staff and the Area
Counsel review each submission to ensure that all critical elements were
present, that the community was following an approved HAP, and that all
assurances and certifications, including any special additional assurances or
information, were .adequate. = The instructions also directed the CPD fie]il
staff to consult with other field divisions such as the Falir Housing and Equa
Opportunity, Housing, and Economic Market Analysis Divisions, as appropriate.

Performance Report Modifications. ?he 1981 Amendments also modified,

etfective October 1, 1982, the content and timing of the submission of the
grantee's performance report on the use of CDBG funds. The new law requires
that the performance report contain a description of the use of CDBG funds and
the grantee's assessment of the relationship of the activities funded to the
comnunity development objectives identified in the grantee's statement. In
addition, the prior law's requirement that entitlement grantees submit an
annual performance report was replaced by a provision that the Secretary may
determine when such reports are to be made.

In response to this change, HUD has developed a new entitlement Grantee
Performance Report that is currently under review within the Department. This
new GPR is significantly more streamlined than its predecessor and reflects
the new statutory requirements. The Department will continue to require the
GPR to be submitted annually by entitlement communities,

Citizen Participation Requirements.  Another legislative change designed to

reduce the administraiive burden on grantees was the streamlining of the
citizen participation process. Prior to 1981, detailed CDBG regulations
prescribed the scope, standards, and procedures to be followed for citizen
participation and required a minimum of three and, in some circumstances, four
separate citizen meetings. The 1981 Amendments simplified the requirements
and reduced the number of mandatory citizen hearings from four to one.

Most (66 percent) local officials interviewed in a recent survey reported they
have not altered their 1982 citizen participation process as a result of this




change. The general view of these officials is that the citizen participation
|i)rocess is well established, works well, and has considerable local support.
n fact, many communities hold more than the required number of meetings. The
most frequent change that has been mede or is under consideration is the
elimination of one or two of these public meetings. Officials in 22 percent
of the comnunities contacted reported making such changes in their citizen
participation process.

Reduced Restrictions on Public Service Funding. Oe of the 1981 changes,
designed to Increase the amount of local discretion over the use of CDBG
funds, involved reducing restrictions on CDBG support for public services.
However, to ensure that the CDBG program remained essentially a physical
development program, Congress specified that not more than ten percent of any
community's grant received after 1982 could be spent on public service
activities. Communities whose 1981 program allocated more than ten percent to
Publl_c services might, however, seek a waiver in FYs 1982, 1983, and 1984 of
he limitation in order to phase down existing public service activities in an
orderly manner.

Since the enactment of 1981 legislative changes, more entitlement communities
funded public services than have done so in the past, and some comnunities
have increased the funds going to such activities.  About 43 percent of
entitlement cities funded public services such as day care centers, shelters
for battered women drug and alcohol abuse counseling, and various forms of
assistance to the elderly in Program Year (PY) 1980. Overall, these services
accounted for approximately eight percent of all budgeted CDBG funds. Amo

the 155 comnunities contacted in the telephone survey, the proportion o
grantees funding public services increased to 50 percent in 1981 and 55

percent in 1982.

Funding for public services by the 155 grantees contacted in the telephone
survey indicates a convergence of spending toward the ten percent cap,
communities with high public service spending trying to aome down to the ten
percent limit and cities with low (or no) previous public service spendin

approaching the ten percent limit as a result of local requests for increase

public service funding. For example, accordln% to telephone survey data, the
number of grantees spending over ten percent for public services in 1982
declined by 22 percent from the previous year. On the other hand, 35 percent
of the respondents funding public services in 1982 indicated that they had
increased the percentages of their grants-going to public services from 1981
levels. Moreover, nearly one-half of the %rantees funding public services in
1982 who had not done so”in 1981 spent at the ten percent cap.

Although more entitlement comnunities funded public services in 1982 than in
the past, the total amount of CDBG funds going to public services did not
significantly change. In 1980, entitlement cities and urban counties combined
bud?_eted approximately seven percent ($187 million) of CDBG resources to
public services. In" 1982 they budgeted almost the same proportion, eight
percent or $213 million, for public services. (See Table 1-11.) A small
number of entitlement communities, however, which have budgeted substantial
amounts to public services in the past and which have sought or will seek
waivers to the 10 percent limitation on public services, can be expected to
have some problems in the future readjusting their programs to ensure they do
not exceed the public services limitation.

Elimination of Preapproval of Lump-Sum Drawdown Agreements. The I—h)usin and
t_omu_rDEVEIUpmgﬁt_KC[_f_%_gaVE'm y 0 SpECItI% Statatory authorization
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allowing communities to use lump-sum drawdowns to establish revolving loan
funds. The law required a grant recipient to designate the amount of lump-sum
drawdown for a revolving rehabilitation fund in its CDBG application and
mandated the approval by HUD of an agreement with the depository financial
institution. The statute required HUD to develop standards to ensure that the
benefits derived from the local program included at least one or more of the
following elements: (1) the leverage of private funds in excess of CDBG
monies; (2) commitment of private funds for loans at a below market interest
rate, or for a lengthened repayment period, or at a higher risk than usually
taken; (3) provision of administrative services by the lender institution; and
(4) interest income on cash deposits used to support the rehabilitation
program.

The 1981 Amendments removed HUD preliminary review and approval authority over
lump-sum drawdown agreements. The benefit provisions were retained.
Compliance is to be assured through performance reviews. In the absence of
implementing regulations, grantees were instructed to comply with existing
regulations for FY 1982 with the exception of the preapproval provision. Use
of prior year's funds for lump-sum agreements still requires HUD approval.

A recent study conducted by the Office of Inspector General (0IG) provides
some indication of the national scope of lump-sum drawdowns. The evidence
suggests that many block grant recipients are using the lump-sum provisions
and that the aggregate amount of Block Grant funds going into lump-sum
agreements is quite large. The O0IG figures indicate that 207 entitlement
grantees had lump-sum agreements as of 1982; the amount currently deposited,
including deposits of initial CDBG funds and program income from interest, was
almost $213 million.

The size of Ilump-sum amounts varied considerably from community to
community. About six percent of the communities had agreements but no current
deposits; another 30 percent had deposits smaller than $100,000.  Conversely,
twenty grantees, predominately large entitlements, claimed more than $1
million in deposits, and eight of those grantees had current deposits totaling
more than $5 million each.

Direct Assistance to Private Enterprises. Prior to the 1981 Amendments,
entitlement recipients could not directly assist private businesses in support
of economic development. However, the 1977 Amendments did permit localities
to make grants to a neighborhood-based non-profit organization (NBO), local
development corporation (LDC), or small business investment company (SBIC) to
carry out economic development projects. These organizations were allowed
virtually unlimited flexibility to wundertake such activities, including
activities that the city itself was barred from doing. Thus, while cities
were barred from providing direct assistance to private business for economic
development, they could do so by using any of the above organizations as an
intermediary. In fact, many cities have used existing or newly-created NBOs,
LDCs, and SBICs which they control in whole or part.

Since 1979, entitlement communities have allocated $283.2 million to such
organizations for economic development projects. In 1982, entitlement
communities projected spending about $80 million, or slightly more than three
percent of CDBG resources, on economic development activities carried out by
local non-profit organizations.
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The 1981 Amendments permit localities to use CDBG funds for necessary or
appropriate assistance to private business in support of economic development
projects. The Senate Report indicates that the change ''carries out the
Administration's commitment to make the block grant program a more flexible
resource for local commercial and industrial development projects."
Communities are now able to provide direct "assistance which includes, butis
not limited to, grants, loans, loan guarantees, interest supplements,
technical assistance and other forms of support to be used for such purposes
as improvement to and acquisition of land, structures and fixtures, or for
working capital or operating funds."”

An appreciable fraction of entitlement communities decided to fund private
businesses directly subsequent to the 1981 legislative changes. About 14
percent of the telephone sample cornunities indicated that they had initiated
direct funding for private businesses in support of economic development in PY
1982. More local officials expected to do i1t in the future; 24 percent of the
communities planned direct funding of private business in the future; another
14 percent were uncertain whether or not they would use the direct route in

the future.

When local officials were asked why they had not yet employed direct funding
of private business for economic development, the most frequent answer (61
percent) was that the comnunity was not significantly funding economic
development with block grant funds. The next most frequent answers were that
the lack of final reguTations had impede! direct funding of privpte business
(21 percent), communities had intermediaries which were working well as
conduits for public funds (7 percent), and communities had, as yet, no

opportunity or requests to take advantage of the recent changes (6 percent).

ADMINISTRATIVE | NITIATIVES

In FY 1982, the Department made a concerted effort to streamline and simplify
the regulatory and procedural requirements of the CDBG program, to improve the
program's efficiency, and to enhance its wutility for local comnunity
devlopment projects. Some of these actions are described in the following two
subsections of the chapter.

Deregulator¥ Initiatives. On February 17, 1981, President Reagan issued
xecutrve Order creating the Presidential Task Force on Regulatory
Relief and specifying new requirements for agencies in formulatin?
regulations. The Task Force designated the environmental review procedures o
Title B and the Entitlement and Small Cities program regulations for review
with the objective of eliminating unnecessary constraints on local flexibility
and reducing excessive administrative and compliance costs.

On April 6, 1981, the Secretary outlined steps for review and justification of
existing regulations as required by Executive Order 12291. He called upon
each program office head to identify a list of existing regulations for review
which would include significant regulations of at least one major program and
at least 15 percent of the total pages of regulations for which the program
office was responsible.
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In response to these Presidential and Secretarial ﬁrioriti_es, the Office of
Comnunity P1anning and Development undertook a two-phase review of regul ations
in programs it administers. Over 75 percent of cPD's 366 pages of regulations
published in the Code of Federal Regulations were selected for review. By the
end of FY 1982, 33 regulations had been reviewed. OF this total, eight had
been rescinded and five revised and substantially reduced in both length and
complexity. Revisions have been proposed on another 12 regulations. ~ Seven
remained unchanged following review, and one wes transferred to the Office of
Housing for review.

A significant portion of the Administration's Comnunity Development Block
Grant deregul atory objectives was accomplished through enactment of the 1981
Amendments to thé Housing and Comnunity Development Act of 1974. Interim
regulations implementing the 1981 Amendments as they related to the CDBG
Entitlement program were published on October 4, 1982." Until the regulations
are mace effective, entitlement communities' FY 1982 and FY 1983 submissions
and programs have been guided by Interim Instructions and existing regulations
which have not been clearly superseded by the 1981 Amendments.

A a result of HUD and Presidential Task Force reviews, rew integrated,
simplified, and streamlined environmental review procedures covering Title |
programs were published as an Interim Rule on April 12, 1982. The rule
responded to State and local complaints that many CDBG projects with little or

no SII mfi%aq:t environmental impact were held up unnecessarlrl%é becausge . of
?ﬁ/erfbroa _(tade[a tcr ferra. The [BNtruIte r?eets. these co?cetr by revlsmg

e review criteria to focus on projects that raise important enyironmenta
ISSUes. \q[he ruFe also dfe?le ates Eo ﬂtates _Qemsmn—ma‘(l g respons}/bf??g'_ ror
evaluating the environmental impact of projects under the State Small Cities
program.

Fraud, Waste, and Mismanagement Initiatives. To complement government-wide
Administration initiatives, HUD has undertaken additional measures to
eliminate fraud, waste, and mismanagement and increase program efficiency and
effectiveness.  The Secretary expanded the Secretary's Committee on Fraud,
Waste and Mismanagement to ~include program Assistant Secretaries.  The
Committee advises the Secretary on policy matters relating to fraud prevention
and detection techniques.

The Department has also begun a coordinated effort to improve management
controls.  During FY 1982, CPD instituted a Fraud Vulnerability Assessment
System as a means to assess rmew legislative proposals and improved
regulations. In addition, the Management Control Assessment System for
evaluating controls in existing programs has been strengthened to aid in
identifying management control strengths and weaknesses.  During FY 1982,
eight Management Control Assessments were completed on CPD activities.

Public/Private Partnership Initiatives.  Another continuing Administrative
ODjeclive carried forward during FY 1882 by HUD/CPD was the stimulation of
private sector responsibility, initiative, and leadership in the solution of
public problems. Several programs and management initiatives were undertaken
In 1982 to encourage the formation of creative partnerships between the public
and private sectors to carry out community and economic development
activities. The Department Sponsored, for the first time, a National
Recognition Program for Comnunity Development Partnerships for exemplary
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public/private partnerships using the CDBG program.. . More than 500 partnership
rojects were submitted in the “nationwide competition. The Program awarded
ertificates of National Merit to 100 comnunities, and eleven outstanding

partnerships received Awards for National Excellence from President Reagan.

In 1982, grant assistance from the Secretary's Fund was used to create a
Financial Advisory Service (FAS) involving a consortium of major national and
regional banks. "The Service will operate to increase private investment in
towns and cities eligible for CDBG assistance in 22 cities. It is expected
that 10,000 rew permanent_gobs will be created in 1983, the first year of
operation.  HUD also instituted, in the fall of 1982, a cooperative effort
with the Small Business Administration to assist 20 states in establishing
Small Business Economic Revitalization Corporations.  This program assists
small business growth and job creation by mob_ilizin? the resources of the
rivate sector. financial comnunity to provide long-term fixed asset
inancing. A significant number of rew jobs will be created in the next four
years through the program carried out by  participating States. HUD continued
Its support of the National Alliance of Business effort with communities and

States to establish rav models for economic development.

A major. HUD/CPD management goal .and priority during FY_ 1982 was expanding the
economic development” capabilities of HUD™ field "office personnel and” the
development = of working relationships. with the private sector. These
management initiatives “are aimed at increasing HUD's economic development
supkp))lort to grantees and encouraging public/private partnerships to meet urban
problems.

GRANTEE PARTICIPATION AND FUNDING
PARTICIPATING GRANTEES

In Fy 1982, 732 jurisdictions (636 metropolitan cities and 96 urban counties)
were eligible for entitlement grants. In that year $1.95 billion in
entitlement grants were actually given to 623 metropolitan cities, and $418
million was allocated to 96 urban counties (See Table 1-3.)

TABLE 1-3
FISCAL YEAR 1982 FUNDING STATUS OF ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES
(Dollars in Thousands)

Total Metro Cities Urban Counties
Status NUNMer Amount Number A NUMOE Amount
E1TgIbTe T3TTIZITH TR n‘% - —96 414,350
Did”Not Apply 12 8,784 8,784 - -
PUREST Reductions 71§ 2,366,823 623 1,943,063 99 417,768
Not Awarded 1 1,490 1 1,490 -- -

a Bghvses funds awarded four metropolitan cities that signed with Urban

SOURCE. U.S. Department ot _HousINg and Urban DEVEIOPMENt, community Planning
and _Development,  Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division. "Compiled by Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.
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Ten of the approved grantees (eight metro cities, and two urban counties) had
their grants partially reduced as a result of past non-performance findings.
Another grantee was not awarded FY 1982 funds because it could not provide the
Secretary with satisfactory assurances concerning compliance with Title 1
certification requirements. In FY 1982, twelve metropolitan cities, as
compared to twenty-six in 1981, did not apply for entitlement grants.

INDIVIDUAL GRANT AMOUNTS

Nearly all 1982 CDBG grants were smaller than in FY 1981 with approximately 75
percent of the grants reduced from 10 to 17 percent. A combination of several
factors produced widely varying changes in entitlement amounts. Three of
these changes affected all grantees uniformly while two factors had varying
effects on individual grantees.

Effects of Legislative Actions. Two legislative actions resulted in less
tunds being available tor CDBG entitlement grantees. First, there was a 6.5
percent overall reduction from the previous year in the amount of funds

appropriated for the CDBG program in FY 1982. In addition, the 1981
Amendments increased the proportion of funds allocated to the Small Cities
program, with a resulting decrease in the entitlement portion. Taken

together, these changes would have resulted in a 10.8 percent decline in every
entitlement community's FY 1982 grant.

Mew EnsitJamens Grantees. A)l entitlement grants were also affected @/1538
tnerease—intheumber—of eligible entitlement jurisdictions. The use o

census population data for the FY 1982 program year produced 64 newly eligible
jurisdictions, 54 cities and ten urban counties. This was the largest
absolute and proportional (10 percent) increase in newly eligible CDBG
entitlement jurisdictions since the beginning of the program and, by itself,
would have produced a 2.5 percent reduction in existing grants. Forty-two
cities became eligible b?/ designation as central cities in 36 new SMSAs; 12
cities achieved eligibility because the 1980 census data indicated their
populations exceeded the 50,000 population cut- off.

TABLE 1-4
TRENDS |N CDBG ENTITLEMENT ELIGIBILITY
BETWHEN 1975-1982

1975 1976 1977 1918 1979 1980 1981 1982

Metro Cities 521 %22 537 559 562 573 583 b3
Urban Counties 73 75 78 81 84 85 86 96
Total 594 597 3 ) 840 646 658 869 732
Pet. Increase - .5 3.0 4.1 .9 1.8 1.7 9.4

SOURCE:™ US. Deparfiment of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division. Compiled by Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.
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Population Characteristics. The net effect of these three changes described
above would have meant approximately a 13.3 percent reduction in each Fy 1982
grant compared to 1981. However, the use of newly available 1980 census data
on population for formula calculations produced significant variations from
this reduction factor. For example, not only does the effect of changed
population on grant size vary depending on the magnitude and direction of the
change (gain/loss), but also on whether a city is receiving funds under
formula A or formula B. Formula A gives population a weight of .25 and
formula B gives growth lag (its population-based variable) a weight of .20.
However, the greater sensitivity of the growth lag variable to changes in
population meant that, for formula B communities, population gain/loss could
appreciably reduce or increase the 13.3 percent reduction produced by the
appropriation, allocation, and eligibility factors.

Reallocations. The final factor contributing to changes in 1982 grant amounts
G the reallocation of funds that were not applied for or were recaptured by

In 1982, $25 mjillj i upds e..al1\\/te
SRR 11017 SHhy e Hbed B o0l W 1
44 percent under $50,000 (See Table 1-5.)

TABLE 1-5
NET DOLLAR INCREASE IN FY 1982 ENTITLEMENT
GRANTS PRODUCED BY REALLOCATION WITHIN SMSAS
(Dollars in Thousands)

Grant Increase NUMDEer o1 _Grantees DETCENT 0T ATTEcted Grantees
Less than $1 ' 1 1%
$1 - 49 52 43
50 = 99 34 28
100 = 499 24 20
500 - 1000 4 3
1000 = 2000 5 4
2000+ 1 1
Total 121 100%

SOURCE. US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division. Compliled by Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

Sixty-two percent of the 121 affected grantees experienced grant increases of
less than five percent, and 39 percent had increases of less than three
percent. In contrast, omiy nine p%rcent had grant increases of 15 percent or
more produced through reallocation.” (See Table 1-6.)
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TABLE 1-6
PERCENTAGE INCREASE IN FY 1982 ENTITLEMENT
GRANTS PRODUCED BY REALLOCATION

Percent of
Percent Increase Number o f Grantees Affected Grantees
-4 99 75 62%
5= 999 32 26
10 = 14.99 4 3
15 - 19.99 8 7
20+ 2 2
Total T2T TOO%

SOURCE. US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division. Compiled by Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

Summary of Grant-related Effects. In sumnary, as a result of all these
factors described above, 46 percent or 310 of the entitlement communities had
their FY 1982 grants reduced more than 133 percent, 49 percent or 326
entitlement comnunities had their FY 1982 grants reduced less than 13.3
percent, and 5 percent or 33 comnunities received larger grants. Changes in

entitlement amounts ranged from a 17 percent increase to a 31 percent
reduction. In absolute dollars, changes 'n grants ranged from an increase of

$1.59 million to a decrease of $33 million.

In 16 of the 33 entitlement communities receiving increased entitlements, the
increases resulted from the revision of 1978 population estimates based upon
1980 census data. In 14 entitlement comnunities, SMSA reallocations offset
overall CDBG cuts. In three comnunities, reallocations yielded increases over
what had already been generated by new population data.

Twenty metro cities and six urban counties experienced FY 1982 grant

reductions of 20 percent or more from the previous year. The principal reason
for the size of these reductions for the metro cities was recalculation

necessitated by the use of 1980 census population data.

LOCAL USES OF RNDS

This section of the chapter describes funding patterns and trends in the
entitlement portion of the Community Development Block Grant Program. The
section is divided into two subsections. The first subsection describes the
broad aggregate funding patterns found in metropolitan cities and urban
counties in 1982 and compares these to recent trends. The second section
focuses on recent expenditures by metropolitan cities.

The data used in this section come from two sources. Metropolitan cities data
from 1979 to 1982 and urban county data from 1981 and 1982 were extracted from
the Project Summaries or, beginning in 1982, the Projected Use of Funds
Statements submitted by grantees. These data are part of the CDBG Performance
Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases maintained by CPD's Office of Program
Analysis and Evaluation. Data for earlier years were taken from budget
sumnary reports provided by CPD's Data Systems and Statistics Division.
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PLANNED ENTITLEMENT SPENDING

Projected 1982 Entitlement Spending. | n 1982, entitlement cities and counties
projecied spending slighily more than $25 billion in CDBG resources. This
sum includes approximately $24 billion in new entitlement grants and an
estimated $100 million in program income, surplus urban renewal funds, loan
proceeds, and funds reprogramned from previous years' grants.

Funding for the seven categories of program activitiés, excluding
administration, can be divided into three groups according to the amount of
funds allocated to each. The most heavily funded categories are
rehabilitation activities and public facilities and improvements. (See Table
1-7.) 1In 1982, the majority (58 percent) of entitlement funds was budgeted to
these activities. Rehabilitation projects received the largest share, $885
million or 35 percent of available resources; public facilities or
infrastructure-related actijyities were allocated approximately $579 million,
23 percent of 1982 funds. The second most heavily funded categories are
public services, economic development-related activities, and acquisition and
clearance projects, each of which was budgeted to receive approximately the
same share (eight percent) of CDBG funds, while the least funded categories,
local contingencies and the completion of categorical programs, were projected
to receive only two percent and one percent respectively.

TABLE 1-7
PROJECTED ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM SPENDING
BY ACTIVITY GROUP, 1982
(Dollars in Millions)

Metro Urban
Activity Total Cities Counties
_ I Pet s Pct s Pet
Rehabilitation 885 35 768 36 17— — 28
Public Facilities and
Improvements 579 23 423 20 156 38
Public Services 213 8 195 9 18 4
Economic Development 205 8 174 8 31 8
Acquisition/Clearance 195 8 176 8 19 5
Completion of Categorical
Programs 33 1 32 2 1 *
Contingencies 63 2 47 2 16 4
AdminiStration 358 14 303 14 55 13
Total $2532° 1007 $711I8 TO0Z €313 TOO%

* Less than $500,000 or .5 percent.
(Detail does not add due to rounding.)

SOURCE US. Depariment of Housing and Urban Development, Community P1anning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG

*

The composition of these activity groups and a more detailed estimate of
plannned spending is provided in Tables 1-17 and 1-18 at the end of the
chapter.
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Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data Base.

There was a significant difference between the pattern of projected 1982
spending in entitlement cities and urban counties. In entitlement cities, the
largest share of their funds (36 percent) was projected to be spent on
rehabilitation, and a substantially smaller share (20 percent) was assigned to
public facilities and improvements. |n urban counties, the relative magnitude
of the two categories was reversed; public facilities and improvements
received a significantly larger share of 1982 funds (38 percent) than
rehabilitation activities (28 percent). Entitlement cities also budgeted a
in?htIy larger share of their funds, about four to five percent more, to
public services and acquisition and clearance-related projects than did the

urban counties.

Job Creation Potential of Planned CDBG Entitlement Spending. A substantial
indirect benetit of CDBG expenditures 1s the creation and retention of jobs.
Although precise estimates are not possible, applying Bureau of Labor
Statistics methods to the $2.1 billion projected to be expended in Fy 1982 in
entitlement cities translates into the support or creation of approximately
65,000 jobs. (See the Methodological Appendix at the end of the chapter for a
description of how the job estimates were calculated. )

The job creation estimates presented in Table 1-8 include both direct and
indirect emplo ment impacts. Direct impacts are those jobs generated in the
production of he final product purchased through local spending; for example,
repaired streets. Indirect impacts are jobs supported due to the purchases of
materials and services from supplier industries, for example, asphalt to
repair streets. No attempt has been made to calculate the income multiplier
effects on employment resulting from the additional demand created through
wa?e and salary expenditures. However, other studies indicate that the total
doTlar volume of output required, and, hence, the employment generated should
this multiplier factor b4e taken into account, would approximateI%/ double the
number of jobs created. In other words, if the multiplier effects of the
CDBG entitlement spending are considered, it can be estimated that
approximately 130,000 jobs would be supported or created by FY 1982
entitlement community spending of $21 2 billion. The figures presented in
this section and in the accompanying tables are conservative in that they
refer only to direct and indirect jobs supported by CDBG spending. They do
not include the potential income multiplier effects on employment. Moreover,
no consideration is given to eventual jobs supported, created, or retained
from direct or indirect assistance that results to local private businesses
through CDBG expenditures for infrastructure or economic development-related
activities.

The job creation potential of FY 1982 CDBG entitlement city spending exhibits
considerable variation across categories of activities funded. Expenditures
for housing rehabilitation supported more jobs than other construction-related
activities and aboutshalf of all employment attributed to expenditures for
ph?/sical development. Street construction and repair, however, was a more
efficient means of employment creation. Each $1 million budgeted for street
improvements would be expected to generate over 27 jobs in construction and
supplier industries. The corresponding figure for housing rehabilitation
activities is 185 jobs per $1million. Water and sewer spending and public
facilities expenditures resulted in approximately 205 jobs per $1 millifxn.

1%




non-construction activities, each unit of expenditure for public
services and administration and planning yields substantially more jobs than
an equivalent amount expended for relocation or acquisition.

TABLE 1-8
ESTIMATED EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS
OF CDBG-PROJECTED ACTIVITIES

Fy 1982 ENTITLEMENT CITIES
(Dollars in Millions)

_ Potential’ Jobs Jobs Created
Activity Amount Projected Created per/Million $
CONSTRUCTION
‘Hous1ng

Rehabilitation $684.1 10,7861 185
Street Construction ]

& Repair 164.3 4,532 27.6
Water and Sewer 44.0 899, 0.4
Clearance 45.5 858 18.9
Public Housing Rehab &

Related 2.1 7091 2.1
Public Facilities &

Related 215.2 4,402} 2.5
NON-CONSTRUC TION

uo 11

and Facilities HAl4 13,349 .1
Relocation 3.0 965 3.1
Acquisition 149.5 3,893 2.0
Adm1n1'st[at§on

& Planning 511.6 24,506 479
fota $2I18.7 64,901 ~30.5

1 Expressed as year-long full-time equivalents.

2 These estimates do not include the potential income multiplier effects of
CDBG spending on em?TEyment. If these effects are taken into account, it
has beetzndestlmated hat approximately twice as many potential jobs would be
supported.

3 This category also includes disposition, contingencies and local options,
completion of Urban Renewal projects, and funding for Local Deve?opment
Corporations .

JOURCE: U.S. Department or Labor, Bureau of Labor StaliStics, Factbook for
Estimating the Manpower Needs of Federal Program! and RoODert Ball,

mployment Create onstruction txpenditures_ Monthly Labor
Review, December 1981; Calculated %Offlce of Prcn;ram%n'a'rysus and
Evaluation, Community P1anning and Development, HUD.
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Variation in 1982 Projected Spending. For five of the eight types of activit
Umuvrrmm'eﬁ,_rh?m‘ermﬁ)@'mﬂ%ant difference in the relative levels o
1982 funding projected for each by entitlement cities of various
populations.  Large and small entitlement cities project spending comparable
shares of their CDBG funds on acquisition and clearance, economic development,
the completion of categorical programs, local contingencies, and
administration. (See Table 1-9.)

The relative level of support for the two most heavily funded categories of
activities that entitlement cities planned to undertake in 1982 was, however,
closely associated with the population of the community. Larger cities tended
to allocate a larger share of their CDBG funds for rehabilitation activities
and smaller shares for public facilities and improvements than did smaller
entitlement cities. (See Table 1-9.) For example, the largest entitlement
cities, those with populations equal to or exceeding one million _?ersons,
projected spending 43 ‘percent of their 1982 CDBG funds for rehabilitation
activities and 13 percent for public works type projects. In contrast,
entitlement cities with populations of less than 100,000 projected spending a
smaller proportion of their funds on rehabilitation activities, 30 percent,
and a larger proportion on public facilities and improvements than the larger
cities. The largest entitlement cities also projected spending a slightly
larger share of their funds on public services than did the other cities.
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TABLE 1-9

PROJECTED USE CF 1982 ENTITLEMENT CITY FUNDS BY ACTIVITY GROUP

AND CITY POPULATION

(Dollars 1n MillT1ons)

Activit
Rehab11itation

(percent)

Public Facilities
and Improvements
(percent)

Public Services
(percent)

Acquisition and
Clearance
(percent)

Economic Development

(percent)

Completion of

Categorical Programs

(percent)

Local Contingencies
(percent)

Administration and
PTanning
(percent)
Total

*

POPULATION
‘Less Than 1UU,000-  £50,000-  500,000- More Than
100,000 249,999 499,999 999,999 1,000,000
$148 $ 83 $27%
(30) (32) (38) (33) (45)
153 82 56 53 79
(31) (21) (15) (21) (13)
39 25 29 16 86
( 8) (6) ( 8) (7) (14)
37 43 35 36 24
(7) (11) (10) (14) ( 4)
38 39 38 17 43
( 8) (10) (11) (7) (7)
7 4 6 13
( *) (2) (1) ( 2) (2)
15 11 9 6 6
( 3) ( 3) ( 2) ( 2) (1)
70 64 54 32 83
(14) (16) (15) (13) (14)
$362 $249 $608

Less than .5 percent.

SOURCE:

US. Department of Housin
and Development, Office o

and Urban Development, Community Planning
Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG

Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases.
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Trends in Planned Spending. Although the 1981 statutory changes instituted
important changes 1 n the CDBG Entitlement program, the overall pattern of
spending planned for 1982 by entitlement communities continues trends
revailing in the program since about 1977. (See Table 1-10.) The share of
unds going to rehabilitation activities continues to show slight annual
increases.  Entitlement funding for economic development activities has also
increased slightly each year since such activities first became explicitly
eligible in 1979. In contrast, the proportions of entitlement funds going to
public facilities and improvements (once the most heavily funded category),
acquisition and clearance projects, and the completion of categorical programs
continue to decline slightly each year. All other categories of activities
have received relatively stable shares of entitlement funds in recent years.
These trends are present in the planned spending of both entitlement cities
and urban counties.

In terms of actual dollars, projected 1982 entitlement spending, because of
smaller CDBG appropriations and the larger percentage of funds going to the
small cities program, represents an actual decline in the funds going to
almost every category of activity. Only projected spending for economic
development and public services,* which increased an estimated $71 million and
$25 million respectively, are budgeted to receive appreciable increases in
1982. Projected spending for other activities decreased by amounts ran%ing
;rom $22 million (administration and planning) to $161 million (public
RRENVTEES, o TR Rk o DIMERIE PP T LRRRTHISA 0
35 percent of all 1982 funds, actually declined by $67 million.

¥ PUDTIC service runding increased despite the 10 percent cap imposed by the
1981 Amendments primarily because more cities funded public services In
1982 than in 1981 and because grantees exceeding the 10 percent cap could
apply for waivers. See page 1-9 above.
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TABLE 1-10
CDBG ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM PLANNED SPENDING BY
ACTIVITY CATEGORY, 1975-1982
(Dollars in millions)

KTIVITY 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 JRB1 18?2 TOTAL:
Public Fac. and '
Tiprovements $643  $862 $%7 018 $898 812  $40 $579
. (30) (35) (36) (33) (31) (29) (26) (23) (31)
Cities $602 $759 $830 $752 $712 $633 $569  $423 $5280
Counties $41 $103  $157 $166 $1% $179 $I71  $156 $1159
Rehabilitation $242 32 $466 $797 $863 P52 $885 $4900
. (11) (13) (14) (17) (28) (31) (38) () (23)
Cities $228 $285 $3% Mr $703 $753 |6 $763 $4285
Counties $14 $28 $52 $64 $%H S0 $1B  $117 $ 615
Acquisition $453  $453 4488 $577 $316 195 $3137
. (21) (18) (18) (21) %1%3)2 (11) %? % 8) (15)
Cities $436 $440 $2B8  $35 $279 $260 3176 $2864
Counties $17 $33 $48 $H0 $37 $3F $3B  $19 $ 203
Pub. Services $ 91 %156 186 %238 199 187 f188 213 1458
i) s WP WS e sl G s G Sm
Counties $4 $ 7 %11 $17 $ 8 %]&7) $ 8 %Ifg $ 8
Econ. Develop. $- $- 8- $- $97 $129 $134  $205 $ 565
{pct.) - - - - (3) (5) (5) (8) (3)
| Cities $- $- $- $- $89 $119 12 $174 $ 504
L Counties $- $- $- $- $10 s$12 $3 $ 6l
Adninistration $253  $296 $36  $310 $359 6B
(pct.] ‘ (12) (12) (13) ?13‘%7 (12) (11) ?13% (14) (13)
Cities $233 0 $10 $335 $305 $255 $327 $34 $2339
Counties $2 $26 %41 $52 $5 $ 55 $54 $55 $ 354
Conti ies $104 $106 $105 $124 $19 SR $63 $ 8%
o ( 5) (4) (4) (3) ( 4) (4) (4) (2 (4)
Cities $97 $9H S07 $86 HIR2 $95 $80 347 $708
Counties $ 7 $12 $20 $19 $22 s$24  $22 9516 $142
Categorical Prog. :
Campletion 327 PR3 4 $B $4H5  $38 21 33 $1094
(pct.) (15) (11) ( 8) (5) (2) (1) ?1) 1) (5)
Cities $321 $01 $4 $114 %43 %37 $20 $32 1032
Counties $ 6 $12 $20 $19 2 1 $1 $1 $ 62
SURCE: ~ T975-1982- U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, UTTice Of ComgTity Plamning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG Performance Monitoring and

Evaluation Data Bases; 1975-1978- U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Division
of Data Systems and Statistics.
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ACTUAL USES CF FUNDS

Section 104(d) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 requires
CDBG ?rantees_to submit an annual performance report concerning the activities
actually carried out with CDBG funds. As part of this performance report (the
Grantee” Performance Report or GPR), HUD requires grantees to indicate the
amount of funds they actually expended during the previous program year on all
CDBG-funded activities. Grantees are also required to specify which of the
three national objectives, i.e., benefit to low- and moderate-income_ persons,
?reventm_g_or eliminating slums and blight, or meeting urgent community needs,
the activity addressed. This section of the chapter describes this
information ~from the most recent Grantee Performance Reports that are

available.

The information reported in this section differs from the budgeted information
reported above, since information in this section represents how entitlement
cities actually spent their CDBG funds.

Activity Expenditures. 0f the $2.3 billion of 1980 program year funds® made
available to enttlement cities, CDBG entitlement CcCities expended
approximately $1.1 billion of those funds during that program year.

ehabilitation activities and funding for public facilities and improvements

represented the majority of thes exgenditureg, $438.million and ?_244 million,
just as they had for 1980 planned spending, EXxpenditures for public services,
acquisition” and clearance projects, and Slannmg and administration accounted

for approximatel)ﬁ_ $161 _million,  $125 million,  _and $125 million
respectively.*  “The remaining $66 million wes divided among economic
development projects, the completion of categorical programs, and 1ocal
contingencles.  (See column 3, Table 1-11.)

Overall , expenditures during the 1980 program year represented approximately
one-half of the total entitlement cities funds made available for that program
year. (See column 4 of Table 1-11) The highest expenditure rates, 76 percent
and 74 percent respectively, were for public service projects and general
rogram administration costs. Two other program year expenditure rates, those
or rehabilitation activities and the complétion of categorical (urban
renewal ) programs, both exceeded 50 percent and comprised the second highest
group of expenditure rates. The. lowest expenditure rates for activity types
were for public facilities and improvements, economic development projects,
and acquisition and clearance projects.** For these projects, between 35 and
45 percent of 1980 funds allocated to such projects had been expended during
that program year.

*
Since communities did not reBort all adminstrative expenditures on the
Project Progress form of their GPR, this figure may underestimate the

» actual administrative costs of the program.
Expenditure rates for local contingencies are not included in this
analysis since funds budgeted to this category are usually reprogramned
into other specific activities.
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The data in Table 1-11 also show that no significant aggregate shift occurred
in the amount of funds initially budgeted to an activity at the beginning of
the program year (column 1 of Table 1-11) and what the activity was allocated
at the end of the program year (column 2 of Table 1-11). As in 1979, the only
substantial change that occurred during the year reflects the shifting of
funds from contingencies to public facilities and improvements.

TABLE 1-11 (

PLANNED AND ACTUAL USE CF PY 1980 ENTITLEMENT CITY
FUNDS BY ACTIVITY GRUUP
(Dollars 1n Millions)

Initially Revised
Budgeted- Budget Actually Percent of
at Start at End Expended of Budgeted
of the of the During Funds
Activity Year Year the Year Expended
Rehabilitation $753 $770 $440 56%
(percent of column total) (32) (33) (37)
Public Facilities
and Improvements 632 715 244 34
(Ber_cent of column total) (27) (32) (21)
Publ ic Services 180 217 161 74
(percent of column total) ( 8) (9) (14)
Acquisition and
Clearance 279 279 125 45
(percent of column total) (12) (12) (11)
Economic Development 119 130 46 35
(percent of column total) ( 5) ( 6) ( 4)
Completion of
Categorical Programs 37 30 16 53
(percent of column total) ( 2) (1) (1)
Local Contingencies 95 11 3 27
épgrgent of column total) ( 4) ( *) ( *)
Admi nistration and 3 125 76
?Lapeéﬂﬂ of column total) ('ﬁ? ( "?4 (11)
Total $2350 32316 $1150 "50%

} FF8m pf8ﬂ§?me¥%?lﬁa{3§0c3391isgfaﬂﬂsbf program year 1980 GPR

3 The actual expenditures for administration may be higher. éee the footnote
on the preceding page.

SOURCETUS— Depariment ot HousSIng and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG
Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases.
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Expenditures by National Objective. In the 1980 program year, $923 million,
or 90 percent of the funds expended sub.1ject to program benefit rules by
entitlement cities, were reported by local officials on their communities'
GPRs to be benefitting low- and moderate-income persons. (See Table 1-12))
Most of the remaining ten percent of expenditures were reported by local
officials to be preventing or eliminating slums and blight, and only a very
small amount, approximately $1 million, was used to meet urgent community
development needs. This ordering among the three national objectives has
remained stable over the life of the program.

TABLE 1-12
CDBG ENT ETLEMENT CHY EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR ACTNITES
AND QUALIFYING PROVISION, PY 1980 FUNDS
(Dollars 1n Millions)

Low/Mod  Stums/ Urgent Missing Total
Activity Benefit Blight Needs Data $ 9%
*
Rehabi litation $409 $13 $7 $430 38%

Public Facilities

and Improvements 220 18 A 5& 244 21
Public Services 155 5 161 14
Acquisition and *

Clearance 90 33 * 1 125 11
Economic Development 41 4 1 46 4
Continuation of % %

Categorical Programs ) 9 * 17 2
Local Contingencies 3 3
Administration and

Plannin n/a n/a n/a n/a 124 11

Tota 3923 ¥ 82 $1 16 $T136- 10T

As percentage of- funds
subject to program
benefit rules 90% 8% 2%

x Cess tnan $500,000 or .5 percent.
N/A  Not applicable _
Detail does not add due to rounding.

SUURCE: US. Department ot Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Pro?ram_AnaIysis and Evaluation, CDBG
Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases.

FY 1982 SECRETARY'S DISCRETIONARY RUND OPERATIONS

The FY 1982 Secretary's Discretionary Fund component of the CDBG program
declined by 45 percent as a result of 1981 authorization and apprgpriation
actions.  The 1981 Amendments changed the FY 1982 authorization level of the
Secretary's Fund from $104 million to $60 million. The FY 1982 Appropriation
Act resulted in an additional 58 percent reduction to $56 million. In FY
1982, the use of Discretionary funds, particularly in the Technical Assistance
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program, reflected the Department's priorities of assisting the States to
administer the Small Cities program and encourag ng the use of CDBG funds for

economic development.

The Secretary's Fund is itself comprised of four smaller programs—the Indian
Tribes and Alaskan Natives CDBG program, the Technical Assistance Special
Projects program, the Insular Areas program, and the Nw Comnunities
program.  Prior to 1981, the Secretary's Fund included four other small
programs--the Comnunity Development DisaSter Assistance, Areawide Housing and
Comnunity Development,” Innovative Grants, and CDBG Inequities programs--which
were eliminated by the 1981 Amendments to the Housing and Community
Development Act.

The Indian Tribes and Alaskan Natives CDBG program received $30 million in FY
1987, maklng it _the largest single element in the Secretary's Fund.  This
program funds eligible comunity development activities of any Indian tribe,
band, group., or nation, including Alaskan Indians, Aleuts, and Eskimos and any
Alaska Native Village which is” considered an ell%ble recipient under the
Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act or under the State and
Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 (General Revenue Sharing Act). In FY
1982, HUD provided grants to 112 Tribes_and villages; 30 percent of the funds
awarded went for “housing rehabilitation, 26 Tpercent for infrastructure
projects, 24 percent for community facilities, 17 percent for economic
development, and three percent for other comnunity development activities.

The second largest component is the Technical Assistance and Special Projects
program.  ThiS program provided $mm8rmms—u‘ln—w
1982, The Technical Assistance program ‘is designed to transfer the knowledge
and skills necessary for successtul implementation of CDBG programs and
objectives. Through 'it, contracts, cooperative agreements, grants, and inter-
agéncy agreements are executed with third parties to provide technical
assistance to eligible participants. = Approximately one-third of the FY 1982
funds was provided to States and public interest groups to aid in the transfer
of the Small Cities program to States.

A major part of HUD's technical assistance program is to assist comnunities
interested in developing district heating and cooling (DHC) systems as part of

their comnunity development programs. . These DHC systems supply heat and hot
water from a Central plant to an entire neighborhood with greater efficiency

and reliability and at lower cost than can individual building furnaces.

Twenty_—elgght cities and towns received cooperative agreements averaging
approximately $50,000 each to conduct preliminary assessments of opportunities
for developing one or more DHC projects. CPD leveraged its $750,000
Investment through a matchlnga agreement with the Department of Energy. This
investment led to immediate local investment in four systems. Another seven
systems are also likely to be built for a total capital investment of over
$500 million. _ This investment will create 5500 rew construction jobs within
those comnunities.

Other technical assistance for CDBG energy efficiency, conservation, and
production involved establishment of a network of 190 State and local public
officials and 60 private energy specialists who pledged more than 1,050 days
of on-site assistance to less experienced cities and Counties. Assistance was
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delivered to 72 localities. Information, separate workshops, and conferences
were provided for some 1,200 local officials. These activities covered such
subjects as development of local energy programs, energy contingency planning,
and energy retrofit of multifamily properties (including public housing) and
small businesses.

The Technical Assistance program also offered aid to communities in designing
and carrying out innovative locally-initiated economic development projects,
in identifying and training minorities for professions in the.comunity and
economic development area, and in developing creative housing rehabilitation
programs.

Through the Insular Area CDBG program, HUD awarded over $5 million to the
Virgin Islands ($1.6 million) and the Pacific Insular Areas, i.e., Guam the
Northern Mariana Islands, Samoa, and the Pacific Trust Territories ($3.7
million). These sums were used primarily for basic health, safety, and
shelter needs.

The fourth component of the Secretary's Fund is the New Communities program.
In 1982, this program awarded $3,000,000 to Woodlands,~ Texas and $1,730,000 to
Maumelle, Arkansas for construction of roads and water, sewer, and public
facilities. During FY 1983, the New Communities program is being closed out
and so will not require further set-asides from the Secretary's Fund.

SECTION 108 LOAN GUARANTEES

Under Section 108 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, HUD
guarantees loans to communities to finance the acquisition of real property
and the rehabilitation of publicly-owned real property, plus related
expenses. Section 108 loan guarantee assistance was designed to enable
comnunities to finance large-scale physical development projects that could
not, because of their size, be financed from their annual grants. The
requirements of the CDBG program are applicable to the activities undertaken
with the guaranteed loan funds. As a general rule, the repayment period for
the loans is limited to six years. Communities are authorized to use CDBG
funds to repay the loans and are statutorily required to pledge their grants
as security for repayment. As of December 31, 1982, HUD had approved 135 loan
guarantee commitments totaling $524 million.*  In FY 1982, 54 loan guarantee
commitments were approved for $179 million.

PROGRAM MONITORING AND REVIEW

The 1981 Amendments eliminated the CDBG entitlement application and the HUD
front-end review process and shifted program compliance review to the
performance review system already present in the statute. This section of the
chapter briefly describes the Department's statutory responsibilities, the
major elements of performance reviews to meet those responsibilities, and the
various actions taken to identify and resolve performance and compliance
issues raised during the performance reviews.

These figures nclude five loan guarantees totaling $2,000,000 that were
later cancelled by communities.
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STATUTORY RESPONS B L IT |ES

The 1981 Amendments did not substantially change HUD's performance review
responsibilities that were established under the prior law. For entitlement
grantees, the CDBG statute requires the Secretary to determine whether the
grantee (1) has carried out its Title 1 funded community development
activities and its housing assistance plan in a timely manner, (2) has carried
out those activities and its certifications in accordance with the
requirements and primary objectives of Title Band with other applicable laws,
and (3) has the continuing capacity to carry out those activities in a timely
manner. The statute also requires the Secretary to "at least on an annual
basis, make such reviews and audits as may be necessary or appropriate” to
make these determinations.

PERFO REVI | R

In order to meet these statutory requirements, HUD conducts four principal
types of performance reviews: (1) the Grantee Performance Report (GPR)
reviews; (2) on-site monitoring; (3) audit reviews; and (4) annual-in-house
reviews. These reviews are implemented in a coordinated manner during the
year.

Since Program Year (PY) 1979, each entitlement recipient has been required to
submit, within 60 days after the end of its program year, a Grantee

Performance Report on the_use of CDBG funds for previously approved community
development activities. The GPR must also include an asséssment of how these

funds have been used in relationship to the objectives identified in the
grantee's statement. Since the GPR is received by HUD early in the grantee's
next program year, the GPR review serves as the principal means for
identifying activities which may require closer inspection to assure that they
meet program requirements and aids in the selection of grantees for on-site
monitoring.

An important HUD method used for reviewing grantee programs for performance
inadequacies is on-site monitorina. The increased Importance placed on
performance reviews has prompte D field offices to schedule monitoring
visits to follow GPR reviews so that field offices can identify and advise the
grantee of problem situations before they develop into serious concerns. It
also ensures that the maximum amount of time will be available to resolve
existing problems through followup technical assistance and monitoring visits
before another grant i s awarded. Field monitoring is undertaken by both HUD
field staff generalists (CPD Representatives) and technical specialists to
ensure grantee compliance with the requirements of Title B,the civil rights
laws, and other applicable Federal laws.

The Department also uses Independent and Inspector General Audits in making
entitlement community annual periormance assessments. fvery entitlement
comnunity IS required to have its program reviewed by an Independent Public
Accountant (IPA) at least bi-annually and, preferably, every year. A copy of
the IPA's audit is sent to the Regional Inspector General for review and
acceptance. The Regional Inspector General, in turn, refers the audit to the
HUD field office for review and action. The Office of Inspector General may
also undertake audits of part or all of the CDBG program of selected
grantees.  Audit findings are communicated to the grantee and negotiations on
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the accuracy of the findings and appropriate courses of action are
subsequently conducted. If the grantee and HUD reach agreement on disallowed
costs, then the grantee may repay the funds to its CDBG letter of credit or
program account or have its subsequent year's grant adjusted. |f an agreement
cannot be reached, HUD may resort to conditioning or reducing the next year's
grant.

The mechanism HUD field offices use to consider every grantee's performance
against the full array of program requirements and concerns is the annual in-
house review. This review is held late in the grantee's program'year and just
prior to awarding of its next annual grant. Information from all GPR reviews,
monitoring visits, and audit findings is reviewed and progress toward the
resolution of problems is considered. @ Where performance deficiencies are
still in question, additional on-site monitoring may be performed. With all
performance information in hand at the annual review, HUD considers the
advisability of grant reduction or conditioning and whether HUD should accept

the grantee's certifications.

In conducting GPR and audit reviews, on-site monitoring, and the annual in-
house reviews in a planned and coordinated manner, HUD attempts to resolve the
greatest number of identified concerns about a grantee's performance in a
cooperative, non-adversarial relationship which emphasizes guidance and
technical assistance rather than resorting to grant conditions and reductions.

1982 PERFORVIANCE REVIEW INITIATIVES

During FY 1982, the Department undertook a major new performance monitorin
initiative, Program Accountability Monitoring, to eliminate fraud, waste, an
mismanagement i n the CDBG program. Program Accountability Monitoring contains
both a subject area of monitoring review and a technique--intensive
monitoring--for concentrating limited resources on grantees with significant

compliance problems and high-risk activities.

As a subject area for review, Program Accountability Monitoring concentrates
on the management systems of grantees in six specific areas: Administrative
costs, financial management, management systems , personal property management,
procurement, and third-party contractors. Select grantees are analyzed in a
two-phase review. The first phase focuses upon the grantee's overall
management systems and practices for conformance with Federal standards and
requirements found in QWb circulars A-87 and A-102. The second phase involves
close scrutiny of a sample of individual projects to verify that the grantee's
operations are being carried out in conformance with its approved management

systems .

Program Accountability Monitoring also directs on-site monitoring efforts to
grantees and activities most likely to experience noncompliance or
inefficiencies. A select number of grantees are chosen to be intensively
monitored in four areas: program progress, program benefit, rehabilitation,
and the new priority area, program accountability. These grantees are chosen
as a result of past performance deficiencies or indications of current program
noncompliance or because they are funding a significant level of activities
identified as "high risk". Based upon past experience, "high risk" activities
are defined as rehabilitation activities and public services, especially those
carried out by subrecipients and third party contractors.
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MONITORING VISITS AND FINDINGS DURING FY 1982

During FY 1982, HUD monitored 576 entitlement comnunities accounting for 79
percent of all entitlement communities with active grants. Almost half (277)
of all entitlement communities monitored were intensively monitored, thereby
exceeding the Department's Operating Plan goal of 143 by almost 100 percent.
(See Table 1-13)

TABLE 1-13
FY 1982 ENTITLEMENT GRANTEE ON-SITE MONITORING
Graniees
Number Percent

Grantees with Active Grants 725 100
Grantees Monitored 576 79
Grantees Intensively Monitored

in FY 1982 277 38
FY 1982 Operating Plan Goal For Grantees

to be Monitored Intensively 143 20

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of_Housing and Urban Development Comnunity Plannipg
and  Development, Office 0f Management, Data Systems and StatisticCs
Division. Compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

In the majority of communities monitored, the Department reviewed tocal
performance 1in rehabilitation, program progress, program benefit, and the
components of program accountability. (See Table 1-14.

During FY 1982 monitoring visits, 2927 monitoring findingS were made on the
576 entitlement grantees reviewed. Findings concerning local rehabilitation
programs accounted for 19 percent of all FY 1982 monitoring findings. The six
areas included under the Program Accountability initiative accounted for
nearly 31 percent of the monitoring findings, with over one-third of these
relating to financial management systems. Other monitoring areas with
appreciable proportions of monitoring findings were relocation (10 percent),
environment (11 percent), and labor standards (6 percent). These findings
could range from major to minor substantive or procedural performance
concerns.
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TABLE 1-14
FY 1982 CPD MONITORING VISITS AND FINDINGS

Grantees Monitored Monitoring Findings®
Monitoring Area Number Percent Number Percent
Rehabil Tfabf: on
In-depth 281 49 459 16
Limited 203 35 102 3
Program Progress 459 80 73 2
Program Benefit 434 75 207 7
Environment
h-depth 310 54 255 9
Limited c 39 7 14 1
ACE?HQ}}E?A] ! ﬁ%nagemen t
In-depth 197 34 252 9
Limited 146 25 74 2
Procurement 217 38 102 3
Administrative Costs 214 37 121 4
Management System 240 42 142 5
Third Party Contractors 209 36 138 5
Personal Property Mgt. 191 33 89 3
Re}ocatio}r\n
n-de
R 238 % 23 9
Acquisition 213 37 136 5
HAP 193 33 53 2
Labor Standards 159 28 174 6
Fair Housing & Equal Oppor. 141 24 114 4
Citizen Participation 138 24 16 1
Eligibility of Activities 80 14 36 1
Other 57 10 43 2
Total 576 2789 T00%
a
HUD can register multiple findings in any monitoring area for any grantee
b monitored.
In-depth monitoring involved oversight by a technical specialist. Limited
monitoring involved oversight solely by a generalist. Grantees may be the
subject of both kinds of monitoring.
c

The number of grantees monitored for each accountability component is
understated as a result of FORMS instruction allowing the use of a residual
category for reporting non-findings in some or all of the accountability
areas.

SOURCET US.  Department of Housing and Urban Development, community Planning

and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division. Compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.
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1982 COMPLIANCE ACTIONS

Two sections of the CDBG statute (Section 104(d) and Section 111) provide HUD
with authority to impose sanctions on grantees for inadequate performance.
Section 104(d¥ authorizes the Secretary to "make appropriate adjustments in
the amount of annual grants in accordance with his findings pursuant” to three
performance determinations. Section 111 provides authority to invoke
sanctions for grantee non compliance which overlaps in substantive coverage
but significantly diverges in procedural standards from Section 104. Since
the inception of the program, HUD has emphasized the use of Section 104
adjustment authority as a basis for reducing or conditioning a succeedin4
year's grant and has thereby avoided the more detailed and rigorous procedura
standards of Section 111. In addition, a third section (Section 109)
prohibits several forms of discrimination and specifies procedures and
alternative sanctions to ensure compliance.

Contract Conditioning. Most deficiencies in local compliance with the
requirements of Title 0and other applicable Federal laws are resolved through
letters and notices to grantees; however, HUD has also used grant contract
conditioning to remedy noncompliance. The conditioning of an entitiement
grant request is an administrative action in which the full entitlement is
approved but the obligation or utilization of funds for affected activities is
restricted until the condition is satisfied.

n the ast, ch comdditti o s have .heen imposed on the subse ue t year's gramt
or ba p’erﬁ‘u ormance-re J‘ def?c?encq‘gs or nf unreso %ppﬂcagwn-

related def|C|enC|es found during that year's HUD appl|cat|on rewew process.

] In May, 1981, in response to the uneven use of contract conditioning by some
field offices, HUD issued CPD Notice 81-5 to the field which tightened the
procedures for imposing grant conditions. Field offices were instructed to
consider special contract conditions for performance deficiencies only when
the evidence of noncompliance would warrant a reduction of the pending
application under Section 104(d). After review and agreement by the Central
Office on the need for and the nature of the performance-related condition,
the affected grantee was to be promptly notified of HUD's conclusions and of
the possibility of conditions or other sanctions in the event of a failure to
address identified deficiencies. The Notice stressed that communication
between the parties and resolution of issues through negotiation were
preferable to the imposition of conditions or other sanctions. The notice

I also indicated that HUD field offices could independently impose conditions

concerning unresolved application deficiencies where it would have otherwise

been necessary to recommend a grant disapproval or reduction.

The trend away from conditioning which began in FY 1981 continued in FY 1982
with three percent of the grantees or 22 grantees conditioned compared to 19
percent or 124 grantees in FY 1981. Since FY 1980, when conditioning reached
its highest level, there has been an eighty-two percent reduction in the
annual number of entitlement grantees conditioned.

The reduction in the number of grantees conditioned during FY 1982 was due
primarily to the elimination of the CDBG application and HUD application
review process. Since there is no longer an application for HUD to review and
approve, application-related conditioning is no longer done.
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While application and application-related conditions are no longer placed on
entitlement grants, HUD has continued to condition succeeding grant awards for
performance-related noncompliance concerns. The number of grantees
conditioned for performance-related reasons in FY 1982 was down slightly from
Fy 1981. Three percent of all approved grantees were conditioned for
performance-related reasons in FY 1982 as compared to four percent in FY
1981. There were 26 performance-related conditions placed on 22 grantees in
Fy 1982. Of these conditions, ten related to HAP implementation problems,
eight to audit findings, three to financial management problems, two to
program capacity and one each to Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, labor
standards, and environmental concerns. Overall, the number of Fy 1982
performance conditions was down 58 percent from the 63 performance-related
conditions placed on FY 1981 grants.

Grant Reductions.  When efforts to reach an agreement with a grantee over
Per‘fmmmce concerns are unsuccessful , the Secretary may invoke Section 104(d)
'adjustment" authority and reduce a portion or all of the next year's award.
Ten entitlement recipients had their FY 1982 grant award partiaI{y reduced as
a result of past non-performance findings. In all, $2549,440 was reduced
from the ten grantees. The reductions ranged from $29,597 to $1,224,810.
Since the inception of the Block Grant program, 22 entitlement communities
have had their grants reduced as a result of audit findings. Of these
reductions, ten occurred in 1982.  Thus, 45 percent of all audit ?rant
reductions took plage in FY 1982, which indicates the strong emphasis placed
on the resolution OT audit findings.

One grantee with a $1.49 million grant was not awarded FY 1982 funds because
of TIts failure to provide the Secretary with satisfactory assurances
concerning compliance with the certification requirements of Title .

CLOSEOUT CF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

An ongoing Departmental responsibility and a major FY 1982 Secretarial
priority was the closeout of various community development projects and

grants.

CATEGORICAL GRANTS

Ore of the on-going responsibilities of the Department has been to close out
projects which were funded by the seven categorical community development
programs which predated the Block Grant program. At the beginning of FY 1974,
the year preceding initiation of the CDBG program, there were 6,958
outstanding projects, including 3,095 Open Space, 1,395 Water and Sewer, 1,631
Urban Renewal and Neighborhood Development, 492 Neighborhood FacilSties, 200
Code Enforcement, and 145 Model Cities projects. The great majority of these
proje)cts have been closed out, but a few projects remain active. (See Table
1-15.
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TABLE 1-15
NUMBER OF CATEGORICAL DEVELOPMENT PROUIECTS ACTIVE AT THE
START OF SELECTED FISCAL YEARS, 1975-1982

1975 1977 1979 1931 1982 1963
4862 220T 748 181 79 39

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community
Planning and Development, Office of Management, Budget Division.
Compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

During 1982, 26 (or 51 percent) of the remaining Urban Renewal and
Neighborhood Development Projects were closed out. HUD also closed out 12 (or
50 percent) of the Resource Projects, one (or 50 percent) of the Model Cities
programs, and one (or 50 percent) of the Code Enforcement programs.  The
remaining categorical workload at the start of FY 1983 was 39 projects of
which 25 were Urban Renewal and Neighborhood Development, 12 were Resource,
and one each was a Model Cities and Code Enforcement project.

HOLD HARMLESS GRANTS

The 1974 Housing and Community Development Act, as amended, created a category
ofttemflo_r‘gw enftltlem nt r?cipietnﬁ com os%d of s1r:nal,ler clties, which, whil$
g%e ggvetl*_aY Qgteggr?calo”g)]ruo ara?ﬁ’s 1coriie.{s“(‘;'["ldateaéj ﬁ,?{o‘gp,gaﬁg]4"1035,38”;,','185,%&3,
For the first three years of the CDBG program, these hol d-harmless communities
received a grant ~based upon their "average past categorical program
experience. hol d-harm1 ess allocation was reduced to two-thirds of formula
grant in FY 1978, one-third in FY 1979, and was eliminated in FY 1980. Once
phased out in FY 1980 or earlier by waiving hold harmless eligibility, these
smaller cities became eligible for the small cities competitive program.

The Department has made steady progress in closing out the five years of hold-

harmless grants. In FY 1982, 1,170 grants were closed out, and, at the
beginning of FY 1983, 1,192 remained to be closed out. (See Table 1-16).
Table 1-16

HOLD HARMLESS GRANTS CLCSEOUTS
BY FISCAL YEAR OF GRANTS

Fiscal Years
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 Total
Grants Made 740 729 716 682 666 0 3533

Grants C1osed

as of 9/81 266 242 238 217 208 —— 1,171
Grants c1osed in

FY 1982 240 240 237 230 223 _—— 1,170
Grants Remaining

to be Closed 234 247 241 235 235 -—- 1,192

SUURCE:  U.S. Department_of HousIng and Urban Development, Office of
Management, Data Systems and Statistics Division. Compiled by the
Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.
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PLANNING ASSISTANCE ( 701) PROGRAM

Section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954, as amended, authorized grants to
support State, areawide, and local comprehensive planning and management
rograms concerned with urban and rural development. The Program wes repealed
Ey Section 313(b) of the Housing and Community Development Amendments of
1981. In FY 1982, HUD field offices were able to closeout 281 projects or 98
percent of the projects scheduled for closeout that fiscal year. For FY 1983,
the closeout of 265 projects has been projected as a goal by the Department.

NEIGHBORHOOD SELF-HELP DEVELOPMENT GRANT PROGRAM

Title VIl of the Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1978
authorized grants and other forms of assistance to qualified neighborhood
organi zations to undertake housing, economic, and community devel opment and
other appropriate neighborhood conservation and revitalization projects in
low- and moderate-income neighborhoods.  Over 50 percent of the program
activities involwved housing rehabilitation. Other _activities 1nvol ved
economic development, rew housing construction, commercial revitalization and
devel opment, community development, and energy conservation.

The pro?_1am ‘was repealed effective October 1, 1981 pursuant to Section 313(a)
of the Housing and Community Devel opment Amendments of 1981.

In FY 1982, 14 of the 86 incomplete projects were closed out. The loss of
funds from other funding sources and the “unsettled financial market were the
major contributors to grantee delays in completing their work. A total of 42
of the 125 projects had been closed out by January 1983. The remaining 83
projects are expected to be closed out in Fy 1983 and FY 1984.
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PUBLIC FACILITIES AND
TMPROVEMENTS
(percenE)

Street Improvements

Malls and Walkways

Parking Facilities

Water and Sewer

Flood and Drainage

Parks, Recreation, etc.
Neighborhood Facilities
Sentor Centers .
Centers for the Handicapped
Other Public Facilities
Public Utilities _ _

Solid Waste Facilities
Spec. Asst. to Priv. Util.
Interim Assistance
Removal of Arch. Barriers
Fire Protection Facilities
Foundations and Air Rights
Payments for Loss of Rent

REHABILITATION
percent

Private Property
Public Res. Striuctures
Pub. Housing Mod.

Code Enforcément
Historic Preservation

ACQU ISITION/CLEARANCE RELATED
%percenf}

Acquisition of Real Property
Clearance
Relocation
Di sposition
PUBLIC SERVICES
percent

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
(percent)

Local Development Corp.
Pub. Fac. and Imp. for ED
Comn. and Ind. Fac. for ED
Acquisition for ED

COMPLETION OF
"~ CATEGORTCAL PROGRAMS
{percent)

CONTINGENCIES AND LOCAL
TOPTIONS

(percent)

ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING
(percent)

Administration
Planning

TOTAL RESOURCES

Net Grant Amount

Program Income

Surplus Urban Renewal Funds
Loan Proceeds
Reprogramned Prior

Years" Funds

SOURCE:  US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Comnunit
¥S|s and Evaluation, CDBG Performance

Development, Offic
Mon?to?m

of
Ing and Eva?uatioﬁog

TABLE 1-17: PART 1
CDBG ENTITLEMENT CITY FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES
T BUDGET!

ED_1979-1982

(6oTTars 1n NMilTions)

1982 1981 1980 1979

$ 423.0 $ 569.4 $ 632.6 $ 712.4
(20.0) —(2%.0) “26.9) ~(Z28.8)
164.3 279.1 266.8 2785
24 10.0 14.1 14.3

7 94 238 12.1

44.0 68.9 66.7 78.8
14.3 16.6 213 39.1
55.0 67.3 81.2 104.5
19.4 49.0 70.2 67.9

8.3 96 14.7 16.8

14 8.2 86 72

89.4 34 56 315

.9 27 46 73

25 1.3 11 22

——- .2 .3 .4

40 224 28.3 25.1

6.8 110 13.2 134

96 95 9.7 12.4

—— 12 d .1

- .2 24 .5

$ 768.1 $ 816.0 $ 752.8 $ 702.6
6. (38.9) “132.0) “128.3)
584.2 610.7 575.9 4716
108.9 115.0 88.5 133.6
125 27.0 284 29.7
52.6 52.2 475 53.4
99 11 125 14.3

$ 176.0 $ 260.4 $ 278.7 $ 324.7
(8.3) {11.6) (11.9) (13.7)
92.3 1413 151.0 182.6
455 538 60.2 65.3
31.0 545 58.8 68.8
7.2 10.8 8.7 80

$ 195.1 $ 180.3 $ 180.1 $ 191.2
(9.7) (7.6) (7.7) (7.7)
$ 174.1 $ 121.5 $ 119.4 $ 892
(8.2) 5.1) (5.1) 376)
73.7 74.8 68.5 38.4
31.7 16.5 225 22.3
525 19.1 18.0 17.3
16.2 11 104 11.2

$ 3.6 $ 19.8 $ 36.8 $ 43.1
I.5) 1T .8) (1.5) UT.7)
$ 47.3 $ 79.9 $ 95.3 $ 102.4
. [ 3.%4) 40 )

$ 303.4 $ 327.1 $ 255.0 $ 304.2
T14.3) (13.8) ~10.8) 172.3)
253.4 272.1 205.9 250.0
50.0 55.0 49.1 54.2
$2118.6 62374.3 $2350.7 $2471.1
1963.9 2196.8 2216.8 2282.7
485 58.0 35.7 57.1
65 6.9 11.7 14.9
23.4 31.1 23.8 15.7
76.3 815 62.7 100.7
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TABLE 1-17: PART 2
CDBG_ENTITLEMENT CITY BUDGETED FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES,

/5-19/8
(Dollars in Millions)
1978 1977 1976 1975
PUBLIC FACILITIES AND
IMPROVEMENTS $ 751.8 $ 80.2 $ 759.4 $ 601.5
(percent) {30.8) (34.6) (33.9) .
Public Works, Facilities,
and Site Improvements 751.4 830.1 759.2 601.3
Payments for Loss of
Rental Income A .1 .2 -
REHABILITATION $ 402.3 $ 320.5 $ 285.3 $ 228.0
(percent) {16.5) (13.7) (12.7) SV Y)
Rehabilitation Loans
and Grants 3%6.8 294.0 25.4 195.7
Code Enforcement 455 .5 2.9 .3
ACQUISITION/CLEARANCE RELATED $ 527.8 $ 440.0 $ 420.1 $ 436.4
(percent) (21.6) (18.0) . (21.7)
Acquisition of Real Property 2077 225.5 215.5 240.0
Clearance, Demolition, and
Rehabilitation 234.8 125.8 12.5 105.8
Disposition of Real Property 438 3.7 70 31
Relocation Payments and
Ass istance &.5 8.0 &.1 87.5
PUBLIC SERVICES $ 220.6 $ 174.6 $ 149.1 $ 87.4
(percent) {9.0) (7.3) (6.7) (3.4)
Provision of Public Services 20.5 163.1 13%6.4 2.2
Special Projects for the
Elderly and Handicapped 2.1 11.5 12.7 15.2
COMPLETION OF PRIOR
CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS $ 113.9 $ 204.4 $ 261.1 $ 320.9
{percent) &7 { 8.5) a7 (16.0)
Completion of Urban Renewal
Land Projects 76.0 151.9 154.3 158.1
Continuation of Model Cities
Activities 2.4 17.6 66.4 132.2
Payment of Non-Federal Share 3.5 A9 40.4 0.6
CONTINGENCIES AND LOCAL
OPTIONS $ 86.2 $ 107.3 $ 93.6 $ 97.2
[ ] (3.5 { 4.5) (4.2) { 4.9)
ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING $ 335.0 $309.3 $ 270.6 $ 232.5
(percent) 13.7) (12.9) (1Z.7) (11.8)
Administration 1.5 229.5 201.4 150.6
Planning and Management
Development 8.5 7.8 69.2 81.9
TOTAL RESOURCES $2437.6 $2395.3 $2239.2 $2003.9
Net Grant Amount 2295.8 2263.3 2115.9 1986.9
Program Income 31.3 14.4 1.6 5.7
Surplus Urban Renewal Funds 2.5 48.6 4.2 6.1
Loan Proceeds ns .2 .1 .4
Reprogrammed Prior
Years' Funds 7.2 68.8 04 48

SOURCE  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and
Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG Performance
Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases.
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TABLE 1-18: PART 1
CDBG_URBAN COUNTY FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES

BUDGETED 1979-1982
(boTTars in MilTions)
1982 1981 1980 1979
PUBLIC FACILITIES AND IMPROVEMENTS $ 155.6 $171.1 $ 178.5 $ 185.6
(percent) . {39.3) . .
Street Improvements 512 6L.2 6.5 60.8
Malls and Walkways 1.0 15 15 17
Parking Facilities 10 17 19 2.5
Water and Sewer 23 25 L6 47.6
Flood and Drainage 9.3 10.7 9.9 n.2
Parks, Recreation, etc. 13.1 171 15.8 17.1
Neighborhood Facilities ns 10.7 138 16.5
Senior Centers 7.9 1.3 10.8 122
Centers for the Handicapped 11 .9 18 13
Other Public Facilities 174 .7 .7 .8
Public Utilities .1 13 16 .6
Solid Waste Facilities 19 2 - .2
Spec. Asst. to Priv. Util. -— .1 .4 .1
Interim Assistance .1 5 .4 .4
Removal of Arch. Barriers 38 58 6.9 6.0
Fire Protection Facilities 32 4.2 3.6 39
Foundations and Air Rights - - .- .6
Payments for L0oSS of Rent ——- - - -
REHAB L ITATION $ 117.4 $ 135.7 $ 109.6 $ 94.4
(percent) (28.5) (31.2) {26.0) .
Private Property 110.1 119.1 97.2 84.0
Public Res. Structures 16 5.4 3.3 34
Pub. Housing Mod. 11 2.2 21 16
Code Enforcement 3.0 6.6 4.8 29
Historic Preservation 16 24 22 25
ACQUEBITION/CL EARANCE RELATED $ 189 $ 32,9 $ 37.2 $ 37.0
(percent) (4.6) (7.6) ( 8.8) (9.1)
Acquisition of Real Property 133 247 2.3 5.9
Clearance 23 39 35 49
Relocation 33 41 44 49
Disposition - .2 - .3
PUBLIC SERVICES $ 18.4 $ 76 $ 8.0
» (percent) 4.5 TT7) a5 ( 2.0)
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT $ 31.2 $ 11,5 $ 10.3 $ 82
(percent) {7.6) (2.6) ( 2.4) (2.0)
Local Development Corp. n2 72 5.7 3.7
Pub. Fac. and Imp. for ED 6.7 2.6 12 19
Comm. and Ind. Fac. for BED n4 .5 18 19
Acquisition for ED 19 12 16 .7
COMPLETION OF PRIOR
CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS $ .7 $ .7 $ 1.2 $ 2.1
(percent) .2) ( .2) { .3)  .5)
= CONTINGENCIES AND LOCAL
OPTIONS $ 15.9 $ 219 $ 24.1 $ 2.0
| ) ] (379) (5.0) {5.7) ((5.3)
ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING $ 55.2 $ 54.3 $ S5 $ 51.1
(percent) (13.3) (12.5) (12.9) (12.0)
Administration 4.3 4.5 46.4 40.1
Planning 139 8.8 8.1 11.1
TOTAL RESOURCES $ 412.6 $ 435.0 $ 421.8 $ 406.2
Net Grant Amount 404.3 247 417.3 396.0
Program Income 2.4 3.7 13 2.2
Surplus Urban Renewal Funds 1.1 .- --- 33
Loan Proceeds 3 10 -—- ---
Reprogrammed Prior
Years' Funds 45 5.6 3.2 4.7

SOURCE:  US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and
Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG Performance
Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases.
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€pBG URBAN COUNTY FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITES,

TABLE 1-18: PART 2

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND
IMPROVEMENTS
(percent)

Public Works, Facilities,
and Site Improvements
Payments for Loss of
Rental Income

REHABILITATION
percent

Rehabilitation Loans
and Grants
Code Enforcement

ACQUISITION/CLEARANCE RELATED
(percent)

Acquisition of Real Property

Clearance , Demolition, and
Rehabi litation

Disposition of Real Property

Relocation Payments and
Assistance

PUBLIC SERVICES
percent

Provision of Public Services

SEeciaI Proaects for the
Iderly and Handicapped

COMPLETION OF PRIOR
CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS

{percent)

Completion of Urban Renewal
Land Projects .
Continuation of Model Cities

Activities
Payment of Non-Federal Share

CONTINGENCIES AND LOCAL
UPTTONS

(percent)

ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING
(percent)

Adm inistration
Planning and Management
Development

TOTAL RESOURCES

Net Grant Amount

Program Income

Surplus Urban Renewal Funds
Loan Proceeds
Reprogrammed Prior

Years® Funds

BUDGETED 1975-1978

(DeTTars in MIITIONS)

1978 1977 1976 1975
$ 166.0 $ 156.9 $ 102.9 $ 40.8
135y . N 137.3)
166.0 156.9 102.9 40.8
$ 639 $ 521 $ 282
s . . ——I20
60.6 49.6 25.8 11.7
33 25 24 20
$ 493 $ 478 § 327 $ 174
13.2) T(18.5) TU(15.3) .
28.7 31.2 22.1 11.2
14.8 11.2 7.1 42
- -— - 1
58 5.4 35 19
$ 165 $ 108 $ 70 $ 4.1
R . 1 3.3 T 3.8)
6.7 6.8 36 2.6
98 4.0 34 15
$ 56 $ 39 §$ 49 $ 74
1.5 (1.2Y “12.3) TE.87
3.1 .9 .2 15
.1 — .9 43
24 30 38 1.6
$ 18.6 $ 194 $ 120 $ 6.4
1507 . “{5.5) T5.9)
$ 527 $ 413 $ 257 $ 19.4
. 123y T(1Z.07 TI73y
36.1 274 15.1 9.0
16.6 13.9 10.6 104
$ 372.8 $ 3324 $ 2135 $ 109.2
368.1 327.7 208.1 108.9
.3 .3 . .3
11 — 13 ---
33 44 40 -=-

SOURCE:  US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and
Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG Performance

Monitoring and Evaluation

ata Bases.




METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX

JOB CREATION IMPACT SECTION

The calculation of the non-construction employment impacts and the
distribution of jobs generated by occupational cafegories is based on the
Factbook for Estimating the Mayoner of Federal Programs, Bulletin 1832,
T.S. Depariment _of Labor, _Bureal of Labor statistics, 13/5. Construction

. r,_BU
estimates are based on Robert Ball, "Employment Created by Construction
Expenditures,” Monthly Labor Review, December 1981. The tables in these
sources present_ry_l_d‘_t“‘r;)_tsec Ional— distributions of employment generated by each
billion dollar of expenditures for each category of demand.

The tables found in the Factbook for Estimating the Mayponer Needs of Federal
Programs are derived from an inter-industry employmert model that traces final
demand for goods and services through each sector of the economy, determining
the labor time required in each ‘sector to support these purchases. — An
industry-occupation model then distributes employment in each industry into
occupafional ' categories. The construction-related employment estimates
included in this section are based on these models, as well as Bureau of Labor
Statistics surveys of labor and material requirements for various types of
construction activities.

Calculatjons wtilizing these tables re uire three—stcljpae process. First,
CDBG budget Iine items must be allocate! to the appropriate 'demand category.

or example, water and sewer budget line expemditures were considered; for
8f employment czﬁ%cuelratlong,J as Sewer ’i'?orks ang Lines. In cases Wwhere

F

gugooses_ ( i _
udget lines did "not precisely match the damend categories presented in the
table, conservative choices were mace.  In the above example, water and sewer
expenditures include facilities as well as lines and might have been allocated
to the demend category of Sewer Lines:plants. This would have resulted in
slightly higher job estimates than are presented in Table 1-8.

Additionally, employment figures for Housing Rehabilitation and Street
Improvements are based on estimates for rew construction. _Rehabilitation and
repair activities could be expected to be more labor-intensive than rew
construction. Thus, the empl requirements for these activities
presented here are probably understated.

The next step IS the application of the appropriate price deflators for each
demad sector in order to render current budget figures for Fy 1982 into
constant dollars. Dollar amounts in non-construction categories are deflated
to constant 1972 dollars employed in the Factbook by using Implicit Price
Deflators for the Third Quarterof 1982 (See Department of Comnerce, Bureau of
Economic Analysis, Survey of Current Business, Nowember 1982, p. 10, Table
7.1). FY 1982 consl_t'H_l'l—d_ﬂTruc ion dolfars are deflated to the 1980 constant dollars
used in Ball through application of the appropriate construction cost index
é{see Department of Comnerce, Bureau of Industrial Economics, Construction
eview, November/December 1982, p. 48, Table E-1).

Finally, the emp'loiyment estimates are corrected to account for the
productivit chan'ge_ n each sector from the base years used in the Factbook
and in Ball. djustment factors for on-site émployment requirements in
construction are from Ball, p. 43, Table 5. Factors for supplier industries
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in construction and for non-construction activities are based on Bureau of
Labor Statistics productivity indexes (see US. Department of Labor, Bureau of
Labor Statistics, Monthly Labor Review, January 1983, p. 100, Tables 27-28).

Care should be exercised in interpreting the employment impact figures
presented in the tables. These figures should be regarded as estimates of
total job opportunities supported rather than as actual jobs created. CDBG
expenditures in the aggregate may, in part, contribute to sustaining jobs
already created through spending in prior program years. The jobs created per
million dollars of program funding may be better understood ‘as additional
employment generated for each million dollar increment over past funding
levels. Moreover, no calculation of the substitution effects of block grant
spending has been made. It is possible, for example, that these funds may
replace money previously spent by localities for the same purposes.

CDBG_PERFORMANCE MONITORING AND EVALUATION DATA BASES

Entitlement city data used in this chapter were taken from CDBG

Applications/Statements of Projected Use of Funds and Grantee Performance

Reports submitted by the 200 cities in the CDBG Evaluation sample. Complete

descriptions of the CDBG Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases

coding procedures, and sampling procedures are found in the Methodologicaf

Appendix of previous annual reports. See US. Department of Housing and Urban
e

Developmard, The Sixth Annual Report to Congress on the Commuhity veIo%ment
Block Grant Program, U.S. Government Printing 1Ce, Washington, D.C., .
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FOOTNOTES

In addition to the deregulatory actions described in the chapter, the
following CPD-related deregulatory actions were also undertaken in 1982:

¢ As deregulation actions were completed on CPD's rules, efforts were
refocused on the review of Departmental issuances, publications, forms,
and reports. An initial review of CPD issuances in 1981 eliminated over
2,000 pages of Handbooks. A second review, completed in June 1982,
rescinded an additional 1,500 pages. Concurrently, CPD publications in
the Department's inventory were reduced by over 75 percent with the
cancellation of 75 obsolete, duplicative, and unnecessary documents.

0 Public Use Reports, which are measured in "burden hours", were
significantly decreased as a result of CPDs deregulation actions.
CPD's FY 1983 Information Collection Budget Request dropped to slightly
over 400,000 burden hours from the FY 1980 base year allocation of 1.6
million hours, a 75 percent reduction.

0 Another deregulatory initiative affecting CPD programs involved the
elimination of the Urban Impact Analysis procedure. The Presidential
Task Force concluded that HUD and other agencies prepared time-consuming
analyses of the impacts of selected programs and policy initiatives on
cities, other comnunities, and counties under Executive Order 12074 and
OMB Circular A-116.  The procedure was found by the Task Force to be
ineffective and duplicative of other impact analyses. For these reasons
and because the Task Force concluded that the procedures often delayed
Federal decision-making and slowed the implementation of projects
benefidcigl to local communities, the Executive Order and Circular were
rescinded.

Prior to the 1981 Amendments, block grants which were not applied for and
grant funds recaptured by HUD as a result of non-performance were
reallocated to other grantees within the same SMSA on a discretionary basis
by HUD. The 1981 Amendments reallocated these funds in the succeeding
fiscal year to other participating entitlement communities within the SMSA
according to several statutorily-defined conditions.

Of the two entitlement cities which received the most dramatic increases in
their grants as a result of the 1982 reallocation process:

0 Ore community received a 31 percent increase in its 1982 grant as a
result of a $544,000 reduction in the grant of the only other
entitlement recipient in the SMSA.

0 Another community received a 29 percent increase in its 1982 grant
because the only other eligible entitlement comnunity had not applied
for a 1981 grant.

See Bunce, Harold and Glickman, Norman, "The Spatial Dimensions of the
Community Development Block Grant Program: Targeting and Urban Impacts" in
Glickman, Norman, ed. The Urban Impacts of Federal Policies. Baltimore:
The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1980. Using a set of national input-
output multipliers, Bunce and Glickman calculated that $2.051 billion of
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diﬁ_ct CDBG expenditures generated a total gross expenditure of $4.042
billion.

Employment figures for Housing Rehabilitation and Street Improvements are
based” on estimates for rew construction. Rehabilitation and repair
activities could be expected to be more labor-intensive than rew
construction, Thus, the employment requirements presented here are
probably understated .

Because of the submission schedule for Grantee Performance Reports and the
time required to code and edit the information, the most recent available
actual expenditure information covers the 1980 program year.
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CHAPTER 2: THE SMALL CITIES COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the Community Development Block Grant Program for Non-
Entitled Areas. FY 1982 is the first year in which States have been given the
option of participating in a new State-administered small cities program
established by the Housing and Community Development Act of 1981, or the
option of continuing under the HUD-administered small cities program which has
been In existence since 1974.

The information 1is organized into four main sections: The first section
summarizes the results of the first year under the new Omnibus_ Budget
Reconciliation Act.  The second section describes the legislative and
regulatory hlstog%’behlnd the new Act. The third section presents the actions
taken by 3L of States electing to participate in the new program -- the
design and implementation of their own program decisions. The fourth section
describes the actions of the 14 States deciding to continue under  HUD-
administration of the prograr.

OVERVIEW

As one of the New Federalism initiatives, the State Community Development
Block Grant Program serves as a _prime example of increased flexibility in
program design —and _implementation resulting in_ varied and innovative
aﬁp[oaches. hirty-six States and Puerto Rico tailored their programs to
their own needs and those of their communities. The extent to which the
prggram's flexibility was used by the States to develop their own programs is
evident from the following factors.  First, there was an increase in the
number of applications by units of general local government. Secondly, there
was an increase In the number of awards and a corresponding decrease in the
size of individual grants.  Thirdly, States pursued a greater variety of
development strategies.  Lastly, the States shifted the program®s emphasis
from addressing housing needs to focusing on public facilities and economic
development.

The first substantial change from the HUD-administered program was the large

increase in the number of applications from units of general local

government.  Three factors accounted for this change: extensive outreach

activities conducted by the States, an 1increase in the amount of CDBG funds

gO|n8 to the States, and grantee anticipation of an increase In the number of
S

awards.
Consistent with the Administration®s policy and legislative intent, the States

engaged In extensive outreach activities with their small cities.  The
activities encompassed both program design and implementation. States engaged
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policy advisory committees, associations, elected officials, State staffs, and
individual cifizens for input on program design. The States then widel
advertised the program through newsletters, public forums, and meeting wit
elected and appointed officials. Not only did these activities spur interest,
but many States actually invited appplications -- especially from cities which
had not previously recéived grants. As a result, the number of applications
In FY 1982 incredsed by 63 percent over FY 1981. _However, the Increase was
not uniform. Eight States more than doubled their applications, while six
States received fewer applications.

Not only did the number of applications increase, the number of awards
increased by 75 percent. . The increase in the number of awards was directly
related to “the decrease in the size of the average grant. In FY 1981, thée
average grant size was $485,000. In FY 1982, fhe -average grant size was

$219,000.

There was also wide variation in the percentage of applications which resulted
In awards. For example, ten States awarded grants to fewer than_one-fifth of
the applications_they received. On the other hand, one State, uslng a formula
system for distributing funds, funded every application it received.

State versatility is most ?ra%hlcally shown In the variation of development
strategies. Onone end of the speCtrum, a few States chose a strategy of
targeting. grants to achieve maximum impact in a limited number of
jurisdictions. The result was a decrease In the number of awards from the
previous year, but an increase in the average amount of those awards. On the
other hand, some States chose to distribute funds widely.  Using this
strategy, many States substantially increased the number of ‘awards, although
awards were “smaller than previous years.  The remaining States chose
strategies between these two extremes.

The opportunity available to bhoth States and grantees is shown in the shifts
in funding from FY 1981 to FY 1982, In FY 1981, 43 percent of the grants went
to housing, 30 percent to public facilities, and 23 percent to multi-activi
grants, with the m?Jor!ty going for housing and public facilities. In F
1982, the mix of undmc{ shifted dramatically. = Only 12 percent went to
hOUSIU%, 47 percent went to public facilities, and 24 percent went to multi-
activity grants, with slightly over half going to housing and public
facilities. For the first time, a significant share -- 17 percent -- went to

economic development.

The change in program emphasis from housing to public facilities and_economic
development closely corresponds to spending priorities identified
localities. In 1978, HUD funded a study of developmental needs of smal
cities. In that study, local officials identified problem areas In housing
conditions and local employment, but they most often ranked public facilities
as their first priority for improvement.
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Not only did the activities change but the program grantees changed. More
grants were given to cities In each population group, with cities under 1,000
In population rece|V|ng the largest increase in the number of grants. Smaller
cities received more tunds for public facilities, while economic development
and multi-activity grants were important for larger cities.

The HUD-administered portion of the Small Cities Program also underwent
changes. An_ important objective of the "Administration is the reduction of
burdens on State and local government and citizens. This objective was
achieved through a streamlining of the application or review process.
Apply|nq for a grant IS now much easier than before, yith the time required
for applying for grants has been reduced by 68 percent.

In other_ ways, the HUD program was closer to the performance of previous
years. The ‘number of applications was up_ nine percent, perhaps a function of
the simplified application process, especially the elimination of the Housing
Assistance Plan requirement.  However, the number of awards was down one
percent and the mean grant size was up 10 percent . Fifty-three percent of
the grants and 44 percent of the funds went to single purpose grants, while 55
percent of the awards and 56 percent of the funds went to comprehensive
grants.  Forty-seven percent of the awards were multi-activity commitments
which had been made prior to FY 1982. Like the State-administered program,
four-fifths of the HUD grants were %;ven to municipalities. Counties received
17 percent and other governmental bodies received less than five percent of
the awards. Most HUD grants were given to cities with populations between

2,500 and 10,000 persons.

The Small Cities Program underwent profound changes in FY 1982: the principal
changes were the creation of the State program and simplification of the HUD-
administered program. The most striking contrast between the two programs was

%hedeeX|b|I|ty exercised by the States In program design, implementation, and
unding.
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RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

The Small Cities Community Development Block Grant Brogram was initiated with
the Housing and Comnunity Development Act of 1974° to develop viable urban
communities, provide decent housing and suitable living environments, and
expand economic opportunities principally for persons of low and moderate
income.  This objective was to be achiéved through activities which "will
benefit low and roderate income families, aid in the prevention of slums or
blight; or meet other community devefopment needs having a particular

urgency .

Funds for small cities of under 50,000 persons that were not central cities
were administered by HUD on a discretionary, competitive basis. Non-metro
areas competed separately from metro areas, and communities with comprehensive
programs covering several years of development competed separately from
communities meeting a single need in one year. Funds were allocated among the
States on the basis of two formulas which took into account each State's
population, with substandard housing and poverty double weighted.

As part of the Administration's New Federalism initiative, the State Community
Development Block Grant Program for Non-Entitled Areas was authorized hy the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1981. The States were given a new
role In the Community Development Block Grant Program.  States, at their
option, could administer the FY 1982 small cities block grant program and
distribute funds among their respective communities. The legislation put
minimum conditions on a State's exercising 1its opfion to administer the
program, sometimes referred to as "buy-in" provisions.™ The requirements were
met when the Governor of the State certified that the State would, iIn non-

entitled areas:
* -
plan for community development activities;
*  provide technical assistance to local communities;

*  provide, out of State resources, funds matchin% at least 10 percent
of the State's comnunity development block grant; and

*  consult with local elected officials in designing the method of
distribution.

The Secretary was authorized, for example, to review the timeliness of each
States" funding distribution system and the States" system conformance to the
States method of distribution, to determine whether States reviewed grantee
performance and whether States complied with applicable laws.

The 1981 Act also brought additional changes to the HUD-administered Small
Cities Block Grant Program. New provisions reduced the lengthy application to
only a statement of community development objectives and a §ummaqy of
projected use of funds,which in the case of States, is an outline of the
method of distributing funds to non-entitled communities, and certifications
of compliance with applicable laws. Post grant review and audit was
emphasized rather than the application process.The Housing Assistance Plan
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(HAP) _requirements were eliminated. The Act also simplified citizen
gart|C|pa1|on requirements, eliminated some restrictions on the use of funds
or public service activities, and added a new eligible activity: direct
assistance to private businesses in support of economic development.

Thus, the Small Cities program has undergone a _ profound change from a
conpletely HUD-administered program to a program in which States have the
major implementing role.

APPROPRIATIONS

In the 1981 Act, Congress simplified the way funds were allocated to Small
Cities and increased their share. Thirty percent of Title I funds, excluding
amounts provided for Section 107 and Section 119, was;allocated for States "use
in both metro non-entitled and non-metro communities.

The result of this chan?e in_ the method for allocating funds for CDBG
programs, was that the small cities allocation increased by approximately five
percent.  The increase for small cities was intended to correspond to the
relative needs of these areas in relation to the entitlement program. The
same proportion will be allocated to the Small Cities Program In 1983.

REGULATORY ACTIONS

In implementing the State Community Development Block Grant Program, HUD
adopted a policy to give maximum feasible deference to State interpretation of
the statutory ‘requirements consistent with .the Secretary's obligation to
insure compliance with the intent of Congress.b

Interim  regulations were first published in November 1981, and final
regulations were published in April 1982. The final regulations allowed
States a_ substantial amount of flexibility to design their methods of
distributing funds and establish policies and ‘procedures for their programs.

In addition, the regulations allowed the States to define low and moderate
income, a key concept relatlnP to national objectives, within the
parameters of the regulations (also moderate-income persons could not be
served to the exclusion of lower-income persons).

In contrast for the State-administered program regulations, the revised HUD-
administered regulations changed the number of selection factors from eight

4 to three. The selection factors retained were: the community's basic need, as
measured by absolute and relative poverty; pro%[am impact on _the community®s
needs, and outstanding past performance In meeting basic national objectives
In the area of fair housing and equal opportunity.

In addition, the awarding of points based on the percentage of lower-income
persons has been deleted in order to provide communities greater flexibility
in addressing locally identified needs and in choosing activities meeting one
of the three broad national objectives. The weight of the program impact
factor was increased for single applications to achieve comparability with
comprehensive applications. Categories were modified in which housing effort
and equal opportunity points could be earned.
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STATE-ADMIN ISTERED SMALL CITIES PROGRAM

PROGRAM OPERATION

Congressional intent in enact|n% the State-administered Small Cities program
was to meet the objectives of the block grant program while allowing States
and_non-entitlement cities to tailor programs to the needs and conditions of
their jurisdictions. Thirty-six States and Puerto Rico chose to administer
the program in FY 1982. “These States were located in every region and
represented a gogd_mlx of large and small, populous and sparsely populated
States. HUD administered the program for the fourteen States which declined
to assume the program.  Figure 2-1 depicts the distribution of State-
administered and HUD-administered States.

Figure 2-1
STATE CDBG PROGRAM
STATES PARTICIPATING IN THE Fy 1982 PROGRAM

ALASKA HAWAL | PUERTO RICO

[L] STATE ADMINISTERED $763 million
Bl HUD ADMINISTERED  $257 million

Source: Department of Housin? and Urban Development, Office of Community
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation, Small Cities Data Base, 1982.

States which did not assume program administration in the first year had
generally cited one of three reasons: delay of Hub's final regulations, lack
of State Legislature approval, and recommendations from involved groups. In
every case but one, these States felt they needed more time to assess their
capacities before deciding to participate.
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Administrative Structure. In every cage, States chose existing State agencies
or offices to administer the program.  Table 2-1 shows the various agencies
chosen by the State for the program.

Table 2-1
STATE AGENCIES ADMINISTERING THE STATE CDBG PROGRAM
FY 1982
AGENCIES Number of States
Departments of Community Development Affairs 14
Economic Development and Community Development
DeBartments
State

_Iannin% Agencies
Economic and Industrial Development
Governor®s Office
Other Agencies
Total

SOurce: Ine_state Community Development BIOCK Grant Program. INe FIrSt
Year's Experience: Cambridge, Wass., Urban Systems Research and
Engineering, Inc., draft report, February 16. 1983. Contract HC-

5546 with the Office of Policy Development and Research, HUD.

&"Ihmwmo

The size of the agency varied with the State grants -- ranging between two or
three and 24 full-time persons and one to five part-time persons. Some of the
staff were already working on block grant type activities. Other were added
with the inception of the State Program.

The 1981 Act allowed each State to use ug to two percent of its block grant
allocation for administrative costs if the amount used was matched by State
funds. The Act also required States to use their own funds to match at least
10 percent of the block grant allocation. Most States used all of the two
gercent_for administrative costs. A few used less than two percent, and one

tate did not use CDBG funds for administrative costs. In fact, several
States noted that it would be difficult to administer the progran without the
two percent set-aside. Most States also easily met the 10% match requirement
and were able to show additional State funds provided for housing and
community development activities in non-entitled areas.

The State administering agencies were frequently complemented by the use of
sub-State planning agencies. _In many States, thése planning agencies were the
major source of technical assistance for smaller communities by providing help
In the preparation of grant applications and grant administration.
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Program Design Process. States used a number of resources in designing their
ﬁrog[am, including _the Governors, local officials, advisory committees, public
earings and opinion surveys.  In most States_ policy advisory committees
appointed by the Governors were major influences In shaping the program.

The States engaged in an extensive variety of outreach activities to_obtain
small cities® "input into the program design, to acquaint small cities with the
program and to encourage the submission of applications. Most States
established direct communication with the cities through workshops, training
sessions, forums, regional meetings, booklets, bulletins, and newsletters.
States involved the cities in establishing priorities, designing the funding
systems, and commenting on form and procedures.

In designing the programs, the States developed priorities for the funding.
Table 2-2 shows these priorities.

Table 2-2
COMMON STATE CDBG PROGRAM PRIORITIES
FY 1982
Activity Number of S&ﬂgs“
Economic Development 33
Public Facilities 27
Housing for Low/Moderate-Income Persons 26

1 Most States had multiple priorities. Therefore, the sum of the
States will exceed the number of States participating in the
program. Most States had at least five priorities.

1h :

: r dge, ass. ystens
Research and Engineering, Inc., draft report, February 16,
1983. Contract HC-5546, with the Office of Policy Development
and Research, HUD.

In_designing their programs the States had to determine how the primary
objectives of the Act would be applied, establish appropriate definitions for
each, and develop standards by which the objectives could be measured. Most
States established a_special “set-aside or competition_for_ the urgent needs
objective. _ The applicants were generally required to justify their projects
based on either of the two objectives --"benefits to low- and moderate-income

persons or elimination of slums and bl ight.

Under the Federal standard, the metropolitan low and moderate benefit standard
Is 80 percent of the median_ family income for the whole_ SMSA.  For non-
entitled areas, the standard is 80 percent of the median family income for all
non-metropolitan areas. Thirty-two States adopted the Federal definition of
low and moderate income.

Source:
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One State defined moderate income as 90 percent of the median family income;
another State defined low and moderate income as 75 percent of the median and
a third defined low and moderate income as 90 percent of the median.

Twenty-five States used a rating system which assigned points to Bropogals.
Twenty-four of those 25 States assigned points for projects which benefitted
low- and moderate-income persons. On average, those 24 States gave 22 percent
of the total points for low and moderate income bhenefits. Four States which
did not have a low and moderate-income factor did, however, institute a
threshold to guarantee reasonable benefit to low- and moderate-income persons.

Selection Systems. In allocating funds for units of general local government,
State governments followed. one of four selection methods: competitive,
formula, sub-state allocation, and a hybrid of other methods. In a
competitive system, the State conducted erther a general competition, where
all applicants competed for funds agglnst all other applicants, or a project-
type competition, where funds were divided into sub-competitions based on the
type of activities (for example, economic development, housing, etc.).  Some
States chose a formula system where funds were distributed on the basis of
community size and relative need. In other States the funds were allocated to
sub-State regions and competitions were held with the FQ?IOHS. One State used
a hybrid system which included one or more features from the other three
systems. The following table shows the various distribution systems and the
percent of funds allocated by each.
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TABLE 2-3
STATE CDBG PROGRAM DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

Number Percent!
of Funds
Type of System States Al located
Comget|t|ve
eneral 12 20
Project Type 10 35
Hybrid ] 4 15
Single/Multi-Purpose 4 6
Population-based 2 4
Competitive Total 32 a0
Formula _ 2 13
Sub-State Allocation 2 1
Hybrid 1 1
Total 37 %

1 Does not include four percent of all program funds distributed through
special discretionary grant programs in 13 States.

source: IThe State “CommunityDevelopment bBlock Grant Program: — The First

Year's Experience: Cambridge, Wass. , Urban Systems Research and
“Engineering, Inc., draft report, February 16, 1983. Contract HC-
, with the Office of Policy Development and Research, HUD.
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Table 2-4 illustrates the selection factors used in the FY 1982 competition.

Table 2-4
SELECTION FACTORS FOR THE FY 1982 COMPETITIONS
OF 31 PARTICIPATING STATES

SETection Factors NUTHeT 0T STateS™
Project Impact 0
Community Needs ) 26
Benefits to low/moderate income persons %g
Leveraging Other Funds

Employment Created/Retained 15

Local " Match Commitment 7

Equal OBBortun|ty 2

Prior CDBG Experience 5

Housing Commitment 6

Iyost States used a multiple selective factor. As a result the sum of the
States will exceed the actual number of States participating In the

progranm.

Source: 1nhe State Community Developrent BIOCK Grant Program: _ TNe First
Year's EXperience: Cambridge, MasS.: draft report, Urban SysStems
esearch and Engineering, Inc. February 16, 1983, Contract HC-
346 with the Office of Policy Development and Research, HUD.

Although most State officials reported that they had no major problems with
their selection systems, two-thirds expect to change the systems for FY
1983. These changes include refinements In the rating and review processes,
project types, and formulas. Many States would have preferred additional time
to consider alternate ways to assess low- and moderate-income levels to
improve housing data, and” to determine the desirability of certain types of

projects.
PROGRAM BENEFIT

Number of Applications.® A significant change from the HUD-administered
program was the Targe increase in the number of applications and the increased
number of recipients. Three factors accounted for this change: extensive
outreach activities conducted by the States, an increase in CDBG funds gO|n?
to small cities, and State intentions to fund a_larger number of smal

cities. As Table 2-5 shows, the number of applications in FY 1982 increased
by 60 percent over FY 1981. However, the increase was not uniform. Eight
States more ,than doubled their applications while six States received fewer

appl 1cations.

55




9§

Table 25
SUMMARY OF SVALL CITIES APPLICATIONS AND AWARDS
Fr 1981 AD Fy 1982

Number of Applications yIJEE[ 05 Ear.gs %%H%tionlﬂwards Ratio Average Amount of Award
STATE FY o0 FV% % _Change % Change ange FY‘Tgmg_FTTgB'Z_X_CWange
— (30007 T(3000)

Alabiuna 181 288 59 53 93 ) 29 32 10 434 154 (64
Arizona 27 60 122 11 A 209 41 57 39 435 133 (70;
Connecticut 37 55 48 17 17 0 46 3L (32) 318 340 6
Delaware 15 24 60 6 13 116 40 54 35 239 120 (50)
Georgia 172 312 8 45 59) 11 26 16 (38) 626 367 (42)
Idaho 49 76 55 12 9 (25) 24 12 (50) 309 338 9
I11inois 160 248 55 45 b (20) 28 15 (46) 681 367 (47)
lowa 189 373 97 44 81 84 23 2 (4) 369 196 (47)
Kentucky 99 228 130 23 2 2% 2 13 (43) 481 361 (25)
Loui s fiana 183 179 (3) 2 % 18 12 15 25 747 518 (31)
Maine 3 72 89 17 19 11 45 2% iaz} 45 282 (19)
Massachusetts 76 140 84 3 3 (6) 43 2 48 4Y9 441 (12)
Michigan 207 124 {40) ol 82 60 25 6 164 438 220 (50)
Mississippi 101 237 134 3 - - 33 - -- -- --
Missouri 246 504 104 51 7 3l 21 13 38) 334 188 (44)
Montana K7 48 50 1 13 18 A4 27 20) 386 279 (28)
Nebraska 104 203 9% 27 pal 162 2 b5 (34) 29 128 (57)
Nevada 11 6(2) 445 7 19 g&) gé‘r % {gg; %%% 3&37 ( :3
New J 57 1 4
North Carolina 1% T 2 s 7 69 29 30 500 19 (31)
North Dakota 58 107 84 12 33 175 2 3 47 430 121 (72)
Ohio 218 457 1?9 % 4%% 649 28 100 2?] 529 32 (94)
Puerto Rico. 70 6/ 4) {6) 100 99 ) 632 611 (4)
South Carolina R 143 55 A a8 37 27 (27) 527 395 (26)
South Dakota 63 55 (12) 13 37 184 21 67 219 470 131 (_73§
Tennessee 142 240 69 46 57 23 32 24 {25) 399 319 {21
Utah 46 175 280 8 > 837 17 43 152 445 50 (89)
Virginia 90 188 @ 2% % 27} 32 14 622 621 0
ington 6l 1 23 28 14 462 509 10
West Virginia 78 65 (16) 27 16 33) 35 25 (28) 431 476 10
Wisconsin 1152 118 (22) 37 39 5 24 3 gz 487 704 44
Wyoming 7 3 111 7 7 a 4 19 53) 34 244 (32)
Total 3,222 5276 63 935 1641 i 29 31 6 $485 $219 (5%)

NOTE: g Mississippt has not yet awarded its FY 1982 grants.
Parentheses indicate negative numbers
Fy 1981 includes Single Purpose and first or initial year of Comprehensive applications, number and average size of grants.
) Pre-applications in Fy 1981
Source: Department of Housing and Urban Developmnt, Office of Community Planning and Development, Office of Program
Analysis and Evaluation, 1982 Small Cities Data Base, Data Systems and Statistics Division, Office of Management; compiled by Office of
Program Analysis and Evaluation.
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Number of Awards.” ~ Not only did the number of apgllcatlons Increase, the
number of awardS increased by 75 percent. Table 2-5 shows more grants were
awarded under State administration, although the average size grant was
significantly smaller. There_was also wide variation iIn the percentage of
applications which resulted In_ awards.  ldaho, for example, approved 12
percent of the applications it received, while Ohio, wusing a formula
distribution system funded 100 percent as Figure 2.2 shows.

Figure 22
PERCENTABE OF APPLICATIONS RECEIVING AWARDS

583 AERCAIVPYELRORTE
ISARSETS BRI TREESS

% O 10 20 30 40 58 60 78 60 80 180
PERCENTAGE OF AMARDS

Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation Small Cities Data Base, 1982.
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Average Grant 3&."" Table 2-5 shows that the average grant size in FY 1981
was $485,000. Under State administration in FY 1982, the average grant size
for those same States dropped 55 percent_to $219,000. The data indicate that
a general pattern emerged: more applications, more awards, and smaller
individual grants.

However, this pattern was not universally followed. In fact, States pursued a
variety of funding strategies. On one extreme, Ohio chose to distribute funds
bK using a formula, which resulted in more than six times the number of awards
than in FY 1981. However, Ohio's average grant size was only 6 percent of Its
average FY 1981 grant. On the other extreme, Wisconsin awarded only 5 percent
more grants, but each grant was, on average, 44 percent larger than the
previous year. The other States developed strategies which were intermediate
of these two extremes.

The wide strategic difference between Ohio*s funding strategy and Wisconsin®s
funding strategy indicates the flexibility available to the States under the

State administration

Project Activities. State administration of Small Cities funding resulted 1In
substantral shifts in the projects for which grant funds were awarded and
wider variation in the average grant size for each purpose (Figure 2-3). _In
FY 1982, States awarded 43 percent of program funds for public facilities
groaects, a 63 percent increase over the FY 1981 total of 24 percent of grant
unds.  Economic development spending markedly increased from four percent to
over 18 percent "of grant funds awarded. Conversely, funds awarded for housing
registered a decline from a FY 1981 share of 39 percent of grant dollars to an
11 percent funding level in FY 1982.

The change iIn program emphasis from housing to public facilities spending
after the transfer to State admi'nistration closely corresponds to spendln?
priorities previously identified by localities. A Study of the developmenta

needs of small cities conducted by the Department of Hou5|n%_ and Urban
Development In 1978 indicated that while local officials identitied problem
areas in housing conditions and local employment, they most often ranked
public facilities as their first priority for improvement.
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Figure 2-3

FY 1981 & FY 1082 GRANTS AND GRANT FUNDS
BY PROJECT ACTIVITY
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1 Multi-activity grants are distributed as follows:

% FY 82 State Grants o % FY 81 HUD Grants_ o
including specified activity: involvin ifeC'f'ed activity:

Housing 41.6 Housing -

Pub. Fac. 3.9 Pub. Fac. 76.6

Econ. Dev. 18.6 Econ. Dev._84

Unspecified 51.9

2 Housin? activities totals are likely to be understated due to the
unavailability of budget figures for some Multi-Activity grants.

Source:  Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community
Planning and Development, Data Systems and Statistics Division,
Office of Management, compiled by the Office of Program Analysis
and Evaluation: Small Cities Data Base, 1982.

Multi-Year Commitments. In_ the new State-administered program, the States
were required to honor multi-year commitments HUD had made in FYs '80 and
'81. HUD_ Multi-Year commitments totalled 338 grants and $220,137,000 with an
average size grant of $651,000. Because many Of these multi-year commitments
will ‘terminate in FY 1982, the FY 1983 program commitments are fewer iIn
number. For FY 1983, there are 192 commitments totalling $128,710,000 with an
average size grant of $670,000.  In comparison with the State-administered
program, the average size of State multi-year grants is larger than the State
competitive grants, because most States iIn the State-administered program
chose to fund more cities with smaller grants.
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PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

Type of Grantees. Grants were awarded to cities, towns, counties and other
governmental bodies. Table 2-6 shows the distribution of State-awarded grants

to these types of grantees.

Table 2-6
DISTRIBUTION CF FY 1981 AND FY 1982 STATE-AWARDED GRANTS AND
GRANT FUNDS BY GRANTEE TYPE
(30 STATES AND PUERTO RICO)

Number of Grants % Percent of Grants %
1981 F 192 Change 18T F 1982 Change
Cities 56 1192 127 2.7 12.6 158
Townships 132 106 (20) 15.7 6.4 (59)
Counties 181 A 90 21.6 21,0 (2.8)
Total 839 1841 B 100.0 100.0 ———
Total Amount of Funds ($000) Percentage of Funds
% %
Fy 1981 Fr 1982 Change Fr 1981 Fr 1982 Change
Cities $253,660 $272,374 7.4 62.5 H9 214
Counties 990X AN, 4 - - . .
$406, $358, . 160.0 100.0 e
Average Grant Size
%
Fy 1981 Fy 1982 Change
Cities $482,244 208,502

Count ies c 1. €
Average for all areas $484, $218,69

Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of
Community Planning and Development, Office of Program
Analysis and Evaluation, Small Cities Data Base,
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Grantee Size. Small cities of each population category received more grants
In Y I8 than in FY_198l. The most significant increase was for cities of
under 1,000 in population. Grants to such cities increased from 133 to 330, a
133 percent increase. Figure 2-4 shows the distribution of grants by city

size.

Figure 2-4

DISTRIBUTION OF FY 1881 AND FY 1082
GRANTS BY POPULATION SIZE
(30 STATES AND PUERTO RICO>
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Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation, Small Cities Data Base, 1982, and the Data Systenms
and Statistics Division, Office of Management, and complied by
Ehe Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation; Small Cities Data
ase, 1982.
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Figure 2-5 shows the distribution of 8rant funds by population_ size. SmaAI
cities_with populations between 10,000-25,000 received the majority of the

funds iIn FY 1982.

Figure 2-5

DISTRIBUTION OF FY 1081 AND Fy 1082
GRANT FUNDS BY POPULATION SIZE
(38 STATES AND PUERTO RICO>
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Source:  Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation Small Cities Data Base, 1982 and the Data Systems and
Statistics Division, Office of Management, compiled by the
Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.
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The distribution of grant dollars by city size and project is shown in Figure
>-6. Small cities received more grant funds for public facilities than for
iy other activity in FY 1982. Economic development and multi-purpose grants
*011owed public facilities funding.

Figure 2-6

DISTRIBUTION OF FY 1962 STATE AWARDED GRANT FUNDS
BY PROJECT ACTIVITY AND POPULATION
(32 STATES AND PUERTO RICOD
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Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of
Community Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis
and Evaluation, 1982 Small Cities Data Base.
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Level of Distress. Of the small cities that regeived State-administered

8ra ts {n FY 1982, 73 percent were distressed. Table 2-7 shows the
istribution.

Table 2-7
STATE CDBG PROGRAM
NUMBER OF GRANTS CLASSIFIED AS DISTRESSED
BY POPULATION SIZE, FY 1982

1,000 5500< 10,000
1980 pop.  27500-Pop. 10.000 Pop. 25000 Pop. P00 pop.  Total

259 170 174 114 61 778

Source:  Department of Aousing and Urban Development, Office of ]
Comunity Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis
and Evaluation Small Cities Data Base, 1982.
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HUD-ADMINISTERED SMALL CITIES PROGRAM

This section describes the Small Cities Program as conducted under HUD
administration In_the fourteen States choosing not to accept a transfer to
State administration.  This description includes a discussion of recent
procedural changes iIn the program as well as data on funding distributions
according to grant_ type and community characteristics. A summary table
containing information on the number and amount of grants awarded and the
population size of grantees In each of the fourteen States is also included.

PROGRAM OPERATION

As a result of statutory changes, and in keeping with recent HUD efforts to
maximize local flexibility in de0|3|9n;mak|ng, the operation of the HUD-
administered, component of the Small Cities Program has been streamlined and
simplifred. - Aﬁpl|catjop requirements have been substantially reduced,
thereby easing the administrative burden placed on Small Cities Program
applicants, and the Project Selection System has been redesigned to ensure
wider community choice of development activities.

The application process has been simplified through the elimination of the
two-stage application procedure, largely in consequence of the legislatively-
enacted removal of the Housing Assistance Plan requirement. As communities
need no longer submit both pre- and full applications, the administrative
effort expended in the preparation of the total submission package is greatl
reduced. ~ Moreover, HUD Area Offices can more quickly review and rank projec
applications, thus expediting the obligation of program funds.

The project selection system has been simplified in order to encourage local
flexibility in decision-making within the context of the three broad national
objectives: benefit to low- and moderate-income families; the elimination of
sluns and blight, and the meeting of urgent community development needs.
Selection factors have been reduced from 8 to 3: Community need, project
impact, and past fair housing performance factors have been ‘retained, while
benefit to lower income persons, Area-wide Housing Opportunity Plan, States®
rating and other federal program points have been eliminated. That part of
the rating system based on the percentage .of lower-income persons benefitting
from project activities has been dropped In order to afford local communitieS
wider latitude In choosing to pursue activities that meet local needs yet
still satisfy national objectives. It 1s expected that project selection
emphasizing program _mpactS on serious local needs will continde to result in
high levels of benefit to low and moderate income families.

In addition to these procedural changes, Small Cities Program modifications
resulting from the 1981 Amendments have been implemented.  Separate
competitions for Comprehensive and Single Purpose grants are still being
conducted, but the two funding areas for metropolitan and non-metropol itan
jurisdictions have been discontinued.  HUD may no longer make multi-year
commitments: all Comprehensive grants funded in FY 1982 are one-year awards.
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PROGRAM BENEFITS
Fy 1982 Applicants and Grantees

As a result of legislative reallocation of funds from the CDBG Entitlement
Program to the State and Small Cities Pro%ram, the 14 States remaining under
HUD ™ administration experienced an Fy 1982 increase In funds available for
distribution of 9.7%; from $234.4 million to $257.2 million. The number of
?raﬁt applications received increased proportionately from an Fy 1981 total of
332 to 1452 In FY 1982 or an increase of 9. Although not all grant funds
have_ been awarded, Table 2-8 indicates that Fy 1982 ratio of grants to
applicants are somewhat lower than in Fr 1981.  Should remaining funds
continue to be awarded at the $491 thousand average, the number of grants
awarded in Fy 1982 will approximately equal the Fr 1981 tota , despite
increases in both funding levels and number of applicants.

Table 2-8
APPLICATIONS AND GRANTS AWARDED IN Fy 1981 AND Fy 1982 TO
14 STATES IN THE KUD-ADMINISTERED PROGRAMS

F 1981 B 1952
Total Number of Applications 1332 1,452
Total Number of Grants 523 517
Total Amount of Grants 234 4million 53.9 millionl
Average Size of Grants $448,183 91,103

"This_ total comprises 98.8 percent of the total amount allocated. The
remainder of funds have not yet been awarded.

Source:  Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office_ot Community
Planning and Development, Data Systems and Statistics Division,
Office of Management, compiled by the Office of Program Analysis
and Evaluation.

Comprehensive and Single-Purpose Grants.13  1n Py 1982 HUD funded 241
Comprehensive arants totalling $142.4 millign and awarded 276 Single Purpose
grants totalling $111.5 wmillion.  Reflecting the purpose of Comprehensive
grants to address a significant portion of an area®s community develogment
needs through the coordinated pursuit of multiple activities, these grants on
average are significantly larger than Single Purpose grants. Fy 1982
Comprehensive grants averaged $590,900 in comparison to a Single Purpose grant
average of $40%(ID

66




Table 2-9
NUMBER, AMOUNTS, AND AVERAGE SIZE FOR
FY 1982 SINGLE PURPOSE AND COMPREHENSIVE GRANTS

(14 STATES

ATount AVETage

Number of Size of

of Grants Crants

Crants Percent  (mii1ions) Percent  (thousands)
Single 276 53.4 1115 43.9 404.0
Purpose

Comprehensive 241 466 142.4 56.1 590.9
Total 517 100.0 $253.9' 100.0 $491.1

This_ table comprises 98.8 percent of the total amount allocated. The
remainder of funds have not yet been awarded.

Source:  Department of Housing and Urban Development, OTTICE of Community
Planning and Development, Data Systems and Statistics Division
ffice of Management FORMS 1982, compiled by the Office of
Program Analysis and Evaluation.

Multi-Year Commitments. Table 2-10 presents the distribution of Comprehensive
grant awards in the 14 HUD-administerd States by the duration of the grant and
ear of funding. As HUD made no new multi-yéar commitments in_Fy 1982 the
igures for all two- and three-year grants Trepresent continuation of prior
multi-year programs. These awards constitute over 64% of all Comprehensive
grants funded, and a proportionate share of grant funds. _One-year grant
awards comprised about 36% of Comprehensive grants awarded. Fourtéen grants,
or 58 percent, were for two years, and 141 or 585 percent were for three
ears. All fourteen of the two-year grants were in their terminal year. Of
he three-year. grants, 88, or 365 percent, were in their second, and 53 or
220 percent in their terminal year. Awards tended to be smaller when the
comprehensive grant was in its terminal year than when it was in a first or
intermediate year.
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Table 2-10
NUMBER, PERCENT, AND AVERAGE SIZE AWARDS FOR COMPREHENSIVE GRANTS
BY YEAR AND DURATION OF GRANT, FY 1982
(14 STATES)

Amount Average
of Size
Year /Duration Number Percent Awards Award
($000) ($000)
1/1* 86 35.7 $57,098 $663.9
2/2 14 5.8 6,123 437.4
2/3 88 36.5 54,000 613.6
3/3 53 22.0 25,215 475.8
Total funded 24T 100.0 $122,236 $590.9

*The "/ mark indicates first, the current grant year being funded and,
second, the multi-year commitment. Thus, 2/2 1is the second year of a
two-year grant; 2/3 is the second year of a three-year grant, etc.

Source:  Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of
Community Planning and Development, Data _ Systems and
*Statistics Division, Office of Management, compiled by Office
of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

The distribution of HUD-administered grants and grant funds to various types
of local government 1is portrayed in Table 2-11. Grants to municipalities
accounted for the bulk of grants and grant funds awarded in FY 1982, totalling
78.3%_ of grants awarded and 78.7% of grant dollars. Grants to counties
constituted about 17% of grants and grant funds, and awards to other
jurisdictions, under 5.

In terms of the population size of grant recipients, communities of between
2,500 and 10,000 In population were awarded a higher share of grant funds than
any other category of jurisdiction. Table 2-12 demonstrates that over one-
third of grant dollars were expended in communities of this size. Grantees
with fewer than 2500 persons received about 24% of grant funds as did
communities between 10,000 and 25,000 in population. ~17% of funds were
awarded to places inhabited by more than 25000 persons.  This fundin
distribution closely resembles that for all 50 States and Puerto Rico in F
1981, and 1s similar to the pattern of funding characteristic of the State-
administered portion of the Program (see Figure 2-5).

68




Table 2-11
FY 1982 GRANTS BY TYPE OF GOVERNMENT,

(14 STATES)
Type Number Amount
of of of
Government Grants  Percent Grants Percent
($000)
Municipalities 46 B3 $19,910 8.7
Townsh ips 21 41 8,166 3.2
Counties O 17.2 43,602 171
Other 2 4 2,263 10
Total 517 100.0 $253,94T ~100.0
Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office_of Compunity
Planning and Development, Data Systems and Statistics Division,
Office of Management, compiled Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation.
Table 2-12
FY 1982 DISTRIBUTION OF GRANT FUNDS BY POPULATION
SIZE OF GRANTEES
(14 STATES)
S1Z€ Number Amount
of of of
City Grants Percent Grants Percent
($000)
Under 1,000 60 1.6 2,434 8.8
1,000-2,49 87 16.8 37,897 15.0
2,500-9 ,999 173 AAa 83,04 A7
10,000-24, 999 116 2.4 &,112 244
25,000 or more al 15.6 43,34 17.1
Total 517 100.0 $253,941 100.0
Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office_of Community

Planning and Development, Data Systems and Statistics Division,
Office of Management, compiled by Office of Program Analysis and

Evaluation.
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Table 2-13
Fy 1982 SMALL CITIES PROGRAM,
NUVBER AND AMOUNT OF GRANTS BY STATE,
AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF GRANTS BY POPULATION SIZE CF CITIES

Percent Distribution of Grants

Approved Grants by Population Size of Cities
un over 10,000- 2,500- 1,000-  Under
States 7?00003 % Nurber %  Total 25,000 25,000 10,000 2,50 1,000
Arkansas $2,9%5 9 43 8 100 12 16 30 9 Y
California 23 A53 9 49 9 100 iC3) 2 2 6 2
Colorado 9,654 4 20 4 100 5 25 45 5 0]
Flor da 21 520 8 35 7 100 20 6 40 17 17
U Hawai i 1,400 1 2 1 100 100
) Kansas 17 118 7 D 8 100 10 28 A 8 20
Maryland 8,325 3 23 4 100 18 C?) 2 13 4
Minnesota 2 249 9 41 8 100 19 17 K7 22 10
New Hampshire 5,619 2 12 2 100 8 42 42 8
New Mexico 9,329 4 21 4 100 0] 19 D 9 5
New York 38,925 15 81 16 100 17 30 3 10 5
Oregon 9,84 4 23 4 100 13 22 13 22 30
Texas 535,553 23 16 22 100 7 17 K7 K3 9
Yermont 4,96 2 12 2 100 25 67 8
Total $253,991.3 1008 TSIV 100X 100% 15% 23 3% 17% 11%

Source: US  Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community
Planning and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and

Statistics Division, 1982, compiled by Office of Program Analysis
and Evaluation.




Figures for each State's number and amount of grants awarded, as well the
g;strlbutlon of grants by grantee population size, are presented in Table 2-

Grant Closeouts

In order to ensure a more efficient use of staff resources, eliminate costs
caused by delays, and ease the transition to state administration closeout of
completed Small Cities grants has been a HUD priority for several years. In
FY 1982, HUD closed out 2069 grants, an increase over the 2045 grants closed
out In FY 1981, the first year in which close-outs exceeded new “awards. HUD
will continue this emphasi$ on the close-out of completed projects.

POTENTIAL JOB CREATION IMPACTS

In addition to the concrete community improvements resulting from planned FY
1982 Small Cities Program expenditures, the total allocation of $1.02 billion
expended on fxoject activities is expected to support or create approximately

31,000 jobs.

Table 2-14 presents the comparative employment effects of these expenditures
for each project activity for which data are available. Among construction-
related activities, water and sewer projects, the most heavi ly-funded
activity, ?enerate the highest number of jobs. Street improvements account
for a small portion of jobs supforted, but generate them at a higher rate per
$1 million In planned “expenditures than do other construction activities.
However, the most effective job creation activities are non-construction

BFg&ﬁgﬁSéngggga5}ngl@Elgyerage 43.5 jobs per $1 million compared to a total

This estimate includes both direct employment resulting from program
expenditures, and indirect jobs generated through materials purchases in other
sectors of the economy. It does not include the multiplier effects of planned
expenditures, 1e. those jobs supported through the additional spending of
wages earned. Inclusion of this factor would result in substantially_higher

ob estimates. In addition, spending for economic development activities and

ocal infrastructure improvements are likely to spur further gob formation not
reflected In Table 2-14. (See Methodological Appendix at the end of Chapter
One for a description of how the job estimates were calculated.)
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Table 2-14
COMPARATIVE EMPLOYMENT IMPACTS OF
FY 1982 CDBG SMALL CITIES PLANNED EXPENDITURES

Planned Potential Jobs Created
Expenditures Jobs _Per/
(in mi1110ns) Created Million $
(State-Awarded Grants)
Construction
Water & Sewer _ 83.6 1705 20.4:4
Public Facilities 43.4 80 20.5%
Housing Rehabi 1itation 375 64 18.5
Street Construction 1
and Repair 48 133 27.6
Non-Construction
PubliC Services 14.2 555 D1
Planning 2.3 110 4/9
Multi-Activity/Unspecified  173.1 5626 32.5°
"31-State Total 358.9 9713 27.13
Total-All States 1,020 31,199 30.62

Lyobs supported or created through construction-related expenditures are
expressed as year-long full-time equivalents.

2The average of construction and no-construction jobs/$1 mil lion (full and
part- time) IS used to estimate the employment impact of the category.

3this_ figure is somewhat understated due to the unavailability of
administrative cost estimates for planned activities.

CBBESS e SRR AT Dok LT, AN Ol 1CME MHIEIRIEST 18 7SS %e0h

estimated that approximately twice as many potential jobs would be supported.

Source:  US. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Factbook
for Estimating the Manpower Needs of Federal Programs and
Robert  Ball,” "tmployment  Created Dy __ Construction
Expenditures”, Monthly Labor Review, December 1981; Calculated
b{ Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Community
Planning and Development, HUD, 1982.
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Table 2-15
CDBG DISCRETIONARY FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES
BUDGETED 1978-1982
(Dollars in Millions)

Activity 1982* 1981 1980 1979 1978
Rehabilitation $64.0 $298.5 $301.1 $221.1 $144.3
(17.8%) (34.4%) (32.7%) (30.1%) (28.3%)
Public
Facilities and 163.1 353.2 389.7 330.8 224.8
Improvements (45.6%)  (40.8%) (42.3%) (44.9%) (44.1%)
Acquisition/
Clearance- .8 101.2 119.1 99.3 80.2
Related (0.2%) 11.6%)  (12.9%) (13.5%) (15.7%)
Pub1ic Services .8 2.2 2.8 2.2 2.0
(0.2%)  (0.3%) (0.3%)  (0.3%)  (0.4%)
Economic 77.3 21.9 15.6 10.3 9.8
Development (21.5%)  (2.5%) (1.7%) (1.4%) (1.9%)
Planning,
Administration
or Local 2.5 90.3 92.6 72.0 48.7
Contingencies (0.7%) (10.4%) (10.1%)  (9.8%)  (9.6%)
Multi-Activity 48.9
(13.6%)
No Information 1.4
on Activity (0.4%)
Total Dollars $358.8 ~ $867.3 $920.9 ~ $735.7 $509.8
(Percents) (100.0%) (100.0%)  (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%)

*Includes only 31 State-administered Small Cities Programs.

Source: U.S. _Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community
Planning and_Development, Office of Management Data Systems and
Statistics Division, compiled by the Office of Program Analysis
and Evaluation, 1982.
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FOOTNOTES

Data sources include the Department of H0u5|n% and Urban Development,
Office of Community Planning and Development, Oftfice of Program Anal%5|s
and Evaluation, Small Cities Data Base, 1982; Office of Management FORMS
Data Base, 1981; and data from the Urban Systems Research and
Engineering, Inc.'s forthcoming report on the Community Development Block
Grant Program Transfer Evaluation, Contract HC-5546, with the Office of

Policy Development and Research.

In FY 1981, 16 hours were allocated for the preparation of the pre-
application and 107 hours for the application for a total of 123 hours.
In FY 1982, the single igmn|cat|on process has reduced the preparation
time per application to 40 hours.

Housin% and Community Development Act Amendments of 1974 (PL 93-383, 88
Stat. ©33).

States were_ also required to provide assurances of compliance with the
national objectives and applicable Federal laws.

Prior to 1981, the statute set aside a designated amount for the
Secretary's Fund and non-central cities under 50,000 persons within
SMSAs. Eighty percent of the remainder is then allotted by formula among
the entitlement jurisdictions. The remaining 20 percent 1s used for
discretionary grants to non-metropolitan jurisdictions, that s,
communities that are not located in SMSAs.

US. Senate, Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, Housing and

Community Development Amendments of 1981, Report 97-87 to accompany

gg%%QY, tggether with additional views, 97 Congress, 1st Session, May 15,
, p. 18.

Data concerning HUD's State program operations are from the State
Community Development Block Grant Program: The First Year's Experience.
This study was conducted by Urban Systems Research and Engineering, Inc.,

under contract with the” Office 0of Policy Development and Research,
Department of Housing and Urban Development.  USR&E reviewed State-
suomitted Final Statements and surveyed the Community Development
Director for each of the 37 State-administered programs for information
on administrative structures, program design, and selection systens.

Information on the number of applicants for each State was obtained from
multlgle sources. Data from State press releases provided by the Council
of State Community Affairs Agencies was supplemented largely through
information provided by HUD Area Offices. In some “few cases,
clarifications were sought from the appropriate State agencies.

74




9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Information concern!nﬁ the number and amount of awards, recipients, and
the purposes for which FY 1982 grant funds are planned to be expended is
contained in the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation Data Base.
These data are derived from documents provided by the States,
supplemented by Area Office clarifications when necessary. Fourteen of
the 31 States choosing State administration of the program, and for which
information was available, reported expending the entirety of their grant
allocation.. Due to Imminent Threat reserves or multiple funding rounds,
the remalnlng 17 States had not awarded all of their grant funds as of
January 1, 1983. On avera?e, ?rantg awarded in these States constituted
82.6 percent of their total allocation. Thus, the distribution of grant
funds by region, population, and project presented in the chapter tables
may change somewhat based on futlre grant awards.  These changes,
howiﬁeri ﬁPOUId not significantly affect the funding patterns discussed
in the text.

Information on the numbers of grants and grant dollars awarded for FY
1981 1s drawn from material supplied by the Data Systems and Statistics
Division, Office of Mgnagement, Community Planning and Development,
HUD. This information 1is based on budget figures provided by HUD's Area
Offices for the majority of HUD Small Cities grants awarded. In the 31
States opting to “accept transfer of the program, FY 1981 data are
available for 93 percent of FY 1981 grantees.

The UDAG program distress measure was used for Table 2-7. This table
does not iriclude counties.

Data presented for HUD-awarded grants in the 14 States remaining_ under
HUD administration are compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation from data supplied by the Data Systems and Statistics
Division, Office of Mana?ement Community Plannlng and Development,
HUD. These data are complete for those grants awarded and reported to
HUD Central Office as of March 3, 1983.

For the derivation of this estimate, see the Methodological Appendix IN
Chapter 1.

These figures differ from the averages Presented In the chapter on

Entitlement Communities due to the unavailability of precise budgetary
information on Small Cities Program projects.
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CHAPTER 3: THE URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT PROGRAM
INTRODUCTION

This chapter reports on the activities of the Urban Development Action Grant
(UDAG) program through the end of FY 1982. Under the Action Grant program, as
amended in 1981, the Secretary is authorized to make grants "to cities and
urban counties which are experiencing severe economic distress to help stimu-
late economic development activity needed to aid in economic recovery."
Congress_ established the. program ‘in 1977 and has. since appropriated $2.6
bilTion In funds for use In projects in distressed cities.

Action Grant funds are awarded on. a discretionary basis. Communities are

e[|%|ble to apply to HUD for funding If they meet distress criteria_estab-
lished by HUD, and also have demonstrated results _in providing housing for
ersons of low- and moderate-income and in providing equal opportunity iIn
ousing and employment for low-and moderate-income persons and minorities.

To obtain a UDAG award for a proposed FrOjeCt, an eligible community must
obtain firm, legally binding commitments from private sec or_Part|C|pants. The
private investment must be at least two and one-half times the amount of the
Action Grant. It must be demonstrated that "but for" the infusion of UDAG
funds the project could not be undertaken and that the UDAG amount is the
least amount required. Major factors in project selection are the number of
new permanent jobs to be created, particularly for persons of low- and
g%gargte—lncome, and the amount of local government tax revenues to be gener-

Once a prqgect Is selected for an Action Grant award, final agreements are
signed by heTprlvate, local, and HUD participants; and project development
takes _place. Two documents--a grant agreement which is a contract between the
locality and HUD stating final terms and conditions of the activities to be
undertaken and the legal ly binding commitments which document enforceable
commitments from project participants--are executed before a letter of credit
allowing the recipient to draw down UDAG funds 1s issued to the locality. _In
addition, environmental requirements must be met before project activit
(except administrative, environmental studies, and relocation activity
supported by the Action Grant can be undertaken.

During project development, continued_Action Grant funding is conditioned on
meeting the_Performance schedule specified in the grant agreement. Grantees
submit’ quarterly progress reports throughout the _development period and
projects are also monitored by HUD field staff. Projects are closed-out when
all” activities defined In the grant agreement are finished and all costs have
been incurred. A project is subsequently considered complete when all perfor-
mance requirements such as jobs and taxés have been met and a final audit has

been approved.

OVERVIEW

This report_discusses recent_developments in the Action Grant program, program
operations in Fy 1982 including awards and status of projects, an Elanned and
actual benefits. It also provides an in-depth look at project characteris-




tics. Al preliminary awards announced during Fv. 1982 are described In an
Appendix. Major findings and topics from each section are summarized below.

Recent Program Developments. Congressional actions amending the Action Grant
program for. FY 198 and HUD-initiated steps have led to several important
administrative developments in Fv_ "198. The main development has been to
focus on stimulating economic development and job creation in response to new
direction from the Congress and the Administration.

Other developments include revising regulations and forms to simplify appli-
cation requirements and paperwork and to provide stronger documentation. The
field office_role has been expanded in providing pre-application assistance to
cities and In post-grant agreement management and monitoring of a steadily
gr%wmgfnu(rjnber of projects. = Outreach assistance to small cities has been
Intensified.

Program Operations in Fy 1982. Appropriations for the Action Grant_program in
F’Y‘%@_p_mm_‘mwere 5.1 miftion. The annual level for the two éarevmus fiscal
years was $675 million. Total budget authority through Fv 1982 has been just
under $2.6 billion.

During FY. 1982, 371 projects were given g_rellmlnary application approval.
These projects. 1nvolved $422 million “of Action Grant funds They leveraged
over $2.5 billion in private Sector commitments and an additional $188 million
from other public sources. Completed iJrolects have leveraged 11 percent more
private investment than planned. Total planned project investment in Fr 1982

was just over .1 billion,

Cumulatively through Fy 1982, total planned investment has been $18.0 billion
In 1,453 announced projects which_are still active or completed. Action_ Grant
funds have accounted Tfor $2.4 billion of this amount with $4.1 billion in
commitments leveraged from private sector investors and more than $1.5 billion
from other government sources. More detail 1is provided In the Program
Operations section of this chapter along with information on progress in
construction and expenditures.

Program Benefits. The 371 projects announced during Fy 1982 call for the
creation of 55,060 new permanent” jobs of which 59 percent have been designated
for_persons of low and moderate “income. Over the life of the program, 1,453
projects have accounted for 340,000 planned new permanent jobs, 60 percent of
which were for low- and moderate-income persons. As of the end of Fy 1982,
80,000 new permanent jobs were reported by grantees as having been created by

UDAG projects.

Projects announced in Fy_ 1982 were estimated to produce $43 million in addi-
tional .revenue to local governments from property taxes and_ other tax
sources. For all projects, the amount of planned anntal tax benefits was $381
million; grantees report that $4 million is already being received
annually. ~ The Program Benefits section of this chapter provides greater
detail ‘on these planned and actual impacts_of UDAG projects along with a
discussion of other benefits such as housing, histori¢ preservation, and
minority participation.
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Program and Project Characteristics. The final section of the report
describes characteristics of projects and uses of the investment for the
program from start in 1978 through FY 1982. One-half of all Action Grant
projects have been commercial or mixed-development projects containing a major
commercial component, 34 percent have been industrial, and 15 percent have
been purely housing, as measured by the way funds are actually used.

Commercial activities have most often been retail and office developments.
Other commercial development has included hotels, medical facilities, and
cultural centers. Industries most frequently involved in UDAG projects have
been those which produce food and food products, non-electrical machinery, and
metal products. However, in both commercial and industrial projects there has
been great diversity in the type of economic development taking place.

Most UDAG funds (72 percent) have been used by communities to provide direct
incentives to private sector participants, principally in the form of loans.
The use of UDAG funds as direct incentives has increased greatly in recent
years, from 53 percent in FY 1978 and 1979 projects to 90 percent in FY 1981
and 1982 projects. A smaller portion, 26 percent, of the UDAG funds has been
used by local governments for infrastructure development such as street repair
and water and sewer line replacement.

Public funds other than UDAG have accounted for six percent of the total
project investment. Of the funds derived directly from other public sources,
69 percent have been provided by local governments, 20 percent by Federal
agencies, and 11 percent by the States.

Among eligible cities, UDAG funds have been targeted to those which are more
distressed. In large cities and urban counties, for example, two-thirds of
the projects and funds have been awarded to the one-third of the eligible
cities that are most distressed. The program and project characteristics
section of this chapter provides greater detail on these and related findings.

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS

Significant developments affecting the administration of the UDAG program have
occurred in four major areas. These areas, which overlap to some degree,
are: program design, operating procedures, the role of HUD field offices, and
small cities' participation in the UDAG program.

PROGRAM DESIGN

The Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1981 modify the purpose of
Urban Development Action Grants to emphasize economic development projects
that give the biggest impact in terms of new permanent jobs and local tax
revenues. The 1981 Amendments also do away with the previous requirement that
there be a "reasonable balance" among commercial, industrial, and neighborhood
projects. These changes are reflected in a revision of the UDAG program
regulations published in February 1982 and have led to a greater emphasis
being given to projects that have the greatest impact in terms of jobs and
taxes.

The Department has also taken action to help strengthen the ability of States
and local government officials to undertake public/private partnerships and to
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make effective use of the various tools and techniques designed to promote
economic development activities. These actions included the training of HUD
field office staff to enable them to provide more pre-application advice and
guidance on proposed UDAG projects and the use of the Secretary's Discretion-
ary Fund to provide technical assistance on the packaging and-development 0
UDAG applications.

OPERATING PROCEDURES

Continued emphasis is being given to improving the procedures which govern the
administration of the UDAG program. The 1981 Amendments contain provisions
designed to simplify the application process and to reduce the paperwork
involved. The provision with the greatest impact in this regard eliminates
the requirement for local governments to submit UDAG applications to their
A-95 regional and State clearinghouses for review. This and other provisions
dealing with simplified procedures are incorporated in the February 1982
revision of the UDAG regulations.

In addition, the UDAG application has been revised to reflect these legis-
latively mandated changes and to implement other improvements. The 1981
Amendments stipulate that the Action Grant should be the least amount neces-
sary to stimulate the private investment and any other public funds required
to carry out a project. The recommendations of "An Impact Evaluation of the
Urban Development Action Grant Program" conducted by HUD's Office of Policy
Development and Research and published in January 1982 were consistent with
this stipulation. These recommendations called for applications to include
stronger "but for" letters from cities and private developers justifying the
UDAG subsidy, appropriate documentation of the project's economic feasibility,
and improved accuracy of employment and revenue estimates. The revisions to
the UDAG application form incorporate the requirements for stronger "but for*
letters and additional financial documentation, and include detailed
instructions on how to calculate employment and revenue benefits.

THE ROLE GF HUD FIELD OFFICES

There has been a steady increase in the number of active UDAG projects from
year to year. There were almost twelve times as many projects at the close of
FY 1982 (1,453) compared to the number (124) at the end of the program's first
fiscal year in 1978. An average of 333 projects has been added in each of the
last four fiscal years. The workload of managing and monitoring post-grant
agreement project activity has grown steadily.

As a result, it has been necessary to expand and clearly define HUD field
office responsibilities in the post-grant agreement management and monitoring
of existing projects. To make this active involvement more effective, an on-
going training program was established at Headquarters in which selected field
office staff receive intensified instruction in the Action Grant process.
Moreover, the position of Economic Development Specialist has been created and
each field office now has one or more such specialists who concentrate on the
UDAG program and who also help train other staff members.

To support the field offices and provide central guidance, the UDAG Monitoring
Handbook has been revised, and revisions to the UDAG Project Close-Out
Handbooks were undertaken. Monitoringg0 activities are being concentrated on
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those projects which are authorized to draw down UDAG funds. Monitoring is
focused on adherence to schedule and on financial accountability.  Seven
hundred twelve qugpcts were monitored in 417 communities during FY 1982. As
noted above HUD field office staff also are now pr0VIdIU?_ increased pre-
ovelication assistance to local government officials to facilitate the devel-
opment of their applications and to improve application quality.

SMALL CITIES PARTICIPATION

As required by statute, not less than 25 percent of each annual UDAG a prqg—
riation is set-aside for award to small cities. The total amount of UDAG
funds requested in applications submitted by small cities substantially
exceeds the amount of the set-aside. But, there has not been a sufficient
number of applications which meet minimum criteria for funding, such as firm
ﬁrlvate sector financing, to obligate those funds fully. As a result, there
as been a carryover of unobligated, unannounced small cities funds. This
carryover amounted to just over $70 million at the end of FY 1980, $97 million
by the end of FY 1981, and $142 million at the close of FY 1982.

A number of actions to deal with this condition have been underway. A new
outreach effort was undertaken which called for each HUD Area Office to advise
the mayors of all UDAG-eligible small cities located In their area of the
program's existence and of their eligibility to participate in it. HUD tech-
nical assistance contractors are 'intensifying their efforts to provide
assistance on proposal development directly to a number of small cities as
well as through State governments. HUD field office are making a concerted
effort to provide pre-appl ication advice to local government officials in
small cities and to work closely with them to improve the quality of their

appl ications.

PROGRAM OPERATIONS IN FISCAL YEAR 1982

This section begins with a brief discussion of the Congressional appropria-
tions for the UDAG program. It then provides information for those projects
which, were either still active or had been completed as of the end of FY

-2 There were 371 such projects announced during FY 1982 and 1,453 over
the life of the progran. There Is a description of the financial characteris-
tics of those projects, their distribution between large cities and small
cities and those which involve Pockets of Poverty.

The remaining portion of the section measures program progress based on
projects for which a grant agreement had been signed by both HUD and the

rantee_as of the close of FY . Following a breakdown of the use of UDAG

unds_In those projects iIn support of industrial, commercial and housing
activities, i1t shows how much of the planned UDAG dollars had been drawn down
and how much of the private investment commitments had been expended as of the
close of FY 1982.° " The balance of the section describes the status of con-
saruction for projects with S|%ned grant agreements and the numbers and pro-
portion of projects which have been closed out or completed.

APPROPRIATIONS

The amount of funds ,appropriated by Congress for the UDAG program for FY 1982
was $435.1 million.” This compares to an annual level of $675 million for
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both FY 1980 and FY 1981. The total amount of funds appropriated for the
period FY 1978-1982 was $2,585 million.

CHARACTERISTICS OF ANNOUNCED PROJECTS

Financial Characteristics. Since the inception of the UDAG program there have
been 1,611 projects announced. As of the end of FY 1982, formal budget
records show that 1,472 of those projects had grant agreements which had been
signed by HUD |nvoIV|ng the obligation of appropriated UDAG funds in the
amount of $2,412,277 ,000.

On a working basis, however, program reports and analyses often are based on
those announced projects which are still active or completed. Much of the
following analysis relies on this base. O0f the 1,611 announced projects, 158
had been cancelled or terminated as of the end of FY 1982, leaving a balance
of 1,453 active or completed projects.

Over the life of the program, $18.0 billion in total planned investment has
been associated with the 1,453 active or completed projects, Action Grant
funds have accounted for $24 billion of this amount with $14.1 billion in
commitments being leveraged from private sector investors and more than $15
billion from other Federal, State, and local government sources. Basic infor-
matijon on the financial characterlstlc? and planned benefits of the 1,453
active or completed projects, fiscal year and in total, is shown in an
Exhibit at the end of this chapter

TABLE 3-1
FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF ACTIVE A\D COMPLETED PROJECTS

Eem FY 1982 FY 1978-1982

Number of Projects 371 1,453
Action Grant Funds $ 422 million $ 2,363 million
Private Investment $2,527 million $14,091 million
Other Public $ 188 million $ 1,527 million
Total Project Costs $3,137 million $17,981 million
Action Grant Funds

Per Project $1,137,000 $ 1,676,000
Total Project Costs

Per Project $8,456 ,000 $12,375,000
Ratio: Private Investment $

to UDAG $ 6:1 6:1

SOURCE: US. Department of Housing and Urban Development Community Planning
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division, Action Grant Information System.
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During FY 1982, 371 projects were announced invo]virg; Action Grant funds in
the amount of $421.8 million as shown in Table 3-1. These awards in turn
leveraged over $25 billion in private sector commitments and an additional
$188.0 million from other public sources bringing total planned project
investment to just over $3.1 billion.

The ratio of private investment commitments to Action Grant funds of 6:1 for
Fy 1982 projects was the same as for all projects from FY 1978 through FY
1982. However, the average grant size dropped in FY 1982; UDAG dollars per
project averaged $1.1 million in FY 1982, declining significantly from the
$1.6 million average for all projects. Total investment per project in FY
1982 of $8.5 million has also dropped as compared to $12.4 million for all
projects.

Distribution of Projects and Action Grant Dollars by City Type. In response
to the legislative requirement that not less than 25 percent of UDAG funds be
set aside and awarded to small cities, separate funding rounds have been
established to review applications and make awards for eligible large cities
and small cities projects. Small cities are cities with populations less than
50,000 that are not central cities of a metropolitan statistical area. Large
cities include urban counties as used here.

TABLE 3-2

DISTRIBUTION GF PROJECTS AND UDAG DOLLARS IN ACTIVE AND COMPLETED PROJECTS
(Dollars in Millions)

[tem FY 1982 FY 1978-1982
Number of Projects--Total 371 1,453
Large Cities 238 850
Small Cities 133 603
Percent of Projects 100% 100%
Large Cities 61 58
Small Cities 39 42
UDAG Do lars--Total $422 $2 ,363
Large Cities $348 $1,847
Small Cities $ 74 $ 516
Percent of UDAG Dollars 100% 100%
Large Cities 82 78
Small Cities 18 22
Pockets of Poverty
Number of Projects 8 20
Amount of Projects $13 $31

JOURCE:_ U.S. Department of Housing .and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division, Action Grant Information System.
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In Fy 1982 small cities regeived almost 39 percent of the awards but only 18

Rercent of the UDAG funds.”? Over all program years 42 percent of all awards
ave been made to small cities involving jrust under 22 percent of the total
amount of the funds announced, as shown iIn Table 3-2.

Pockets of Poverty. Twenty awards for Pockets of Poverty bgve been made since
the statute was amended I 1980 to establish this option. The total amount
of UDAG funds involved has been $3L million. The Action Grants to Pockets of
Poverty range In size from $67,000 to_ $9,750,000 and average $1.5 million.
El%ht of these awards were announced in FY 1982 with a total value of $13

million.

Economic Activities Funded by Action Grants. Action Grant funds are used to
support three txpes of economic development activity: industrial, commercial
and housing. A project may have entirely one type of actmtyr (the usual
case) or a mixture “(often "commercial and housing together). his section
reports on the proportion of UDAG funds program-wide actually programmed for
these activities.  Subsequent analysis then refers to projects based on
whether they involve pure industrial, commercial, or housing activity, or a
mix.

The majority of UDAG funds have supported commercial development. One-quarter
have been used for industrial development, and fifteen percent have gone to
develop housing over the five program years.

TABLE 3-3
DISTRIBUTION OF UDAG FUNDS BY ECONOMIC ACTIVITY , 1978-1982
Tiem INdustrial Commerci al HOUSINg
All projects 26 50 15%
1978-P 200 N 18%
1980 27 D 14
1981-82 2 63 13
Lar?e 1A% 6/ 16%
Small o7 31 12

SOURCE: US. Department of Hc_Jusm% and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant
Agreement Data Base.

Over time, the percentage of UDAG funds for commercial development has grad-
ually increased and the portion for housing has decreased. Between the Tirst
two and last two ﬁrogr_am years, the percentage of all UDAG funds for commer-
cial development has increased from 55 percent to 63 percent. _In the same
time period, the percentaﬁe of UDAG funds for housing has declined from 18
percent to 13 percent. The percentage for industrial development has stayed
approximately constant.
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Economic activity supported by UDAG funds has been quite different in large
communities as compared to small cities. The predominant use of funds in
large cities has been for commercial development, involving nearly 70 percent
of their total UDAG funds. Small cities on the other hand have most often
used UDAG funds for industrial development--almost 60 percent has gone for

this activity.

FINANCIAL PROGRESS

UDAG Drawdowns. Fifty-five percent of the total planned amount of investment

In projects with signed grant agreements have been drawn down, according to
project records. As Table 3-4 shows, small cities projects have a higher
drawdown rate (63%) than do those in large cities (53%). Among project types,
the rate is highest for industrial projects (66%) and the Ilowest for
commercial projects (49%). Projects announced in FY 1978 and FY 1979 together
have had 80% of the planned UDAG amount drawn down.

TABLE 3-4

UDAG DRAWDOWNS | N PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEVENTS
(Dollars in Millions)

[tem P1anned Actual Percent
A1l Projects* $1,931 $1,069 55%
Large 1,495 794 53
Small 436 275 63
Industrial 442 291 66
Commercial 990 486 49
Housing 171 97 57
Mixed 328 195 60
Fy 1978-1979 797 634 80

Projects
Note: based on 1169 grant agreements coded for this analysis.

SOURCE: US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant

Agreement Data Base.

Private Investment Expenditures. For projects with signed grant agreements,

there has been over $11.9 billion of planned private investment, as Table 3-5
shows. By the end of FY 1982, grantees reported that almost $7.7 billion, or
64 percent of that amount, had been expended.

Actual private investment was 82 percent of planned for small cities and 59
percent for large cities. Industrial and housing projects show substantially
higher rates of achieved investment than those for commercial and mixed
projects. For the FY 1978-1979 projects, 94 percent of the planned private
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Investment has _occurred. For_those _projects which were either closed out or
completed (defined below), private inveStment has actually exceeded plans by
11 percent. In other words, at completion, UDAG projects leveraged even more
private investment than originally planned.

TABLE 3-5

EXPENDITURE RATES OF PLANNED INVESTMENT IN PROJECTS WITH
SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS

Aten P1anned Actual Percent
Projects* $11,935 $7 ,663 64%
Large 9,061 5,306 59%
Small 2,864 2,357 82%
Industrial 3,204 2,628 82%
Commercial 6,104 3,222 53%
Housing 824 844 102%
Mi xed 1,793 969 54%
FY 78-79 4,942 4,663 94%
Closed Out 1,064 1,181 111%

and Completed

*Note: based on 1169 grant agreements coded for this analysis.

OURCE: US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community PIanning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant
Agreement Data Base.

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

Construction Status. As of the close of Fr 1982, progress on planned con-
struction activities, as reported UDAG grantees, indicated that construc-
tion had been finished in 30 percent of the projects with signed grant agree-
ments. Table 3-6 shows that construction was underway in 49 percent of the
projects, and in 21 percent construction activities had” not yet begun.

the end of Fr 1982, small cities projects had made_more progress toward
|n|sh|n%fconstrupt|on than had large cities projects. Thirty-five percent of
small cities projects had been finished compared to 26 percCent of those in
large cities. Similarly, only 18 percent of small cities projects had not ¥et
started construction in” contrast to 23 percent of large cities projects. The
greater progress of small cities reflects the generally smaller scale and
reduced complexity of small cities projects.

Among project types, industrial projects showed the most progress in respect
to finishing construction. By the end of FY 1982, 42 percent of all indus-
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trial projects were finished; this compared to 19 percent for mixed projects
and just 16 percent for housing projects.

TABLE 3-6
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION STATUS IN PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS

Not Yet )
Item Started Underway Fini shed
All Projects 21% 4% 30%
Lar?e 23 ol 26
Small 18 vivg 35
Industrial 18 40 42
Commercial 22 49 29
Housing 32 52 16
Mi xed 12 69 19

SOURCE:  US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant
Agreement Data Base.

Closeout and Completion Status. A UDAG project is closed out when all of the
activities defined In the grant agreement, including construction, are
finished and all costs to be paid with ?rant funds Ewlth minor exceptions)
have been incurred. A PrOjeCt Is complete (and a Certificate of Project
Completion issued) when all of the benchmarks necessary for closeout have been
met, a final audit has bheen approved, and performance requirements such as
jobs and taxes as called for in the closeout agreement have been met.

As of the end of FY 1982, there were 197 projects which had reached the close-
out stage and an additional 83 projects for which Certificates of Project
Completion had been issued. The total number of grOJects In both categories
was 230. © OfF these, 105 projects were closed out and another 36 completed

during Fy 1982.

Of all projects with signed grant agreements, 12 percent were closed-out and
another seven percent completed for a total of 19 percent, as shown In
Table 3-7. Consistent with the record of finishing construction, a greater
percentage of small cities projects were closed-out or completed. Twenty-four
percent of the projects in small cities have reached the stage of being either
closed out or completed, compared to 15 percent of large cities projects. A
comparable pattern is reflected among Fro*ect Eypes with industrial projects
at 24 percent having the highest rate of closeout and completion. In contrast
12 percent have _been closed out or completed for mixed projects and only 10
percent for housing projects. Over 41 percent of all projects announced In FY
1978 and 34 percent of FY 1979 projects were either closed out or completed.
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TABLE 3-7
PROJECT COMPLETION STATUS

Percent Percent Combined
Item Closed Out  Completed Percent
All Projects 12% % 19%
Lar?e 11 4 15
Small 13 11 24
Industrial 13 11 24
Commerciat 13 6 19
Housing 7 3 10
Mi xed 10 2 12
FY 78 Projects 22 19 a4
FY 79 Projects 21 13 34
FY 80 Projects 10 3 13
FY 81 Projects 4 0 4
FY 82 Projects 0 0 0

SOURCE: US. _Department of HQUSIH% and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant

Agreement Data Base.
PROGRAM BENEFITS

This section discusses planned benefits for jobs, taxes, and housing, from the
UDAG program and reports on actual progress_in achieving them. It also notes
additional benefits such as minority business partiCipation and historic
preservation. It should be noted that reports for some completed porojects
were not available, and thus some benefits may be undercounted.

PLANNED EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

Active projects announced in FY 1982 will provide over 55000 planned new
permanent jobs. Fifty-percent are designated for persons of low- to moderate-
income. For _all 1,453 projects, there are 340,000 new permanent jobs to be
created of which 59 percent™are intended for low- and moderate-income persons.

Estimates for planned job creation and retention in Action Grant projects have
declined over time, aS projects have had to adjust to increased construction
costs and as_new application requirements have caused job estimates to be more
accurate. The average number of UDAG dollars per new permanent job to be
created In FY 1982 projects Is $7,650, an increase over the average of $6,950
for all projects. The number of planned new permanent jobs ﬁer project of 149
in FY 1982 has dropped from 234 for all projects, due to the smaller average
size of FY 1982 projects.
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TABLE 3-8
PLANNED EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

Item FY 1982 Total
New Permanent Jobs 55,142 340,135
Low/Moderate Income Jobs 32,645 200,918
Percent Low/Moderate 59% 59%
New Permanent Jobs

Per project 149 234
UDAG Dollars Per New Job $7 ,650 $6 ,950
Construction Jobs 38,320 259,367

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community PTanning
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division, Action Grant Information System.

Action Grant dollars per job in commercial and related projects have averaged
$8,050, compared to $5,200 for industrial projects. The industrial average
has been less because these projects u_su_allkl have a higher leverage ratio than
commercial, and are focused more specifically on job creation. Two-thirds of
lanned permanent jobs have been in commercial and related projects; the rest
ave been In industrial. Both commercial and industrial projects have had
about equal proportions of planned jobs for low- and moderate-income workers--

59 percent.

Action Grant projects often are designed to_retain existing permanent jobs
which might otherwise be lost by distressed cities. It is expected that Over
13,900 jobs will be retained in projects announced in FY 1982 and more than
60,000 are estimated to be retained in all UDAG projects. Planned retained
jobs have dropped as a proportion of all Elanned permanent jobs, from 21
percent In early years to seven percent recently.

Construction Jobs. An_ additional employment benefit from the program is the
construction jobs provided during project development. Over 38,000 construc-
ngne Cj&bsljare expected in FY 1982 projects and almost 260,000 from all UDAG

ACTUAL JOB CREATION

At the end of FY 1982, almost 80,000 new permanent jobs had been created by
the Action Grant program--one-quarter of all planned jobs. Of these jobs
51,000 were_in large cities and 29,000 in small cities.™ Thirty four thousand
of all new jobs were industrial positions; the rest, 46,000, are in commercial
and related activities. Forty eight thousand of the jJobs are now being held
by low- or moderate-income people.

Those Action Grant projects which have reached financial closeout or comple-
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tion have created 74% of all planned gobs and 83 percent of planned low-_and
moderate~income_jobs. A project is not normally certified complete until jobs
and other benefits are fully realized after closeout. By the end of FY 1982,
grantees also reported 180,000 construction jobs had been” created.

TABLE 3-9
NEW PERMANENT JOBS

) P1anned Created Percent
A1l Projects:
_N_Fl_ew ermanent Jobs 340,135 79,548 23
LOW-Mod Jobs 200,918 48,382 24%
Projects at Closeout or Completion:
New Permanent Jobs 33, A3 24,969 4%
LOW-Mod Jobs 19,591 17,307 8

SOURCE: US. _Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and _Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division, Action Grant Information System.

PLANNED FISCAL BENEFITS

Another major objective of the use of UDAG funds Is to generate new revenue
for distressed cities from prgject activities. Total tax increases to be
provided by FY 1982 projects from all sources are projected at $43 million
annually. ~“The principal™ source of new revenue will be “derived from taxes on
real estate: About million in annual revenue increase is expected from
this_ source from FY 1982 projects once_they are completed. An additional $14
million I _annual revenue Is to be derived from other tax sources such as the
local portion of sales taxes, local income taxes, inventory taxes, and pay-
ments In lieu of taxes (PILOT)

TABLE 3-10
PLANNED ANNUAL FISCAL BENEFITS
Aten FY 1982 Total |
Property Tax Increase %9 mi 11ion $242 million
Other Tax Increase 4 million $139 million
Total 3 milTion $B1 miTTion
Tax Increase Per UDAG $ $0.10 $0.16

SOURCE.  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and _Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division, Action Grant Information System.
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For all projects, $242 million in projected property tax increases together
with planned increases of $139 million from other sources 1is expected to
produce additional annual revenues for communities of over $380 million.

For Fy 1982 projects, each UDAG dollar will generate 10¢ in additional annual
revenue from(?rOJect—related activities. This compares to an average of 16¢
from each UDAG dollar from all projects.

Tax Abatements. About one-quarter of all projects receive some form of tax
abatement.  The rate has dropped slightly In recent program years to 21 per-
cent. Overall, about 28 percent of projects In large cities and 18 percent In
small cities receive some degree of abatements. The amount of abatement and
is effect on expected tax revenue increases varies widely among projects.

Actual Tax Revenues. In FY 1982, communities with UDAG projects received $41
miITion 1n actual tax and related payments--$22, million annually in actual
property tax payments, $15 million in other taxes, and $4 million in payments
iIn _lieu of taxes. @ This 1s_11 percent of planned tax revenues from all

projects.  Large cities received $29 million of these payments, and small.

cities received $12 million.
TABLE 3-11

ANNUAL ACTUAL TAX AND RELATED REVENUES

) Planned Received Percent

All Projects: o .

Property Tax $242 million $22 mi1lion 9%

Other Taxes $139 million $19 million 14%
Total $381 million $41 million 11%
Projects at Closeout or Completion: o

Property Tax $ 17 miITion $ 4 million 21%

Other Taxes $ 10 million $ 4 million 3%
Total $ 27 million $ 8million 30%

SOURCE: US. Department of HQUSIH% and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division, Action Grant Information System.

Another source of revenue is paybacks by private developers to cities of UDAG
loans. Cumulative payments totalled $19 million at the end of FY 1982--$12
million In large cities and $7 million in small cities.

HOUSING .

In 1its fTirst five vyears, the progran has planned construction _ or
rehabilitation of 71,500 housing units--28,600 new units and 42,900 rehabili-
tated units. Forty-four percent are intended for low- and moderate-income

residents.
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Planned Housing. Total numbers of units planned in Action Grant projects have
remained relaf';lvely constant_throughout the program, at about 15,000 units per

year. But the character of this housing activity has changed dramatlcall¥,
shifting from over 50 percent new construction_in ‘the early program years_ to
85 percent_rehabilitation in recent years. _ (Two very large reCent rehabili-
tation projects inflate this proportion. Without these projects, the current
rate 1S 79 percent rehabilitation.)

The amount of Action Grant dollars actually devoted to housing has decreased
substantially In per unit cost because of the relatively lower expense qf
rehabilitation. Per unit housing cost in early program yéars was. $6,800; 1In
recent years it has averaged $2,600 (excluding two extreme projects would
raise the current average to $4800).. Proportions of units intended for low-
and moderate-income people have remained the same. UDAG supported housing has
been largely a large city activity -- 86 percent of the units and 82 percent
of the UDAG “funds spent on housing have been committed in large cities.

Pure and Mixed Housing Projects. One third of all housing units have been
[?Ianned In_mixed_ projects wnich combine housing and commercial activities.
h

hese mixed projects_account for 42 percent of all UDAG funds spent on
ousing, The proportion of housing units in mixed projects has dropped sub-
stantlally in 1981 and 1982 from early program years--largely because of an
Increase In pure housing rehabilitation activity.

Housing activity in mixed-use projects has been more likely to be new con-
struction than 1n aoure housing projects and this has translated into a rela-
tively higher UDAG commitment per unit.  UDAG commitments for housing per
planned housing_unit In mixed-use _projects has averaged $6,100 per unit com-
pared to $4000 in pure housing projects.

TABLE 3-12
HOUSING UNITS

) p1anned Complete Percent
A11 Projects:
ousing Units 71,534 17,268 24%
Low/mod Units 31,554 9,282 29%
Projects at Closeout or Completion:
HousIng UNTts 3389 1908 56%
Low/mod Units 2067 963 47%

SOURCE: U.S. Department ot HQUSIH% and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division, Action Grant Information System.

Housing Performance At the end of Fiscal Year 1982 8,200 new housing units
and 9,700 rehabilitated units were complete, totalling 17,300 housing units
available on the market. This is 24 percent of all” planned units.” Nine
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thousand three hundred of these units are available for low- and moderate-
income residents.

OTHER BENEFITS.

Action Grant projects provide subsidiary benefits besides jobs, housing, and
taxes. These include opportun ties for minority contractors, historic preser-
vation, and special activities such as assistance to Indian tribes and energy
conservation.

Minority Contracts. Over 20 percent of all projects which have reaced the
signed grant agreement stage indicate that minority contractors will be used
In project construction, and 14 percent have planned minority business
ownership in the project.

TABLE 3-13
PLANNED MINORITY PARTICIPATION

Projects with Minorit Projects with Minority
Cﬁﬁéf?ﬁﬁtiﬁﬁ‘tﬁﬁf?ﬁﬁt% EﬁE+ﬁE§§‘PETTTETpﬁTTUﬁ

Total 21% 14%
1978-80 15 10
1981 -82 31 23
Lar?e 25 19
Small 15 9
Industrial 13 9
Commercial and 23 17
Housing
Pockets of Poverty 40 29

SOURCE: US. Department of ng3|n% and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant

Agreement Data Base.

In recent years of the Action Grant program, there has been a substantial
increase In the proportion of projects with planned minorit fart|0|pat|on——
reaching 30 percent with _minority construction contracts and 23 percent with
minority business participation “in 1981 and 1982. Rates iIn previous years
were 15 percent and 10 percent for construction and ownership. _ Minority
involvement has been more likely in large Clt¥ projects than small cities; and
in commercial and housing projeCts than_ industrial. Forty percent of projects
in Pockets of Poverty have éxpected minority construction contracts, and 30
percent have included minority business participation.

Progress toward meeting minority contractor commitments appears to be greater
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than_initially anticipated. Of 960 projects which had reached a stage of
letting contracts, half, 478 projects, had provided at least some contracts to
minori ¥ contractors. In thése 960 projects, fourteen percent of all
contracts and subcontracts have actuallg gone to minority firms; the dollar
value of these minority contracts and subcontracts is $402 million, which is 6
percent of the total gubllc and private project amount contracted as of the
end of Fiscal Year 1982.

Historic Preservation. _The rehabilitation and renovation of historic

purTdings of alT types, which often involves the conversion to uses other than

those for which they were originally designed, can make a significant contri-

bution to a C|¥¥'s economic _development and revitalization efforts. Over nine
ercent of UDAG projects with signed grant agreements have involved planned
Istoric preservation activities, either in whole or in part.

TABLE 3-14

HISTOR IC PRESERVATION
(Dollars in Millions)

HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACTIVITIES

Atem All Projects Number or Value Percent
Projects 1,160" 107 P
UDAG $1,931 $ 68 4
Private $ 11,925 $332 F
Other Public $ 847 § 22 M
Total $14,703 $422 b

*
Equals all projects for which data are available.

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of HQUSIH% and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant
Agreement Data Base.

These_projects include $68 million of UDAG funds which were sPeC|f|caIIy tied
to historic_ preservation, amounting to 4 percent of all UDAG. dollars
associated with _projects with signed grant agreements. About $422 million_in
total project investment has been targeted for historic preservation which
representS 3 percent of total project costs for 1,169 projects.

The total planned investment of $422 million designated for historic preser-
vation activities represents just under 25 percent of the planned investment
for all activities related to “those 107 projects.

Special Activities. _Action Grant projects provide other benefits not recorded

here--1ncluding Indirect economic benefits, jobs and investment from multi-
plier effects, and spin-off developmeq;g4 Grants also support special activi-




ties, such as energy conservation and assistance to Indian tribes. In FY
1982, $1,120,000 was awarded to The Navapai-Prescott Tribe of Arizona to
assist In construction on the reservation of a 150-room hotel with meeting
rooms and a restaurant.

PROGRAM AND PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

In this_final section, there are discussions on four main topics: the process
of project development from the initial design stages through project
completion and an in-depth look at project activities, investment components,
and locational characteristics.

PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

This first section gives information about the events that take place during
project develoment. After projects are selected for UDAG support, they go
throu%h a development stage, entailing rehabilitation and/or construction of
structures such as offices, Industrial plants, shops, or houses.

Elapsed Time. The typical Action Grant project has taken about fourteen
months--419 days--from announcement of award to the completion of construc-
tion. However, there 1is wide variation among individual projects. Small
cities projects have tended to finish construction about two months earlier
than the norm, and large city projects have been completed about one month
later than the median _time. onStruction has been finished in industrial
projects faster than in commercial projects by about two months.  Mixed
commercial and housing ventures have taken the longest, about eight months
longer than the norm.

Moving from announcement to completion of construction is composed of several
stages, some of which overlap. _The first step is execution of the grant
agreement between HUD and the city, defining mutually agreed terms of the
project. Over the five years, median elapsed time for executing the grant
agreement has been 99 days from the announcement of preliminary application
approval by the Secretary.

A second step must be completed before Action Grant funds can be drawn down.
Communities must submit to HUD for its approval evidence of Iegall¥ bindin
commitments between the private sector and the city as described in the gran
agreement.  The environmental review of the project must be completed, and
other apgllcable contractual conditions must be met. HUD will issue a letter
of credit to the community when these steps are completed. Over the program's
history, the median_elapsed time from HUD's and the community"s signing of the
grant agreement to issuing a letter of credit has been 9l days.

The third step of project development is the actual construction of facili-
ties. The median time for the start of construction has been three days after
the letter of credit was executed. However, in one-half of the projects,
construction has begun with private funds before the letter of credit was
released. The construction period has usually lasted about one year--a median

of 357 days.
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PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

An_Action Grant project may_be for one type of development--commercial, indus-
trial or_housing--or for mixed development at_a site. This section provides
information on the characteristics of UDAG projects, including descriptions of
the types of commercial and industrial development carried out through the

UDAG program.

Types of Projects. . The bulk of UDAG projects have been either for commercial
'G¥Lﬂ_t_‘"l_d_|n ustrial development.  Thirty-niné percent of all projects have been

commercial and 34 percent have been” industrial. _Housing projects have accoun-
ted for fifteen percent of the total. The remaining twelve percent have been
mixed activity projects, nearly all of which were predominately commercial
with some housing included.

Commercial projects and mixed development 1prOJects have been, on average, the
largest_ developments. . The total cost of _commercial projects has averaged
$16.7 million per project, of which $2.2 million has been”UDAG funds. Simi-
larly, mixed developmént projects have averaged a total of $16.3 million with
$2.3 "million of UDAG funds. ~ The average industrial and housing projects have
been smaller. The total cost of industrial projects has averaged $9.4 million
with $1.1 million of UDAG funds. On average, housing projects have had a
total cost of $5.9 million with $L.0 million of UDAG funds.

TABLE 3-15
DISTRIBUTION OF UDAG PROJECTS, 1978-1982

Item Industrial Commercial Housing Mi xed
All projects 34% 39% 15% 12%
1978-1979 35 35 12 18
1980 35 42 12 11
1981-1982 32 41 20 7
Large 24 46 17 13
Small 46 31 13 10

SOURCE.  US. Department of HQUSIH% and Urban Development, Community PTanning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant
Agreement Data Base.

Industrial projects have remained about one-third_of all projects over the
five program yeéars, while commercial projects have increased slightly to about
41 percent of all projects. The greatest changes over the five program years
have been a relative decline in the use of miXed projects and an increase in
the incidence of housing OlprOJects. As a percentage of all awards, mixed
development projects have rogﬁed from 18 percent in the early years to seven
ercent In recent years. In the same time Gperlod, housing projects have grown
rom 12 percent to 20 percent of all_UDAG projects, though “this_ reflects a
shift from mixed to pure housing activity rather than any overall Increase.
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As a group, small cities projects are far more likely to be industrial than
are large cities projects. Forty-six percent of all small cities projects
have been for industrial development, compared to 24 percent in large
cities. The latter have undertaken a larger percentage of commercial, mixed
(predominately commercial), and housing projects.

Characteristics of commercial and industrial development projects follow.

Commercial Projects. One-half of all UDAG projects have been either entirely
Tor commercial development or have contained a commercial development compo-

UDAG projects have also been instrumental in developing business office facil-
ities and providing hotel space.  Commercial UDAG “projects have or will
develop a total of 29 million square feet of office space, either through
additions or rehabilitation. Twenty-two percent of commercial projects (8%of
all UDAG prOJect%? have included hotel development. These projects involve
construction of 52,000 hotel rooms and rehabilitation of another “4000 rooms.

Forty percent of the commercial UDAG projects included the development of
other types of commercial facilities than retail, office, or hotel. These
other commercial projects have developed many diverse commercial facilities.
The following are Some illustrations drawn from the commercial projects
approved in 1982: nursing homes, rehabilitation centers, hospitals, a job
training center, theatres, a film and television studio, and an urban heritage
display park. (The complete list is given In the Appendix.)

Commercial development projects have involved new construction of buildings,
expansion of existing facilities, and/or rehabilitation of existing struc-
tures.  Most projects--about 70 percent of all commercial projects--have
involved new construction, either solely or in combination with rehabilita-
tion.  Nearly one-half (45%) have included rehabilitation of existing facil-
ities. Sixteen percent of the commercial projects have included facilities

expansions.

Industrial Projects. UDAG projects always have at least one private sector
partner; however, fourteen percent of industrial projects have had two firms
participating as partners, and seven percent have had three or more firms as
private sector partners. Forty percent of the primary businesses In the
projects were new to the community or were new businesses.

Firms involved in 1industrial development projects encompass a very broad
spectrum of the American economy. About ten percent, the largest group,
process food and food products. ~ Two other large groups of businesses manu-
facture non-electrical machinery and fabricated metal products. Still other
participating firms are a cross section of the industrial economy, producing
metals, chemicals, textiles, furniture, paper, leather, and so forth.
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Industrial projects %?nerqlly_ involve new construction, expansion, and/or
rehabi litation of plant facilities. . One-half of UDAG, industrial projects have
included new construction of facilities for the businesses; one-quarter have
expanded on existing_sites. About 30 percent of the industrial projects have
involved rehabilitation, sometimes occurring in conjunction with new construc-
tion or _expansion. _In total, UDAG_projects involve the development of about
59 million square feet of industrial Space, two-thirds of this space added
%hrough construction and one-third through rehabititation of existing struc-
ures.

FIGURE 3-1
FIRMS IN INDUSTRIAL PROJECTS, 1978-1982

Most Frequent
Ten percent of
firms for each
product class

Frequent

Five percent of
firms for each
product class

Food_and food products; non-electrical
machinery; fabricated metal products

Metals; clothing; rubber and plastic;
electrical machlnerK; wholesale trade of
nondurable goods; chemicals; concrete
products ; printing

Others

L23ss than five
percent of firms
for each product
class

Agriculture; construction, textiles;
wood products; furniture; paper
products; petroleum; measurlnﬁ
Instruments; communication; wholesale

durable goods

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of HQUSIH% and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant

Agreement Data Base.

UDAG 1industrial projects have also been for the development of industrial
parks. _ Fifteen percent of industrial projects have involved develgpment of
industrial parks, two-thirds of these pdrks located in small cities. An
industrial park project E%Q;cally has been for the development of about 80
acres; _Overall, about 4,000 acreS have been or are being developed for use as
industrial parks.

FUNDS IN UDAG PROJECTS

This section gives an accqunt of the sources of investments in UDAG projects
and the ways in which the investments are used for project development.

Sources of Funds. The funds to support UDAG projects come from private In-
vestment, Action Grants, local and State governments, and some other Federal
rant and loan programs. The UDAG program is structured so that the UDAG
ollars contribute only a portion of g project funds. Private investors are




required to provide the substantial share of funds.

In_the aggregate, 81 percent of the total cost of UDAG projects has come from
rivate investment. Thirteen percent of the balance is ‘provided by Action
rants; one percent from other Federal progams; and five percent from State

and local governments.

TABLE 3-16
SOURCES OF PROJECT FUNDS, 1978-1982
1tem Private UDAG Uther PublIC
All Projects 81% 13% 6%
1978-79 80% 13% 7%
1980 81% 13% 6%
1981 -82 83% 13% 4%
Large 8% 14% 6%
Small 83% 13% 4%
Industrial 86% 12% 2
Commercial 80% 13% 7%
Housing 80% 17% 3%
Mixed 78% 14% 8%

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community PTanning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant

Agreement Data Base.

In the last three 1Lyears, the proportion of private investment in UDAG has in-
creased slightly from 80 to 83 percent, while the proportion of UDAG invest-
ment remained the same. _Other public Investment has decreased from seven to
four percent of total project investments.

The relative distribution of investments differs somewhat between large cities
and small cities. As a fqroup,_ small cities have had a somewhat greater
ggrcentage of private investment in projects than large communities. This may
ne because small cities have had more industrial projects, and it has been the
industrial projects which have had the largest share of private investment.
For example, industrial projects have the largest proportion of private funds
(86%) and the smallest percentages of UDAG (12%) and other public funds (2%).

The investment patterns in other types of projects differ from those in indus-
trial projects.  Housing rojects have had a share of private investments
comparablé to the average (81% but have contained a higher percentage of UDAG
investment (17%) than other project types and a smaller percentage of other
public funds (3%). Moreover, commercial and mixed (nearly always commercial)
projects have contained higher shares of other public investments than other

projects.
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Sources of Private Investment. Private investment in UDAG projects has two
main components._ unsubsidized investment consistinu of equity and Private
debt and subsidized loans or debt financing from ""State, local, or' other
Federal (non-UDAG). sources. _ Over three-quarters of private investment has
been unsubsidited “investment In the form of equity or privately-derived loans
at market rates of interest:

TABLE 3-17
SOURCES OF PRIVATE INVESTMENT, 1978-82

Unsubsidized Subsidized
77% 23%

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of HQUSIH% and Urban Development, Community PIanning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant

Agreement Data Base.

The balance of private investment has come from subsidized loans or debt,
including industrial _revenue bonds (I1rBs) and other financing tools. Eighty
ercent of the subsidized investment has been supplied by local government
Inancing mechanisms, and ten percent has come from State programs.” Another
ten percent has been derived from Federal loan programs--Small Business Admin-
istration, Economic Development Administration, Farmer's Home Administration,

etc.

Sources of Other Public Funds. As noted above, a small portion (6%)of direct
INvestments In UDAG projects has come from public sources other ‘than UDAG
largely from local governments themselves. Local governments contributed 69
percent of the non-UDAG public_funds. An additional twenty percent of these
ublic investments came from Federal grants prqgrams suchi as the Community
evelopment Block Grant (CDBG) program and ED d 11 percent have been
provided by State programs.

TABLE 3-18
DISTRIBUTION OF NON-UDAG PUBLIC INVESTMENT, 1978-1982

Federal State Local
20% 11%0 6%

SOURCE: — US. Department of HQUSIH% and Urban Development, Community PTanning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant

Agreement Data Base.

State and local government shares of the total project costs have remained
constant over the life of the program. States provide about one percent and
localities about four percent o tOtakﬁb However, non-UDAG Federal funds have
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dropped over the years from about two percent to less than one percent of
total project costs.

Uses of Action Grants. UDAG funds are used in three ways: direct incentives
including loans, interest subsidies, rebates, and land write-downs; infra-
structure development; and relocation payments.

UDAG funds have been used most often as direct incentives for development. In
the aggregate, three quarters (72 percent) of Action Grant funds have been
used for direct incentives in UDAG projects. Twenty-six percent of UDAG funds
have been spent on infrastructure development, and two percent were related to
relocation expenses.

Over time, there has been a dramatic shift toward use of UDAG funds as direct
development incentives. In the early years, one-half of UDAG funds were used
in this way. Currently, 90 percent of UDAG funds are provided as direct
incentives in all types of projects and in both large and small cities.

TABLE 3-19
USES CF UDAG FUNDS, 1978-1982

Direct Infrastructure
[tem Incentives Development Relocation
All projects 72% 26% 2%
1978-79 53% 43% 4%
1980 81% 17% 2%
1981-82 90% 9% 1%

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Grant
Agreement Data Base.

UDAG as Direct and Repayable Incentives. Cities have used 54 percent of all
UDAG funds to make loans to private developers, at below market rates of
interest. This is about three-quarters of the direct incentive. These loans
are intended to be paid back to the communities to be available for further
use in local development activities consistent with the Housing and Community
Deve lopment Act.

The UDAG program has shown a continued increase in the use of direct loans.
In the early years about one-quarter of all UDAG funds were used for loans to
private developers. Currently, 86 percent of all UDAG dollars are used for
loans. Most remaining funds used as direct incentives have been for land
write-downs and related site improvements. Over the years, slightly less than
five percent of UDAG funds have been for interest subsidies or rehabilitation
grants used largely in housing projects. Whereas land write-downs once
accounted for 20 percent of UDAG commitments, their use has declined
dramatically in the last two years. Now, only about two percent of UDAG funds

are used for land write-downs.
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UDAG for Infrastructure Development. Street repair and construction, water
and Sewer_improvements, parking facilities construction, and a wide variety of
other off-site development activities each have received about equal shares
{25%) of the UDAG funds used for infrastructure. This pattern has remained

he same throughout the program*s history, even though as_noted above the
share of UDAG funds used for Infrastructuré has declined significantly.

Use of Local, State, and Non-UDAG Federal Funds. Just as_with Action Grants
Other pub1ic INVestments In projects have been used for direct incentives and
for infrastructure development. The pattern of using local, State, and other
Federal funds has been remarkably similar in the aggregate--one-third of the
funds from each source has been ‘used for direct incentives and two-thirds of
each has gone toward infrastructure development.

Over the five program years, the use of local assistance has remained fairly
constant with one-third for direct incentives and two-thirds for infrastruc-
ture development. However, State_assistance has shifted from primarily infra-
structure repair to direct incentives. In the early years, only 15 percent of
State funds were spent for direct incentives. More recently, 68 percent are
being used directly in UDAG projects. Non-UDAG Federal funds have also been
increasingly used for direct incentives. Their use for that purpose has risen
from 31 percent to 51 percent in the last two program years.

LOCATION OF PROJECTS

This section contains information_ about communities which have undertaken
Action Grant projects and where projects are located within the communities.

Distribution of Projects Among Distressed Communities. In the UDAG program

ction Grants, are only awarded to Tully eligible distressed cities and Pockets
of . Poverty. The cComparative _degree of economic distress_is the primary
criterion for application selection and all distressed _communities are ranked
accordln% to their degree of distress for the selection process. For this
report, these rankings have been used to categorize grantees into three equal
groups as highly; moderately, or less distressed.

Amon% large C|E¥_ rant awards, there was_a high degree of targeting to the
one-third most distressed communities. Sixty-four percent of ail UDAG large
cities projects_were located in highly distressed eligible localities; these
localities received_ 62 percent of the UDAG funds. The one-third moderatel
distressed communities had 24_percent of all projects and 25 percent of UDA
funds. The remaining one-third less distressed had only 12 percent of the

projects and 13 percent of funds.

There was also targeting among small cities awards. Forty-three percent of
all projects and percent of UDAG funds were in hlghgy distressed eligible
communities. Twenty-nine percent of projects and funds went to moderately
distressed localities; 28 percent of projécts and 34 percent of funds went to

less distressed communities.
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TABLE 3-20
DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS AMONG ELIGIBLE LARGE CITIES BY DISTRESS

One-third One-third One-third
_most moderately _least
distressed distressed distressed
Percent of
Awards 64% 24% 12%
Percent of 62% 25% 13%
Dol lars

SOURCEZ US. Department of HQUSIH% and Urban Development, Community PTanning
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division, Action Grant Information System.

Regional Distribution.  Because funds are distributed on a discretionar
pasis, there 1S no prescribed amount of UDAG funds to be awarded in eac
region. However, the pattern of regional distribution of funds has remained
In"rough proportion to the percentage of the total eligible population in each
region.

TABLE 3-21
COMPARATIVE REG IONAL DISTRIBUTION
North-  North

East Central  South West

Percent of Total

Eligible Population 28% 28% 30% 14
Percent of Total )
Action Grant Allocation 33% 31% 25% 11%

SOURCE:— U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community PTanning
and _Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division, Action Grant Information System.

Cities in _both the Northeast and North Central regions receive just over 30
percent of the total funds. Those in the South receive 25 percent, in the
West 11 percent. However, the size and number of eligible cities in each
region differ. To permit a rough comparison, the total population In eligible
cities has been determined aS a rough indicator to compare _the regional
distribution of _funds, though it does not compensate for differences in
distress of eligible cities In the regions. Comparison of the percentages of
Action Grant awards and eligible populations shows that both of the Northern
regions have received a slightly higher amount of funding in proportion to
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}heir eligible gopulat ons, and that the South and West have received slight y
ess.

Location Within_Communities. Overall, one-third of ail UDAG projects have
been located inside cities” central business districts and two-thirds
elsewhere In the community. This pattern has remained nearly constant over

the five program years.

However, there are large differences in where projects are located amon
project types. _For example, 95 percent of the industrial and 90 percent o
the hou3|nﬂ projects are located outside the central business district. On
the other hand, “one-third of the commercial and one-half of mixed development

projects were focated In downtown areas.

As a group, large communities, having more commercial development, had a
greater percentage of _their UDAG projects In downtown areas than did small
cities. The pattern in small cities of having projects located outside the
city centers reflected the higher incidence of industrial projects among them.

Status of Project Land. About three-quarters of all UDAG projects have
required some sSite preparation before construction could begin. = Sometimes
this has involved clearing assembled properties and other times It has meant
preparing vacant land.

Thirty percent of all projects with site preparation have _involved clearing a
site, but over the five years the number of projects requiring land clearance
has declined by one-half. Commercial and mixed development projects have been
more likely than others to require clearance.

The other projects requiring site preparation have involved vacant land. Most
often this_has been land which was formerly developed but already cleared. A
small ?ortlon of projects--about five percent--have been built on”vacant urban
renewal land; this percent has declined ?? one-half since the early program
years.  Commercial and mixed development projects_have been the "types of
projects which have most often used urban renewal sites. UDAG projects have
also been built on vacant land which was not previously developed.” This has
been the_case In small cities projects much more frequently than in large ci-
ties projects.
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NOTES

Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1981, Pub. L. 97-35, Sec,
308(a), 95 Stat. 384, 392 (1981), amending Sec. 119(a) of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974.

Only highlights are given here.  The progran regulations should be
consulted for more information. See subpart G of 24 CFR Part 570.

Although Congress initially appropriated $458.0 million for the UDAG
program for 1982, it also authorized HUD to use up to four percent of
that amount for other purposes.. The Department fully exercised that
option which accounts for the figure of $35.1 million” shown as the FY
1982 appropriation.  Subsequently, an additional $38.6 million for the
UDAG program from_ funds recaptured from terminated projects was
reappropriated.  This money would otherwise have been returned to the
Treasury. had _Congress not ‘extended from three years to four years the
period “In which UDAG funds from a fiscal year’s appropriation must be
obligated.  Thus, the total budget authority for FY 1982 was $473.7

million.

An additional $14.6 million in _Action Grant funds was awarded in FY 1982
as second phase funding for fro ects that were approved in FY 1981. Thus,
total funds awarded in FY 1982 are $436 million.  In the exhibit which
lists funds ear of approvals, the $14.6 million referenced here is
included in F totals.

The characteristics of projects at the time of announcement are contained
In the Action Grant Information System (AGIS) data file maintained by the
Data Systems and Statistics Division, Office of Management, Community
Planning and Development. The AGIS fTile also contains information on
project status and accompl ishments as reported quarterly by grantees.

The characteristics of projects for which both HUD and the grantee have
signed a Grant Agreement are contained iIn the Grant Agreement Data Base
which 1s updated annually ]tc)/ the Economic Development Analysis and
Evaluation Division, Officé of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Community
Planning . and Development, The “Grant Agreement Data Base contains
information on 1,169 active or completed projects with mutual ly-executed

grant agreements.
See Note 3 above.

See Note 4 above.

For administrative reasons the announcement date for the last round of
large city awards in FY 1982 was changed to occur at the end of the fiscal
8uarter. As a consequence, there were five large city rounds announced
uring FY 1982 compared to four small cities rounds.

A Pocket of Poverty is a severely distressed area meeting specific

eligibility requireménts, located ina city or urban county not otherwise
eligible. ~See Section 570.466(a) of the regulations.

105




11.

12.

13.

Most planned benefit estimates are derived from the Action Grant
Information System after cross checking with other data sources. Planned
benefits for ‘closed out or completed projects are taken from the Grant
Agreement Data Base. Performance data are drawn from current grantee
reports. Reports were not available in FY 1982 for some projects that had
reached close out, and thus some benefits may be undercounted.

FY 1982 construction jobs are reported as annual equivalents. Earlier
project figures do not necessarily make this adjustment.

For a more extensive discussion of communit}/ distress, see Federal
Register: \ol. 47, No. 36, February 23, 1982. It contains the Final RiTe

or UDAG distress criteria in Section 570.452. See Section 570.453 of the
regulations for more details on eligibility determinations.
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EXHIBIT
PROGRAM TOTALS BY FISCAL YEAR

ITEM FYy 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 Fy 1981 FY 1982 TOTAL
Number of
Projects 124 259 306 393 371 1,453
Large (#) 75 123 173 241 238 850
Small (#) 49 136 133 152 133 603
Large §%; 60 47 57 61 64 58
Small (% 40 53 43 39 36 42
UDAG Dollars $277M $423m $616M $625M $422M $2,363M
Large ($) $227M $327M $473M $473M $348M $1,847M
Small ($) $50M $96M $143M $152M $74M $516M
Large (%) 82 77 77 76 82 78 o
Small (%) 18 23 23 24 18 22
Private Investment $1,746M $2,576M $3,074M $4,168M $2,527M $14,091M
Ratio to UDAG ($) 6.3 6.1 5.0 6.7 6.0 6.0
State and Local $195M $218M $221M $340M $134M $1,108M
Other Federal $104M $138M 65M $57M $55M $419M
Total Investment $2,322M $3,355M 3,977M $5,191M $3,137M™ $17,981M
New Permanent Jobs 48,416 71,483 81,261 83,833 55,142 340,135
UDAG $ Per Job $5,714 $5,920 $7,587 $7,456 $7,649 $6,948
Low/Moderate Income (%) 62 54 60 61 59 59
Construction Jobs 43,318 60,198 48,861 68,670 38,320 259,367
Total Housing (Units) 13,139 12,279 16,317 15,480 14,319 71,534
New Construction (%) 55 38 43 35 31 40
Low/Moderate Income (%) 64 49 43 42 25 44
Total Taxes $33M $88M $81M $137M $43M $382M

Source: U S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
Community Planning and Development, Office of Management, Data
Systems and Statistics Division, Action Grant Information System

Note: Totals are adjusted relative to previous annual reports to
account for project terminations.
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CHAPTER 4: REHABILITATION PROGRAMS
INTRODUCTION

This chapter reports on the major housing rehabilitation programs administered
by HUD's Office of Community Planning and Development. The chapter is divided
into three major parts: Part One describes the Rental Rehabilitation Program
Demonstration; Part Two describes the Urban Homesteading program; and Part
Three describes the Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan program.

OVERVIEW
RENTAL REHABILITATION PROGRAM DEMONSTRATION

The purpose of the Rental Rehabilitation Program Demonstration, which is a
precursor of the Rental Rehabilitation Grants program proposed by the
Administration, is to encourage local _?_over_nments to use Community Development
Block Grant funds for the rehabilitation of rental properties. The
Demonstration is based on the premise that the rental subsidy to tenants
should be separated from the subsidy for rehabilitating the property. This
separation of subsidies i s a departure from most other publticly-funded housing
programs.

Currently, 14 State governments and 185 local governments, each with a
Demonstration program locally designed to meet its distinct needs, are
participating i1n the program.” Twenty-three communities, 21 cities and two
counties, have been in the Demonstration since it began in 1981. The other
176 communities were selected in August 1982. These communities have agreed
to budget more than $45 million i n amounts ranging from $40,000 to $1,669,000
to the Demonstration from their CDBG grants and expect to rehabilitate more
than 11,000 units of rental housing. To allow rehabilitation of these units
with a minimum displacement of current low- and moderate-income tenants, HUD
is allocating more than 6,500 Section 8 Existing Housing Certificates to the
199 communities for use in the Demonstration.

As of January 1983, the communities participating in the Demonstration had
completed or had under construction approximately 325 units and had funded or
selected another 800 units. First round communities have about one-half of
the units they expect to rehabilitate in some stage of processing. The second
round communities have selected, funded, completed, or have under construction
approximately 300 of the units they expect to produce.

The average per unit rehabilitation cost in the Demonstration has been
$10,965. Approximately $4,341 of that average has been contributed from CDBG
funds allocated to the Demonstration and the balance, $6,624, from private
sources. Although the experience to date is limited, the Demonstration
appears to have rehabilitated units at less cost to the public and with a
higher leveraging ratio than other CDBG-funded multifamily housing

rehabilitation efforts.

Assessments of the Demonstration by local officials have generally been
positive and stress the advantages of local control over the selection of
properties .and over the practices and procedures to be followed in the
Demonstration .
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URBAN HOMESTEADING PROGRAM

Section 810 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended,
provides for the transfer to local governments of unoccupied one-to-four unit
properties owned by HUD, the Veterans Administration (VA), and the Farmers
Home Administration (FmHA) at no cost to communities with HUD-approved
homesteading programs. Local governments, in turn, offer the properties at
nominal or no cost to homesteaders who agree to rehabilitate them and to
reside in them for a minimum of three years. The principal goals of the
program have been to promote homeownership, upgrade properties, revitalize
neighborhoods , and reduce the HUD inventory of acquired properties.

Congress initiated no modifications to the Urban Homesteading program in FY
1982. The Department did take several administrative steps relating to
internal control and improvement of program monitoring and compliance. The
Department also took action to increase the supply of properties available
through VA and FrHA  Finally, a decision to concentrate all Section 312
single family rehabilitation loan activity for the year in homesteading areas
expanded the supply of rehabilitation assistance fam that source for the

year.

Since 1975, Congress has appropriated $55 million for the Section 810
rogram. HUD operated the program on funds appropriated for previous years
rom FY 1980 through FY 1982. As of the end of FY 1982, 84.8 percent of all
money appropriated for Section 810 had been spent.

Eleven communities joined the Urban Homesteading program in FY 1982, makin
107 approved programs in all. Ninety-one of the communities filed annua
applications for the year; three had been suspended, and 13 had inactive
programs.  Seventy-three communities had acquired new homesteading properties

fom any source during the year.

Between 1976 and the end of FY 1982, local Urban Homesteading programs had
acquired 7,115 properties from all sources. = Communities used Section 810
funds to reimburse appropriate Federal agencies for 6,233 of those
properties. HUD-owned Section 810 properties made up 87 percent of all
properties acquired, and locally-acquired properties constituted another ten
percent. Communities acquired 982 properties from all sources during FY 1982

of which 78 percent were HUD-owned Section 810-supported properties. FY 1982
marked the first year in which VA properties were acquired for homesteading.

So far, relatively few such properties have been conveyed.

Through FY 1982, communities had transferred 84 percent of all homesteading
properties to homesteaders (pending successful completion of all program
requirements), and 76 percent were actually occupied by homesteaders.
Rehabilitation had begun on 81 percent of the properties and had been
completed on 65 percent. Fee simple conveyance, which marks the completion of
the minimum three-year conditional conveyance and occupancy period, had
occurred in 29 percent of all homesteading properties.
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SECTION 312 REHABILITATION LOAN PROGRAM

Section 312 of the Housing Act of 1964, as amended, authorizes the Secretary
to make low-interest loans for rehabilitating properties to local standards in
certain eligible areas.

The Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1981 extended the Section
312 program through Fy 1983. Department has proposed termination of the
program in 1984. ~Congress did not appropriate any funding for the program in
FY 1982. Instead, the program was operated entirely from loan repayments and
other income recoveries. Funding available for loans for the year was $68.1
mi1lion; loan reservations were $49.4 million.

The Department took two major programmatic steps during FY 1982. First, it
shifted the principal focus of the program from single family to multifamily
loans and concentrated the single family funding in homesteading areas. /A a
result, multifamily loans constituted 81 percent of the Section 312 loan
amounts obligated durirag the year, and the remainder went to single family
loans in urban homesteading areas.

The second initiative wes the introduction of variable interest rates in the
program.  Prior to FY 1982, all Section 312 loans were meck at three percent
Interest. In that year, while all Section 312 loans were still mece at below
rﬂarket_mter_est rat?s, the on_w loans ma%b at the thre? ﬁercent rate were
those in which single family Incomes of the applicants tell at or below 80
?erc_ent of the ared median ‘iIncome. About 73 percent of the FY 1982 single
amily loans were mace at the three percent rate, and 26 percent were lent at
11 percent. Multifamily and investor-owned single family loans were to bear
an 11 percent rate, except where private subsidies equalled or exceeded
Section 312 funding. The 11 and five percent loans constituted 68 and 32
percent, respectively, of multifamily loan amounts.

Debt collection remained an area of hj%h Departmental priority during FY
1982. In order to promote this priority, the Department took actions in
col 1ection system automation and consolidation of various 1oan serwcmgi
functions. “These initiatives allowed HUD to increase dramatically deb
collection for the program and to maintain the proportion of seriously
delinquent loans at 7.2 percent.

The Department mede 757 Section 312 loans during FY 1982 of which 502 were
primarily sm?Ie family loans in support of urban homesteading and 255 were
multifamily Toans. These loans will eventually contribute to the

rehabilitation of 4,383 dwelling units.

Fewer communities participated in the Section 312 program in FY 1982 than had
done so the previous year--549 in Fy 1981 and 159 in FY 1982. Most of the
funding obligated during FY 1982 went to metropolitan cities, localities with
populations of 100,000 or more, and distressed communities.
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PART ONE : THE RENTAL REHABILITATION PROGRAM DEMONSTRATION
INTRODUCTION

This section of the chapter describes the Rental Rehabilitation Program
Demonstration.  The section is divided into three subsections. The first
subsection presents information on recent program developments , including the
background, purpose, and structure of the Demonstration. The second
subsection describes the status and progress of the 23 communities
participating in the first round of the Demonstration and the 176 communities
participating in the second round. The final subsection briefly describes
some of the major features of the Programs desqned by first round communities

and summarizes local assessments of the Tirst twelve months of the
Demastration.

The background material summarized in this section wes taken from information,
including memorandums, provided to the participating communities by HUD. Data
on the CDBG funds and Section 8 Housing certificates budgeted for the
Demonstration and the progress of the second round communities were provided
by the Office of Urban Rehabilitation. The moe detailed information on
progress by first round communities wes obtained through telephone and on-site
discussions with the local coordinators of the 23 first round Demonstration

programs.

|

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS

PURPOSE AND STRUCTURE G- THE DEMONSTRATION

Purpose of the Demonstration. Since the inception of the Community
U_%_TB"l_eye opmen OCK _Grant (CDBG) program in 1974, the rehabilitation of
privately-owned residential properties has accounted for an |ncreasmgl3ée1arge
share of all Block Grant expenditures. In the three program years between
1979 and 1981, apgrommately $2.7 billion, 25 percent of all CDBG funds
appropriated, were budgeted to such activities. In 1982 entitlement grantees
alone projected spending an additional $700 million on housing rehabilitation.

The largest share of these funds has been used to rehabilitate single-family
owner-occupied, 1-4 unit properties. A recent report based on a survey of
more than 400 entitlement communities by the General Accounting Office

the extent of CDBG assistance to this segment of the housing stock. In that
surve}/, 98 percent of all communities responding. were  found to have
rehabilitated single-family, owner-occupied properties compared with 50
percent that had rehabilitated investor-owned multifamily or single-family
units with CDBG funds. The survey also found that, although substantially
more rental units than owner-occupied units need rehabilitation, entitlement
communities assisted, on average, over four times as many owner-occupied units
(309) as investor-owned units (75).% Awvailable evidence also suggests that
relatively little of the CDBG-assisted rental rehabilitation activities have
been used for smaller, i.e., 30 or fewer units, rental properties.

The Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration program is, designed to fill that gap
by encouraging local communities to develop effective rehabilitation programs
for small renfal properties. The first round of the Demonstration, which wes
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announced in the Federal Register on December 15, 1980, was open to CDBG
entitlement communities and recipients of Small Cities Comprehensive grants.
In the second round of the Demonstration, announced in June 1982, eligibility
wes expanded to include State governments. The purpose of the Demonstration

is to show:

"That with the appropriate subsidized financir_]fq it is feasible, practical
and cost effective to rehabilitate small multifamily property for rental at

market rates;

That local CDBG funds can be used to leverage private monies to subsidize
financing for rehabilitation of small multifamily rental properties;

That it is possible to build into publicly sponsored rehabilitation
programs incentives for strong management and long-term maintenance of
rental property; and

That with the appropriate use of Section 8 Existing Housing Certificates of
Family Participation, eligible lowes Income residents can, if they choose,
remain in rehabilitated buildings.™

Demonstration Funding. The primary source of the rehabilitation assistance in
The Demonstration 1s_the Community Development Block Grant funds that, each
participating community wes required to budget for its local projects.” The
principal use of these CDBG funds IS to subsidize the cost of rehabilitation
down to the level required to make a project feasible at market rents.
Demonstration participants can use their CDBG funds to provide any type of
rehabilitation loan, grant, or other subsidy allowed by CDBG regulations.

In addition to the public sector financing, each Demonstration program is
required to include participation by private lenders in loan underwriting and
to leverage private funds with the public resources used. In the first round,
localities were also expected to require an equity investment by the
?rospectlve borrower of at least ten percent cash or cash equivalent based on
he market value of the property before rehabilitation.

The Demonstration's rental subsidy is provided through the Section 8 Existing
Housing Program and is available to low-income tenants so that, in most cases,
they can continue to live in the building after it has been renovated.
Tenants receiving Section 8 certificates through the Demonstration are not
required to remain in the rehabilitated building; they can leave the building
and use the certificate at another location if they choose to do so. In
addition, these Certificates can be used in cases where tenants would prefer
to remain in the rehabilitated building but are unable to do so, e.g., where
physical changes to the building are such that there are no units suitable for
the tenant in that building after rehabilitation.  Each local government
selected for the Demonstration received a special allocation of Section 8
Existing Housing Contract Authority. The amount of the Contract Authority
made available to each community wes based upon the number of units to be
rehabilitated through the Demonstration, the estimated need for tenant
?Ssastance in those communities, and the availablity of Section 8 Existing
unds.
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Local Program Requirements. In order to avoid causing hardship for lower
Income tenants, HUD required first round communities to devise a strategy to
minimize displacement of tenants from buildings being rehabilitated and to
follov HUD-prescribed minimum requirements for protecting tenants earning less
than the area median income. Localities have the option of providing more
assistance to these tenants as well as providing assistance to tenants whose
income exceeds 100 percent of the area median.

Second round communities were required to develop their own relocation/anti-
displacement strategies consistent with local needs and neighborhood
characteristics.  Minimum levels of protection for low- and moderate-income
tenants were also required of participating comunities.

The Rental Rehabilitation Program Demonstration also requires participating
communities to target their program to one or more neighborhoods where CDBG
activities are concentrated and to require that post-rehabilStation rents will
fall within the Section 8 Existing Fair Market Rents.

To help the locality deal with the technical aspects of the Demonstration,
particularly with the terms and conditions of financial arrangements, HUD
provided participating communities with technical assistance fam a private

consultant.

Differences from Other Programs.. The Demonstration differs from other Federal

ng assist rograms—TtnSeveral ways. The most significant difference
Is that the Demonstration is based on the premise that the rental subsidy to
the low-income tenant should be separated from the rehabilitation assistance
for the property. Unlike the Section 8 rehabilitation programs, the Section 8
Existing certificates provided lower income families through the Demonstration
are not tied to the property being rehabilitated. This is a significant
change from Federal housing rehabilitation programs that provide property
owners the assurance of continued rental income if they rehabilitate their

properties.

A second important difference is the expanded role of local officials.
Compared to many other Federal housing programs, local officials have broader
discretion and greater responsibilities in the Demonstration. In the
Demonstration, local officials are engaged in selecting neighborhoods,
determining appropriate subsidy levels and mechanisms, attracting owners,
selecting properties to be rehabilitated, and coordinating the activities of
investors, lenders, contractors, and tenants. Because of the flexibility
permitted local officialS, each locality's program has a unique combination of
characteristics designed to meet its particular needs, priorities, and
management structures.

A third major difference between the Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration and
other Federally-assisted rehabilitation programs 1S that communities
participating in the Demonstration are required to leverage private funds with
the CDBG funds they use in the Demonstration. Although many communities do
attempt to leverage private resources through other rehabilitation programs,
most other programs do not require that they do so.

A final major difference between the Demonstration and other Federal housing
programs is that it was designed to increase the risk borne by the investor,
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i.e., the owner of the property, relative to the public sector. The position
of investors in the Demonstration is more similar to their position in the
private unsubsidized rental market than it is in other Federal housing
programs.  Unlike most other Federal housing programs, the investors may be
responsible for proposing the amount of work to be done, obtaining their own
private financing, and negotiating with contractors. Communities in the first
round of the Demonstration were also expected to require recourse* lending in
the Demonstration and to discourage participation by tax shelter syndicates.
In return, rental property owners receive only a one time loan or grant from
the public sector; they receive no guarantee of continuing rental assistance
to their tenants and no special tax breaks. Investors are _exBecte_d to view
Property ownership, rehabilitation, and management as a P_r_oflta le investment
hat will produce a positive cash flow in a competitive private market

envi ronment.

Selection of Demonstration Participants. The December 1980 announcement of
the Demonstration_ required _interested localities to submit preliminary
applications describing specified major features of their proposed program to
the HUD Central Office by March 6, 1981. From these preliminary applications
a smaller number of communities would be identified and invited to submit

final applications for consideration.

A total of 78 communities responded by submitting |oreliminary applications.

e aggh'cat'ons ere. reviewed bg/ the HUD Centra Officei1 and the Area
ICe having Jurisdictron over the community. Forty of the 78 Communities

submitting preliminary applications were initially sefected to submit a final
application.  However, because the Section 8 Existing certificates requested
by the communities exceeded the available funds, only 23 communities were
invited to submit final applications.

On September 15, 1981, the 19 CDBG entitlement cities, two urban counties, and
two CDBG small cities selected to participate in the Demonstration were
announced. These communities agreed to budget a total of $6,719,000 in local
CDBG funds to the Demonstration and planned to rehabilitate aPprOX|_mater
1,200 units. _HUD was to provide the 23 communities a_sufficient allocation of
Section 8 Existing Housing Contract Authority to assist 714 low- to moderate-
income tenants residing in buildings rehabilitated in the Demonstration and

technical assistance in designing their programs.

On June 17, 1982, the second round of the Demonstration was announced in the
Federal Register. The basic purpose of the Demonstration was unchanged, but
the scope was broadened to allow participation by interested State
overnments, In August 1982, 176 jurisdictions (14 States, 21 counties, and
41 cities) were Selected to participate in the second round of the
Demonstration.  These participants agreed to budget $38.5 million in CDBG
funds to the Demonstration, were to receive 6,000 Section 8 certificates, and
planned to rehabilitate approximately 10,000 units in the Demonstration.

*—rTecourse toan enables the lender to take action against the personal
property of the borrower in addition to foreclosing on the mortgaged _
roperty. It was encouraged by HUD in_the first round of this Demonstration
0 Increase the owner's risk and commitment to the success of the project.

115




DEMONSTRATION FUNDING AND PROGRESS

Local CDBG Funding. The 199 communities participating in the two rounds of
the Demonstration have agreed to budget more than $45 million of local CDBG
funds, or an average of $230,000 per community, to their Demonstration

projects .

Although most communities allocated amounts close to the overall average-- 75
percent allocated between $50,000 and $299,000 to the Demonstration-- there
was substantial variation both in actual dollars and the relative size of the
amounts compared to their CDBG grants. (See Table 4-1.) The amounts budgeted
to the Demonstration ranged from a low of $40,000 in a small county to more
than $1,669,000 in a large entitlement city. The variation in the budgeting
of.  CDBG funds for the Rental Rehabilitation Program Demonstration relative to
the participating communities' grants is equally substantial. In 16
communities, generally entitlement cities, CDBG funds going to the
Demonstratiop represent less than one percent of their 1981 or most recent
CDBG grants. (See Table 4-2.) In contrast, three participating cornunities
budgeted funds for their local Demonstration programs that exceeded the
amounts of their most recent CDBG grants.

Compared to first round communities, participants in the second round
allocated smaller amounts ($219,000 vs. $292,000) for the Demonstration.
Proportionately, however, most participants in both rounds allotted
comparable shares of their CDBG grapts for their local programs; the median in

both rounds was about five percent.

For the most part, the CDBG funds budgeted to the Demonstration, at least in
first round communities, were funds that had already been allotted for housing
rehabilitation.  Only three of the 23 first round cities reported budgeting
additional CDBG funds to rehabilitation as a result of participation in the
Demonstration. The increases, which ranged from $10,000 to $200,000, amounted
to $310,000 and accounted for approximately five percent of all CDBG funds
allocated to the Demonstration during that round.

* Participating communities were not required to budget all the Demonstration
funds from one year's CDBG grant. The 1981 grant amount i s used here simply
for comparative purposes.

+
The reason for the relative difference in the amount budgeted to the

Demonstration and the share of the CDBG grants that this represents is that
the second round involves proportionately more small cities, 21 percent of
participants, than the first round, nine percent, and, consequently, the
average grant size is substantially smaller.
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TABLE 4-1
CDBG FUNDS BUDGETED FCR THE RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION
- BY PARTIC PATING COMMUN IT IES
(Dollars in Thousands)

iY [-1rst Round Second Round fotal
CDBG Funds Number of Number of Number of
Budgeted Communities Pct Comnunities Pct Communities Pct
Less than $50 0 0 1 1 1 1
$50 - $99 0 0 36 20 36 18
$100 - $199 6 27 76 43 82 41
$200 - $299 7 30 27 15 34 17
$300 = $499 4 17 20 11 24 12
$500 = $999 6 26 9 5 15 8
More than $1000 0 0 7 4 7 4
Total 23 T00% 176 —100% 199 TO00%
Average $292 $219 $230
Median $250 $125 $125
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community
Planning and Development, Office of Urban Rehabilitation.
Compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.
TABLE 4-2
FUNDING FOR THE RENTAL REHABILITATION
DEMONSTRATION AS A PERCENTAGE CF 1981 CDBG GRANTS
First Round Second Round Total
Demonstration as Number ot Number ot Number of
Percent of Grant Communities Pct Communities Pct Communities Pct
Tess than 1 3 13% I3 ) 16 )
1- 49 0 35 64 42 72 41
5=99 7 30 39 25 46 26
10 = 19.9 3 13 28 10 31 18
20 or more 2 9 9 6 11 6
Total 23 T00 153 T00 176 T00
Median 5.1% 4.9% 50% -

SOURCE: US. Department ot Housing and Urban Development, Community
R Planning and Development, Office of Urban Rehabilitation.
Compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.
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In terms of the CDBG funds allocated to the Demonstration and the goals
established by participating first round communities, the Rental
Rehabilitation Program Demonstration is not the largest part of most local
rehabilitation programs. In most of the first round communities, the CDBG
funds budgeted to the Demonstration represent less than thirty percent of all
CDBG funds budgeted for rehabilitation and less than 30 percent of all units
to be rehabilitated during FY 1981. In only one of the first round
communities does the Demonstration budget account for more than one-half of
all funds budgeted for rehabilitation programs or one-half of all units to be
rehabilitated. (See Table 4-3.)

TABLE 4-3
RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION AS A
PERCENT G ALL PLANNED LOCAL REHABILITATION
IN FIRST ROUND COMMUNITIES

Demonstrafion as Units Funding
Percent of All Number ot Percent of Number of Percent of
Local Rehabilitation Communities Communities Communities  Communities

Less than 10% 9 41% 9 45%
10 - 30 8 36 8 40

31 = 50 4 18 2 10
51 = 99 1 5 1 5
100 0 0 0 0
Total 2z —I100% 20 —T00%
Median 15.5% 11.5%

SOURCE: US. oepartment of Housing and Urban Development, Communi ty
Planning and Development, Off ice 0f Program Analysis and
Evaluation.

The Demonstration is, however, a very significant share of local multifamily
rehabilitation programs. (See Table 4-4.) In nine of the 23 first round
communities the Demonstration accounts for more than half of the multifamily
units the participating communities expect to rehabilitate, and in six
communities, 1t represents more than one-half of the local funds to be used in
multifamily rehabilitation efforts. In fact, in four communities the
Demonstration is the only CDBG-funded multifamily rehabilitation effort.
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TABLE 4-4
RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION AS A
PERCENT CF LOCAL MULTIFAMILY (MF) REHABILITATION
IN FIRST ROUND COMMUNITIES

Jnits Funding
Share of All Number o f Percent of Number o f Percent ot
MF Rehabilitation Communities  Comnunities Communities  Communities
Cess than 10 3 147 6 2%
10 = 30% 9 4 7 32
31 = 50% 1 5 3 14
51 = 9% 5 23 2 9
100% 4 18 4 18
Total 22 —100% 22 —100%
26.5% 26.9%

SUURLE: U, Department ot Housing and Urban Development, Community
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation.

Demonstration Goals. Overall, participating first round communities expect to
renapilitate an average of 53 units, or approximately 1200 total units. This
average, however, is inflated by the relatively large goals of five cities
that "expect to rehabilitate 100 or more units. In fact, maost communities
actually established goals of rehabilitating between 20 and 49 units in the

Demonstration.  (See Table 4-5).

TABLE 4-5
ESTIMATED NUMBER OF UNITS TO BE REHABILITATED
IN FIRST ROUND CF RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION

Number of Units Number ot Comnunities Percent o1t Communities
Fewer than 20 0 0%

2 - 30 7 0

31 - 40 2 9

41 - 50 5 22

51 = 9 4 17

100+ 5 22

Total 23 100%

Average 53 units

Median 49 units

SOURCE: Us. Department ot Housing and Urban Development, Community
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation.
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As of January, not all second round Demonstration communities had set their
final program goals.  Consequently, complete figures or detailed breakdowns
regarding pational goals for the second round of the Demonstration are not
available.”  According to data currently available, however, an estimated
10,000 units are expected to be rehabilitated during the second round of the

Demonstration.

Demonstration Progress. According to the most recent available information,
the Tirst round communities have completed or currently have under
construction 43 projects comprising 255 units, approximately 21 percent of
their total goals. ~ (See Table 4-6.) Local officials also report that a
number of projects have been funded or selected but are not yet under
construction. Overall, approximately one-half of the about 1200 units the 23
first round communities expect to produce through the Demonstration have at

least been selected for processing.

In addition to the units completed by the first round comnunities, some second
round communities have begun to implement their local programs. Second round
comnunities have a total of 54 projects comprised of 313 units in some stage
of rehabilitation, including six units in three grolects already completed and
16 projects with 68 units under construction. (See Table 4-6.)

TABLE 4-6
PROGRESS OF THE RENTAL REHABILITATION CHVIONSIRATCN
First Round Second Round Total
Stage Proj. Units Pct of Goal Proj. units Proj.  UnNItS
Complete or
in Construction 43 255 21% 19 74 62 329
Funded, not
in construction 25 146 12 14 30 39 176
Selected. not
yet funded 35 242 20 21 209 56 451
Total 103 43 B39 1S 313 157 1))

SOURCE:  US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community
Plannmg and Development, Office of 'Urban Rehabilitation.

Compiled by the Office of Program Analysts and Evaluation.

Sore  first round comnunities have mede substantial progress towards
accomplishing their local goals for the Demonstration. Three communities had
completed or had under conStruction between 50 percent and 63 percent of their
oals, and two communities had already rehabilitated 100 percent of the units
they expected to produce through the Demonstration. (See Table 4-7.)

*
of the 176 participating communities, 43 had completed their program
designs by mid-January 1983, and the majontK of the other partiCipants
were expected to complete their designs by the beginning of February.
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comnit themselves to long-term loans, especially on small properties. In a
few cases, local officials said that owners were reluctant to invest even the
money required for appraisal fees.

TABLE 4-7
UNITS COMPLETED OR UNDER CONSTRUCTION AS
A PERCENT OF LOCAL GOALS IN FIRST ROUND
RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION COMMUNITIES

Completed Units as Number of Percent of
Pct. of Local Goal Comnunities Communities

0 9 39%

1-20 8 35

21-50 1 4

51-99 3 13

100 2 9

Total 23 100%

SOURCET U.S. DEpartment ot HOUSTAg ana Urban Deveropment, community

a
Planning and Development, Office of Urban Rehabilitation.
Compiled by the Office of PrO();ram Analysis and Evaluation. (Detalil
does not add due to rounding.

Some local officials in first round comnunities also stressed that certain
program requirements of the Demonstration were a major obstacle they faced in
getting the properties they originally targeted and meeting their goals. In
particular, they <ddentified the requirement for recourse lending in the
Demonstration and HUD's emphasis on funding occupied properties as factors
discouraging the participation of some multifamily investors. Local officials
also cited other HUD program-related problems that are not exclusively
features of the Demonstration as contributing to slower than expected
progress. For example, some local officials believe that Section 8 Existing
Fair Market Rents are too low for their communities and that the paperwork
involved with processing Section 8 certificates is making some investors
reluctant to participate.

PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS AND EXPERIENCES IN FIRST ROUND COMMUNITIES

Characteristics of Rehabilitated Properties. The purpose of the Rental
Rehabilitation Program Demonstration was to focus on small, occupied and
partially occupied, multifamily rental properties of approximately five to
thirty wunits per building and to show that such properties could be
efficiently rehabilitated using CDBG funds. The actual decisions regarding
specific properties to rehabilitate, however, were made exclusively by the
participating comnunities.
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The local discretion permitted the Demonstration participants wes reflected in
the types of buildings that local officials reported emphasizing in the
Demonstration. . Although the Demonstration programs in each_of the 23 first
round communities targeted certain types of properties according to the income
of their tenants, the occupancy status of the buildings, or several other
characteristics, only the number” of units in the building Wes identified as a
major selection factor in the majority of communities, There was, however,
substantial variation among the™ communities regardln% the size of the
buildings to be targeted Tor rehabilitation in~ the Demonstration; local
officials reported emphasizing a wide variety of buildings from single-family
structures to buildings having 30 or moe units.

The local discretion permitted by the Demonstration wes also apparent in the
varying size of the buildings™ that have been rehabilitated *through the
Demonstration. As of December 1982, 14 of the 23 first round communities had
completed or had wunder construction 32 projects.  The majority of the
Demonstration projects that have been completed or are under _construction
involve buildings” with 1-4 units, and 85 percent of the projects involve
buildings with 10 or fewer units. (See Table 4-8.) These 32 projects varied
in size from single family properties in three of 'the 14 comnunities to a 38
unit building in one community.

TABLE 4-8

SIZE OF PROJECTS COMPLETED OR UNDER CONSTRUCTION N
FIRST ROUND OF RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION

Projects Units
Building Size Nunber Percent NUTo Percent
1-7 uni %s 17 53% 45 19%
5-10 units 10 32 63 27
11-20 units 3 9 54 23
21+ 2 6 69 30
Totalr 37 T00% 231 T00%
— SOURCE: US. Department of Housing and Uroan DEVEIOPMENT, Community
Planning and Dewl , Office of Urban Rehabilitation.

Compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.
(Detail does not add due to rounding. )

Local Subsidy Mechanisms. ~ The majority of the communities participating in
the Tirst round or the Demonstration provided rehabilitation assistance hy
offering forgiveable and non-forgiveable, deferred payment loans to property
owners.  This pattern is significantly different from that found in other CDBG
communities. According to a recent GAO review of CDBG-funded housing
activities, most entitlement rehabilitation programs "used less innovative
financing methods" (1.e., grants)  and "attracted few private funds to
supplement the CDBG funds.. .."

Officials in 74 percent of the first round communities reported using deferred
Payr_nent loans, usually carrying zero or one percent interest, to subsidize
heir Demonstration projects. ~(See Table 4-9.) In twelve of these cities,
borrowers were required to repay the loan. Generally, the repayment wes
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required after the market rate loan had been Faid off, upon sale of the
property, or within a specified time period after sale. Five communities
offered” investors forgiveable loans. Four of these communities forgave the
entire amount after a specified period of time, generally between eight and 12
years. The other cornunity forgave two-thirds of the loan with the remaining
one-third due on sale of the property.

Three of the six other participating cornunities provide direct rehabilitation
grants to property owners. In one m(t)g, the grant is combined with a deferred
payment loan. However, that loan, 100 percent forgiveable if the property is
not sold within eight years, is quite similar to a grant.

TABLE 4-9
PUBLIC SUBSIDY MECHANISMS USD
BY PARTICIPATING COMMUNITIES IN
FIRST ROUND CF DEMONSTRATION

NuToE of PErcent. of
Mechanisn Communities Communities
Deferred Payment Loans 17
Grants 3 13
Participation Loans 2 9
Interest Subsidy 1 4
101ld! 23 100%
U.5. C 0T _HOUSING and UT . Communi ty
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and

Evaluation.

Of the other three cities, two use a participation loan* as their public
subsidy mechanism. One combines a four percent CDBG loan with a market rate
loan from a private lending institution to achieve a below-market interest
rate. The city shares the first mortgage, and the owner pays only one rate.
The second city has a formal lump-sum leveraging agreement with a consortium
of lenders who_lend money at one percent below-market rate. The banks_service
the loans at five percent, and the Federal National Mortﬁa?e Corporation buys
50 percent of each loan. The city contribution is enough fo meke the project
wok at market rates, and priority is given to the high Teveraging ratio.

The final city has an interest subsidy agreement in which the bank issues a
line of credit for the amount of the whole rehabilitation cost. This is done
because there is a variable interest rate and no way to determine the amount
of subsidy. The city provides the bank with a lumpsum that represents the
difference between an affordable payment for the owner based on income,
experience, profits, and the market rates. The bank makes a loan for the

* A participation loan is a loan in which the principle is provided by two or
more lenders that share in both the return on the ?oan and in the risk of
making the loan.
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whole rehabilitation amount. The city recovers part of the subsidy in the
event of prepayment.

Although the data presented here and the data analyzed in the GAO report are
difficult to compare, it appears that the Demonstration involves more frequent
use of deferred payment and forgiveable loans and less frequent use of grants
and interest subsidy agreements than is found in most CDBG rehabilitation
programs. I n the GAO sample, 17.9 percent of the financing "interventions"
were grants, 13.7 percent were interesg subsidies, and only 4.2 percent were
deferred payment or forgiveable loans. As Table 4-9 shows, the figures for
the Demonstration comnunities are quite different, and deferred payment loans
are used by three-fourths of the communities in the first round of the

Demonstration.

Leveraging and Per Unit Costs. The per unit rehabilitation costs in the 32
Demonstration projects completed or under construction as of December 1982
have varied from approximately $3,300 to $41,000 and have averaged $10,965.
Of that sum, public costs, excluding the Section 8 certificates provided, have
ranged from approximately $1,000 to $20,000. Overall, the average public cost
has been $4,341. This figure is lower than the estimated per unit public
costs for Section 312 Rehabilitation loans to multifamily family properties
($10.59§) and other multifamily rehabilitation funded by CDBG, $5,900 to

$7 ,680.

Because partici_pating comnunities were re?uired to leverage funds as part of
the Demonstration, the 32 projects completed or under construction as of
January 1983 have a better leveraging ratio than typical CDBG-funded
multifamily rehabilitation Brojects. According to the recent GAO report on
CDBG-assisted housing rehabilitation, the rehabilitation of rental property
with CDBG funds resulted in a public-to-private levera indg ratio of 73:27, oy
approximately 6.37 of priwate funds for every CDBG dollar contributed.

Demonstration projects, however, have public-to-private leveraging ratios of
approximately 40:60, resulting in the leveraging of $1.50 of private funds for

each CDBG dollar used.
Relocation and Post-Rehabilitation Rents. One of the major {aurposes of the

Demonstration IS to show that COBG-tfunded multifamily rehabilitation can be
undertaken without causing substantial involuntary displacement of low- and
moderate-income tenants. According to the local officials interviewed, very
little such displacement has occurred in projects rehabilitated through the
Demonstration. Thirteen of the communities participating in round one of the
Demonstration reported having projects that required relocating tenants. In
11 of 13 localities, the relocation was temporary and occurred on site. Only
two cities reported any permanent relocation, and only six households were

involved in the relocation.

The reason that relatively little permanent relocation has apparently taken
place is that the market rents in the rehabilitated buildings have generally
not exceeded the Section 8 Existing Fair Market Rents (FMRs) in the
participating communities and, consequently, the Section 8 certificates can be
used t0 minimize displacement. Only three of the 23 local officials
contacted reported that the post-rehabilitation rents in one or more of their
communities' projects exceeded the Fair Market Rents for existing units.
Recent data collected by the Office of Urban Rehabilitation are available on
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the rents of 194 of the 230 Demonstration units with construction completed by
January 1983. 0f these 194 units, 171 (88 percent) were occupied and renting
at or below the Section 8 Existing FMR for that unit. Only 23, or 12 percent,
of these units were occupied and renting at more than the FMR.

Low- and Moderate-Income Tenants. Available data provided by local officials
and HUD field staff indicate that the majority of the households residing in
the rehabilitated buildings are low~ and moderate-income households.
According to these data, which represent 149 units that are occupied and for
which the incomes of the tenants are known, 88 percent (126) have incomes of
less than 80 percent of the area median, and 12 percent (23) have incomes that
exceed 80 percent of the area median. The incomes of tenants residing in 82

of the occupied units are unknown.

Local Assessments of the Demonstration. According to the local officials
Interviewed, the sirong point of the Demonstration is the extent of local
discretion permitted. They were especially pleased that they, instead of HUD,
actually made the decisions regarding the specific properties to be funded and
the procedures and practices to be used in the Demonstration project. Some
local coordinators said that this discretion enabled them to address the needs
of rental properties that could not feasibly have been rehabilitated through
other ﬂrograms and to vary the subsidy provided to the property owners to
match the particular situation.

This local discretion also allowed comnunities to reduce the extent of their
involvement in administering the rehabilitation program. Local officials in
13 of the first round comnunities reported they were successful in reducing
public involvement in administering rehabilitation, primarily by shifting some
of their former responsibilities to the property owner. Seven of these
officials reported that the owner had taken the majority of the
responsibilities, four indicated that the lender and owner shared the
responsibilities about equally, and two reported that the lender had taken the
majority of the responsibilities.

Despite the fact that owners frequently took on added tasks in the
rehabilitaion process, many local officials said it was the rental property
owners' lack of experience with financing rehabilitation and their
unfamilarity with HUD housing programs that hampered efforts to reduce the
community's role in the rehabilitation process. According to these officials,
the Demonstration i s new, and the use of the Section 8 certificates involves a
normal, but in their view, nonetheless considerable, amount of paperwork.
Local officials reported that many small property owners were not experienced
at filling out applications or fulfilling their responsibilities without
substantial assistance from the city. In contrast, those officials that dealt
with experienced developers or investors found that they were aware of
necessary requirements and needed very little assistance. However, several
local respondents did indicate the program was not financially attractive
enough for many sophisticated investors. Participating lenders were cited as
generally cooperative and reportedly were willing to take increased
responsibility.
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PART TWO:  THE URBAN HOMESTEADING PROGRAM
INTRODUCTION

Section 810(e) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 requires
HUD to submit to Congress an annual report on the Urban Homesteading program.

Section 810 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended,
authorizes the transfer of unoccupied one-to-four-family E{r}ggertles_ omed by
HUD, the Veterans Administration (vA), and the Farmers Administration
(FMHA) at no cost to communities with HUD-gpproved homesteading programs.
Local  governments, in turn, offer the properties at nominal or no cost to
homesteaders who agree to repair them within 18 months and live in them for a
minimum_of three years. Section 810 appropriations are used to reimburse the
respective Federal agencies for the value of the units transferred to local
homesteading programs.

This section_reports on Urban Homesteading program activity during FY 1982.
The section is divided into two major parts. first part outlines program
initiatives and changes that occurred in Fy 1982. The second part describes
the current status of the program in terms of funding, properties, and
participating comnunities.

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS

CURRENT PROGRAM STANDING

The Department considers the Urban Homesteading program to be an effective way
to use existing stock in order to expand homeownership and to contribute to
the preservation and revitalization of neighborhoods. = Congress appropriated
$12 million_for the program in FY 1983, and the Department is proposing
reauthorization and another $12 million appropriation for FY 1984. HUD is
also proposing expansion of the program to include multifamily property.

INCREASED AVAILABILITY OF FEDERAL PROPERTIES FOR HOMESTEADING

Section 106 of the Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1979
provided for reimbursement HUD to the VA and FmHA for VA- and

E'ropertles_ conveyed to local urban homesteading agencies under the Urban
Homesteading program. = Since the number of properties in the H \
inventory had been significantly reduced, the intent of this legislative
change was to increase the supply of Federal properties aval?able to
homesteading communities.

The initial interim rule implementing the 1979 amendments did not incorporate
a provision permitting HUD to increase the otherwise applicable limit ($15,000
per initial dwelling unit and $5,000 for each additional unit) re'latin? to the

reimbursement for VA- and FnHAoMed properties.  Since the majority of VA and
many FmHA properties have values greater than $15,000, the absence of a waiver

provision mece it practically impossible for many localities to include such
properties in their homesteading programs.
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In September 1982, an interim rule incorporating authority to increase the
$15,000 limit became effective. However, since this change occurred too late
in FY 1982 to affect the transfer of VA and FmHA properties in FY 1982, onl{
32 VA properties were transferred to homesteading programs during the fisca

year.
MANAGEVENT  IMPROVEMENTS

During FY 1982, HUD's Office of Inspector General (0IG) and Office of Finance
and Accounting (OFA) undertook a joint assessment of the effectiveness of
internal controls on the Urban Homesteading program. This effort was one
Departmental response to the President's initiative to reduce and/or eliminate
fraud, waste, and mismanagement in Federal programs. The OIG/OFA review
identified a series of improvements that could be made in the internal
controls used in the Urban Homesteading program. The project team.recomnended
that the Department: (1) establish controls over the allocation, certification
of fund availability, obligation, and expenditure of homesteadin
appropriations; (2) improve the accuracy of property transfer charges; (3
record receivables and collect prepaid taxes due HUD from cities which receive
properties; and (4) develop effective procedures for reconciling OFA records
with records kept by HUD field offices.

The CPD Program Office and OFA have completed funding reconciliation and have
developed an automated Regionalized internal control system.

DEREGULATION INITIATIVES

Pursuant to Executive Order 12291, the Department is currently reviewing the
Section 810 regulations to meet its deregulation goals. Other policy changes
in this deregulation effort include steamlined application procedures and
improved monitoring and corrective and remedial action options.

EVALUATION FIND INGS

The final report of the comprehensive evaluation conducted by HUD of the 23~
city Urban Homesteading Demonstration program was published during FY 1982.
The summary report, covering the 1975-1979 period, presents a generally
positive assessment of the effectiveness of urban homesteading as a means of
encouraging homeownership, providi%g housing assistance to families, and
stabilizing declining neighborttoods.

INCREASE CF SECTION 312 LOANS IN SUPPORT CF URBAN HOMESTEADING

The Department concentrated all Section 312 single family loan funding in FY
1982 in HUD-approved urban homesteading areas. Sixty-eight (or 75 percent) of
the communities with active homesteading programs used Section 312 loans in
support of homesteading in comparison with 53 communities the year before.
Altogether, 502 Section 312 loans totaling $9.259 million were provided to
owner-occupants and invester owners in urban homesteading areas during FY
1982; in contrast, 281 loans amounting to $5.216 million were provided to such
owner-occupants during FY 1981. Section 312 loans to homesteaders constituted
55 percent of the single family loans and 61 percent of the single family loan
amounts for FY 1982; the remainder went to other owner-occupants and investor
owners for housing rehabilitation in the urban homesteading areas.
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NEW URBAN HOMESTEADING LOCALITIES

Eleven comnunities, nine entitlement cities, one urban county, and one non-
urban county entered the Urban Homesteading program during FY 1982. All nine
entitlement cities met the UDAG distress threshold, and six of them were
hhighlﬁ/ I(éistressed; the urban county did not meet the minimum UDAG distress
threshold.

Given the recency of their entry into the program, it is not surprising that
most of the new entrants had few properties in their 1982 programs. One city
had 11 properties in its program and two others had ten; on the other hand,
three communities had no homesteading properties thus far, and two more had
only one. Four localities used HUD-acquired properties, three used VA
properties, and five used local properties.

CURRENT PROGRAM STATUS

PROGRAM FUNDING AND EXPENDITURES

Section 810 funds are used to reimburse HUD, the VA, and the FArHA for the
value of Federal properties transferred pursuant to Section 810. The CDBG
program, the Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan Program, and private leveraging

have been the major sources of rehabilitation financing for homesteaders.
Communities have also supported local homesteading program administration and

property acquisition with CDBG monies.

Section 810 Funding and Expenditures. Since 1975, Congress has appropriated
$55 miilion to support the acquisition of Federal properties for Urban
Homesteading programs. No appropriations were approved for the period FY
1980-82. The balance of unexpended appropriations was sufficient to operate
the program in FY 1982 at a level comparable to previous years. Congress
appropriated an additional $12 million for program operations in FY 1983.

HUD had allocated over $52 million in Section 810 funds to approved
communities by the end of FY 1982. The size of a particular community's
allocation is calculated on the basis of the expected number of available HUD,
VA, and ArHA properties suitable for homesteading, the average "as-is" value
of appropriate Federally-acquired properties in the jurisdiction, and the
community'S past homesteading experience.

As of the end of FY 1982, $46.639 million of Section 810 funds had been spent,
or 84.8 |foercent of the Section 810 appropriations to that point.  $11.639
million of that total had been expended in FY 1982.

Uses of CDBG Funding. Most homesteading communities that received CDBG funds
have used them to support the administration of their programs; many have used
them for homesteading-related rehabilitation financing; and some have used
them for homestead property acquisition. Some communities have made direct
rehabilitation grants or low interest loans to homesteaders or used CDBG funds
to leverage rehabilitation loan funds from private sources. In most
communities that purchased local properties for homesteading, CDBG funds were
the principal source for that acquisition.
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Nearly all communities with approved homesteading programs received CDBG
program funds during FY 1982.

Ue of Section 312 Rehabilitation Loans. /As discussed above, Section 312
Toans constituted a _major and, at_least for Fy 1982, a larger role in
rehabilitation financing-in support of urban homesteading than in FY 1981.

Private Rehabilitation Financing. Many homesteading communities rely on

private sector financing tor all or part of the cost of rehabilitating

homesteading properties. ~ Some have developed creative financing mechanisms to

Pgov]id(;; rehabilitation financing. HUD plans to stress more such leveraging in
e future.

Use of Sweat Equity. "Sweat equity,” homesteader contributions to the
rehabilitation of their homesteads, has added to the rehabilitation of
homestead properties in some homesteading comnunities.  Sweat equity IS
generally encouraged by homesteading communities but has been 1imited by local
rules that require homesteaders to be certified or licensed prior to
undertaking technical work such as wiring, plumbing, and heating and by local
provisions that restrict sweat equity contributions to cosmetic property

Improvements.

HAVESIEADING  PROPERTIES

Federal Inventory. Until 1980, the HUD. inventory of single family “’gef“@f
TNE soie ce of properties available for transfer at no cost to loca

homesteading programs under Section 810. The overall inventory of HUD-owned
properties has declined significantly since its hi%h point in the mid-
1970's.  The inventory of unsold properties had declined from over 75,000
properties at the end of FY 1974 to 17,238 properties as of September 30,
1982. The transfer of HUD properties to local homesteading programs under
Section 810 has accounted for a very small (2.5 percent) proportion of all
HUDoned properties disposed of since 1975, although the “proportion might be
considerably greater for homesteading communities and areas.

While the HUD inventory has declined in absolute numbers, a substantial number
of properties are still acquired each year and, therefore, are potentially
available for homesteading. During FY "1982, HUD acquired 18,179 properties
compared to 13,871 in 1981. However, the overall inventory still declined
because sales exceeded acquisitions.

In 1979, Congress sought to expand the inventory of Federal properties
suitable for homesteading by authorizing reimbursement to the Veterans
Administration and Department of Agriculture for VA- and FmHA-held properties

avai lable for homesteading.

Cumulative and FY 1982 Property Acquisitions. During FY 1982, Section 810
funds reimbursed Federal agencies tor the transfer of 796 properties to local
homesteading programs.” This compares with 1,105 properties in FY 1981. Most
transferred properties continued to be from the l-FUD inventory (764) followed
by those from the Veterans Administration (32) inventory. FY 1982 wes the
first year that VA properties were funded through Section 810.
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I n addition to Section 810-funded properties, 91 other Federal properties were
conveyed to ocalities during FY 1982 for use in urban homesteading
programs. In most cases, localities purchased these properties themselves
using CDBG or other local funds. Communities indicated that they obtained 95
additional properties through various local means. During FY 1982, local mties
relied on Section 810 funds to obtain over 80 percent of the properties
acquired for homesteading.

Since 1976, localities with approved homesteading programs have acquired 7,115
properties for homesteading use. Section 810 funded properties account for
over 88 percent of all properties acquired by localities over this period.
Approximately three percent of all homestead properties have been Federally-
acquired through non-Section 810 means. Local sources of properties account
for the remaining nine percent of all homestead properties.

TABLE 4-10
NUMBER AND SOURCE COF HOMESTEADING PROPERTIES
FY 1976 - FY 1982

FY 1976 - 1981 FY 1982% TOTAL*
Section 810 35.23; 796 6233
FiobA (5.4 {764 6201
VA — ( 32) ( 32)
Other Federal 101 91 192
Locally Acquired 595 95 690
Total 6,133 982 7115

* The Office of Finance and Accounting maintains records only on properties

acguired through Section 810 funding.  The Section 810 proBerty figures
reflect OFA data on closing documents received as of September 30, 1982.
Non-Section 810 property figures were provided by the Office of Urban

Rehabflitation.

SOURCE™ US. Department o1 Housing and Urban Development, OTficeé of Finance
and Accounting and Office of Urban Rehabilitation.

Value of FY 1982 Federal Properties Transferred. While the number of Section
810 properties transferred for homesteading declined by 28 percent from FY
1981 to FY 1982, the amount of Section 810 funds obligated during FY 1982
decreased by only 17 percent over the FY 1981 level. The resulting average
value of a property transferred in FY 1982 was $11,005 compared to a

corresponding value for FY 1981 of $9,580.
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URBAN HOMESTEADING PARTICIPATION AND PROGRESS

Nurber of Urban Homesteading Programs. By the end of FY 1982, HUD had
EPBroved 107 communities, 97 cities and 10 counties, as participants in the
rban Homesteading program. Eleven of those communities entered the program

during FY 1982.

TABLE 4-11
NUMBER OF APPROVED URBAN HOMESTEADING PROGRAMS

FY 19/0  FY 1977 FY 18/8 FY 19/9 FY 18950 [-Y 1961 FY 192 Total
23 16 0 37 18 2 11 107

0f. the 107 approved communities, 91 jurisdictions actually operated programs
during FY 1982. Of the 16 inactive communities, three had been suspended by
HUD and 13 had failed to sign annual grant agreements with HUD.

Characteristics of Urban Homesteading Communities. Mo than four-fifths of
the communities with approved homesteading programs are in the Eastern United
States, with the ﬂrincipal _concentration being in the Northeast quadrant where
the bulk of the HUD-acquired inventory is also concentrated. Four states--
Ohio, Pennsylvania, Michigan, and MNw York--contain 43 percent of all Urban

Homesteading programs.

Urban homesteading communities vary significantly on the basis of size. Oe
fifth of the approved localities have populations over 500,000. On the other

hand, 44 percent have populations under 100,000.

Over three-quarters (76 percent) of the approved communities are CDBG
Entitlement recipients, including 66 central cities, six cities over 50,000
that are not central cities in their respective SMSAs, and nine urban
counties.  The remaining communities are 25 small cities and one non-urban

county .

The approved communities are more likely to be physically and economically
distressed than the tP/plcaI community. ~For examplé, about half of all CDBG
entitlement cities fall above the UDAG eligibility threshold, but four-fifths
of the homeste_ad_m? participants have UDAG distress rankings of three or more,
making them eligible for UDAG assistance; half of the homesteading communities
met the UDAG conditions for high distress.

Property Sources for Local Homesteading Programs. Most homesteading programs
Tely on the Federal, principally HUD, inventory for homesteading properties.
Over half of all approved programs have employed Federal properties
exclusively.  Twenty-eight communities have utilized” both HUD- and locally-
acquired properties. = Seventeen programs have used only local properties, and
six programs have not yet acquired properties for their approved programs.
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TABLE 4-12
SOURCES (F PROPERTIES FOR APPROVED HOMESTEADING PROGRAMS

Source of Properties Number of Programs Percent of Programs
'Federal only 56 52%

and Development, Office of Urban Rehabilitation.

Program Size and FY 1982 Property Acquisition Activities. As of September 30,
1982s the 107 homesteading programs fell roughly into three sizes. About one-
third of the programs (n=36) were very small, having acquired ten or fewer
properties from any source. Most, but not all, of these programs were recent
entrants (i.e., had entered the program since FY 1978). Another third (n=33)
of the programs had between 11 and 50 properties. The final third (n=38) had
programs with over 50 properties. Among these programs were ten which have
handled over 200 properties. (See TABLE 4-13).

TABLE 4-13
CUMULATIVE PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS FROM ALL SOURCES
FOR ALL APPROVED HOMESTEADING PROGRAMS

Number ot i Number of Programs Percent oi Prog

0 5 5%
1-5 18 17
6 - 10 13 12
11 - 25 16 15
26 = 50 17 16
51 - 100 11 10
101 = 200 17 16
201 - 300 3 3
301+ 7 6

Total 107 100%

SOURCE: US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Urban Rehabilitation.

The average size of urban homesteading programs was 68.7 properties and the
median was 28 properties.

As the cumulative activity suggests, programs vary widely in the level of
property acquisition each year. In FY 1982, for example, one-third of all
homesteading programs did not acquire any properties for homesteading
purposes. Another third acquired between one and ten properties. The
remaining third acquired over 11 properties. Most of these programs acquired
between 11 and 30 properties.
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TABLE 4-14
HOMESTEADING PROPERTY ACQUISITION FROM ALL SOURCES
FOR ALL HOMESTEADING PROGRAMS DURING FY 1982

Number of Propertles Numbper ot Programs rercent of Programs
0 34 32%
1-5 24 22
6 - 10 14 13
11 - 20 16 14
21 - 30 6 6
31 - 40 6 6
41 = 50 3 3
51+ 4 4
Total 107 100%

SOURCE: US. Department of Housng and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Urban Rehabilitation.

Local Homesteading Progress. Once a property is acquired by a local
homesteading program, 1t is conveyed to a homesteader through a process that
includes six milestones: (1) homesteader selection; (2) conditional conveyance
to the homesteader; (3) initiation of rehabilitation; (4? homesteader
occupancy; (5) completion of rehabilitation; and (6) fee simple conveyance.
Table 4-15 shows the status of the properties that have been moved through the

process through FY 1982.

The differences in the number of properties at various stages in the process
reflect several features of the Urban Homesteading program. First, the
homesteading process i s ongoing. Properties are continually acquired even as
others are being rehabilitated. Second, the process is long relative to the
age of the program. Fee simple conveyance of the property to the homesteader
occurs at least three years after occupancy begins. The time between local
acceptance of a HUD-held property and homesteader occupancy adds more time to

the process.

As of September 30, 1982, 7,242 households had been selected for
homesteading. Although this figure indicates that homesteaders have been
selected for 98 percent of all properties acquired for homesteading, this high
proportion may be somewhat misleading because some communities report both
their primary and alternate homesteader selections. Nevertheless, by the end
of FY 1982, approximately 84 percent of all homesteading properties had been
conditionally conveyed to homesteaders, and 76 percent were occupied by
homesteaders. Rehabilitation had been initiated on 81 percent of all
properties acquired and completed on 65 percent of the properties. Fee simple
conveyance, which marks the completion of the minimum three-year conditional
conveyance and occupancy period, had occurred in 29 percent of all
homesteading properties.
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, TBLE 4-15
STATUS OF URBAN HOMESTEADING PROPERTIES AS OF SEPTEMBER 30, 1982
{Cusulative Totals)

(3
HD Trensferred
Properties Home- Conditionally

Transferred FromCities To Properties,  Rehabi]itation
Sities® To Cities m Honesteaderst Occupied © suvi.al—t_rgﬁ

m‘mllllllll 12 12 12 6 12 6
Aderson, SC . ..... 4 12 12 9 12 9
Amlmlllllll [11] 8 8 7 8 4
mm.a- "= EEE RN 167 140 1” 140 140 140
m]m'mlllllll 12 m u 9 ]J- 9
Baltimore, M. .. ... ;] - 3] 61 ] 61 49
m. Rl " ®E ®E ®E ®E BN 10 mEn mEn EEE aEm aEn
Bentton , M. ... 15 14 14 bk} 1: 14
Mﬂw.m------ 16 16 16 7 7 5
Boston, A . . ..... 46 M 3 43 Ly 4
Mw.mo [ I I B B | [ 1] ] 3 3 3 3 3
Brookhaven, NY . . ... (5] n 6l 57 61 57
Broward County, L . . . ] 18 13 13 13 13
Buffalo, NYu v v a n n s a 2 24 5 g& 5
um"m L I B B B B B 67 % s % 3
Chicago, L. . v v v u s 56 356 X7 n 4 158
C"ll:"m.a'l LI I 113 146 146 91 m lm
Clewland, H. » v 2 2 & 49 90 36 H b 4]
Columbus, OH . . ... s 39 k1, k- %7 M .21l
m‘m = EEEE 9 39 s :‘9 & $
Dade Canty, FL. . . . . 8 80 66 61 66 6l
Da"as-ulllllll m 371 m 371 371 371 r
Daverport, IA. . . . . s 3 3 3
Dayton, H . ... 13 10 9% 81 8 66 |
Decatur, GA. . ..... 107 13 13 110 a3 110
DeKalb County, GA. . .. 3B 3B 3B rid 3 27
Des Moines, IA . . ... 6 3 3 3 3 3
mt’mlllllll m Q 9 y & m
East Liverpool, OH . . . 15 15 15 15 15 ‘
East St. Louds, L ... 40 100 100 99 100 97
nim'mllllllll n n m a m 43
Freeport, WY . . ..., L] 10 ;] ] ;] 4]
mlmllllllll w a m m m 1%
Hartfod, N . .. .0 s 13 13 9 13 9
Haverhill, . .. ... 3 3 3 3 3
’h&1 m. 6 uEm [ 1] (1] ] (L1} (L1}
Hampstead, Village of, NY 43 3 3H % 5 35
Highland Park, M[ . . .. 21 19 18 14 14 14
Indianapolis, N . ... o4 28 a8 2 28 a1
IsHp, e s e nwuus X6 k 1] am 27 X7 an
Jackson, MI. 2 v v 2 s & 3 4 3 2 3 2
Jefferson County, XY .. 4] 44 kY] 2 2 2
Jemings, M . .. ... 17 12 12 8 12 7
Jersey City 4N o 0 0 15 14 14 14 14 14
h]ia'nlllllll 41 3 36 34 37 m
Kansas City, M. . ... 17 22 144 120 144 10
mim'ml " B B B RN [ 1] l l mER aEEm amm
» " s EEEE amn 5 5 5 5 5
Lebanon, PA. . v v 2 2 s 8 8 6 8 6
Los tas City, CA . . - 2 2 2 2 2
Larfsville. KY & uuu s K7 2 . ] 21 .2} 19
Luzerne County, PA . . . 1 1 1 1 1
Madison Heights, MI. . . 2 1 1 1 1 1
Milwaukee, W« o s 2 ax 313 317 316 29 316 0
Mimeapolis aMN. . . . . 95 an an 184 20 1683
Countty, (H. . 39 39 » 22 X 22
m-}'b11y,wllllll 3 4 4 4 4 4
wm.m‘ | I B B ..'.‘ 1 l EER 1 1 1] aEn
Nassau Conty, NY. . . . 18 132 95 2] % 8
H}hm.al-l-l- 5 m m m m m
M'ﬁ.m " B B B B EBN 6 2 2 2 2 2
Nawort Naws, VA . . .4 15 15 15 14 15 14
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1)
T S S
ram es
Oities® To Cities ,ﬁ 8 (b:wledc %M

New Yok City, ¥, wua 2 2 ) 2 2
Omlod, A, wuwwas 120 118 us 17 118 116
m El * " B B R RN E 32 & m 32 m
Pala Ba:h Canty, R. L] -] 43 48 48 48
Patterson, . « « « u » 4 4 4 4 4 4
milafe]ﬁﬂa, PA. s 3R k] M6 k] M6 173
X, u- LI B a m 87 % ns m

PineLun.m...... 17 9 9 9 12 12
Mrellas County, R lo 10 lo lo 10 10
an m‘ L I B B B B B 1 2 2 2 2 2
plodnfiald, W wunus 2 19 19 1 19 n
MHM. m " EEER 6 4 4 4 4 ‘
portled, R. ...\ 9 9 1 1 1 1 d
pottsyilie, PA. w s ann 2 2 2 2 2
wm. w LN ] " B B R BR 4 B 4 | 1 1] L1 1] o
Ricdmond, A . . ... 4 4 4 3 4 3
w. “Innc ¢ E EE N ooe 3 3 3 3 3
wlwiiz.ml EEEEER % ﬁ }5 % lg léa;

m ® ® @« ©® o 0@
St. Lodis, o ... . 104 3 % 8 ] 29
St Paul, MN. s unun  eee 18 149 146 149 &
st. R... e 105 ® -] M 68
mn. PA ® & | B B B EER 7 7 7 7 7
SloxCity, A, . vuu  am lo lo 9 lo 9
SouthBend, IN. v ax u & W bk ) 11 110 14 &
Springfield, M. . . . . k 1} 6 & & [ x] 1]
Wﬂ;ﬁe]d., Q‘I. LI B B ] 9 6 2 L1 L] 2 amm
Tm. “ ® o 0 ¢ 0 00 s s 5 9 m E
Tm. RO - L I B N B B B a a 8 2 8
Toled, 01, wwwuwna 13 132 125 18 109 Y,
Warnar Robbins, GA . . . a3 a i 24 20 24
Hm mn L] " B B mE B 12 ]1 ]J. 7 IO 7
mmlnmm. BE.. ... lo7 u4 114 107 12 lo7
ma' 1] " B R B R EBR 6 6 4 3 4 3
Y“ PA " B & R R BB aEn s s a % a3
Yomgstnn. H..... 18 k1 2 19 2

- Totals 6,409 7,2 6,189 5,5% 5,98 4,7%

& WD ras approved 107 localities to cHiE.  While Srtvry and Wilkes-Barre, Perrsylvaria; SAI@,
Oregon; ad Statwr{lle, Ohio &re excluded from the preceding table, they are approved localities
ad rave only been e)a:'luded beeiss historically have not requested nor received lvFech'ﬂ
grometis gy o Tacal activity hos asurrsd,  The Tecalitis cf.lmcltycomty Virgin'la, K-
Ancples Courty, Qchmfa, ad Tremon, New Jarsey, are alSO exlwdkd becals: tiey are
approved and activity has not yet occurved.

D e rurter of “omestasrs Selectad” exceeds the mumber of *HD Progerties Transferrsd to Cities”
because localjties are using locally awed ad otrer Federal progerties in their programs and sowe
Tecalities select altarmats homesteaders fa properties.

€ A number of Tocalities with HD-aporoved Urban Homesteading programs us2 [ocally acquived properties
{ué)r HiD, or ot'er Federal, and locally xqired properties. The last four Gl oF e table
al
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PART THREE  SECTION 312 REHABILITATION LOAN PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

The Hot sing and Comnunity Development Amendments of 1978 require HUD to report
to Congress on the Section 312 program in conjunction with the Annual Report
on the CDBG program required by Section 113(a) of the Housing and Comnunity
Development Act of 1974.

Section 312 of the Housing Act of 1964, as amended, authorizes the Secretary
to make loans for the rehabilitation of single family and multifamily
residential properties and non-residential properties. Loans may only be made
i f the rehabilitation is a part of, or is necessary or appropriate to, the
execution of an approved Comnunity Development program under Title B of the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended, or an approved
Urban Homesteading program under Section 810 of the same Act. Loans may also
be approved within certain categorical program areas, e.g., urban renewal and
neighborhood development projects.

I'n making Section 312 loans, priority must be given to applications submitted
by low- and moderate-income persons who own property and will occupy it upon
completion of rehabilitation and by owners of multifamily properties who

leverage private funds to accomplish rehabilitation.

This part of the chapter reports on Section 312 program activity during FY
1982 and i s divided into two major sections. The first section outlines major
program initiatives and changes that occurred in FY 1982. The second section
describes the current status of the program in terms of Section 312 funding,
loan activity, participating communities, properties, and borrowers.

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS

CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS

The Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1981 extended the Section
312 program through September 30, 1983. The Department's FY 1984 Budget
proposed to terminate the program in 1984 and to transfer the assets and
liabjlities of the program to the Departmental Revolving Fund (Liquidating
Programs).

Congress has not appropriated any funds for the Section 312 program since FY
1981. The FY 1982 program was operated entirely on loan repayments and other
income recoveries. Consequently, available Section 312 funding decreased from
a high of $288.3 million in FY 1979 to $834 million for FY 1982. Loan
reservations in FY 1982 were $49.4 million; the comparable amount for FY 1979

was $233.9 million.
CHANGES IN THE ALLOCATION SYSTEM

Fund Categories. The Department assigned Section 312 funds for FY 1982 to HUD
field offices I n two categories:

1 Urban Homesteading Program--Section 312 funds were assigned for
rehabilitating single family properties having one to four dwelling units
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in support of local Section 810 Urban Homesteading programs. This includes
properties in approved urban homesteading areas as well as actual Section
810 homesteading properties. This ~ specific allocation to urban
homesteading replaced a broader single family general use category empl oyed
the year before.

2. Muljcifam_ilY Program--Section 312 funds were also assigned for repairing
residential properties having five or more dwelling units and for mixed-use
properties having five or more dwelling units.

In Fy 1981, 281 Section 312 loans totaling $5.2 million were used to
rehabilitate single family properties in support of local Urban Homesteading
ﬁrograms._ A a result of the concentration of single family loans in
omesteading areas, 502 loans totaling $9.4 million were distributed in
homesteading areas in Fry 1982

Durin% Fr 1981, no more than one-third of the Section 312 funds could be used
for the rehabilitation of multifamily properties. However, this restriction
wes removed for Fr 1982, and rehabilitation of multifamily properties with
Section 312 funding became a Departmental priority. The resulting change wes
dramatic. In 1981, four percent of the Section 312 loans mae and 26 percent
of the funds obligated were for multifamily loans. These increased to 34
percent and 81 percent, respectively, in 1982. In 1981, 29 percent of all
units rehabilitated were in multifamily projects. In 1982, this proportion
Increased to 85 percent.

Allocation Mechanisms. The Department allocated single-family loan funds in
Support of Urban Homesteading to localities with approved urban homesteading
ﬁrograms based upon need and past use of Section 312 funds to assist the
omesteading program.  These funds were assigned to Regional Offices which, in
turn, subassigned the funds to Area Offices with active homesteading

programs.

In contrast, the Department distributed Section 312 multifamily monies to
Regional Offices with suballocations to Area Offices based on two factors
indicating need and priority placed on rehabilitation by grantees within their
jurisdictions.  Area Offices then could choose any of three methods for
allocating funding among recipient comnunities: (1) approval of multifamily
loans based on the merits. of individual projects rather than allocation of
funds to specific comnunities; _(2?_ allocation to a few localities based on
PrOjeCtS identified as in the pipeline; and (3) allocation to localities that
he” Area Office believed should participate based on their multifamily
experience, regardless of whether individual projects were in the Bi eline.
Priority wes given to localities taking part in the Rental Rehabilitation
Demonstration and to projects which leveraged private financing for
rehabilitation or which were submitted by efficient local rehabilitation
operations and by communities with low rates of Section 312 loan delinquency.

INTRODUCTION CF VARIABLE INTHREST RATES

Until FY 1982, all Section 312 loans were meck at an interest rate of three
ercent. Beginning in Fy 1982, while all Section 312 loans were still meck at
low market interest rates, the onl%/ loans mece at the three percent rate

were those single family loans mece to owner-occupants whose family incomes
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fell at or below 80 percent of the area median income. All other single
family owner-occupant borrowers were given 11 percent interest rate loans.

Loans to rehabilitate multifamily and investor-owned single family rental
properties also bore an 11 percent interest rate, except where non-publicly
subsidized funding equalled or exceeded Section 312 funding, in which case,
the rate was five percent.

Analysis of a subset of FY 1982 Section 312 loans for which information is
available indicates that three percent loans constituted the predominant form
of single family interest rate financing. Information based on 55 percent of
the total FY 1982 loans and 53 percent of fund reservations shows that 73
percent of the FY 1982 loans were given out at the three percent rate, 26
percent were loaned at 11 percent, and the remaining one percent was comprised
of investor-owned single family loans at the five percent rate.

Seventy-eight percent of all Section 312 multifamily loans in FY 1982 were
made at the Jd percent interest rate, and 22 percent were made at the five
percent rate. The 11 and five percent loans constituted 68 and 32 percent,
respectively, of multifamily loan amounts.

DEBT COLLECTION

Aammnmssharive Steps. Debt collection remained an area of high Departmental
Section 312 loans are serviced through a number of

contracts and subcontracts. Einhty-seven percent of the loans are
administered through the Federal NatJonal Mortgage Association (FNMA) and its
50 private servicers. HUD Headquarters manages the remaining loans, including
defaulted loans and new loans, through several private contracts.

In order to maximize the level and efficiency of Section 312 debt collection,
the Department took two specific actions in FY 1982: (1) HUD undertook the
final stage of the conversion of the Section 312 collection system from a
manual to an automated system; and (2) HUD consolidated various loan servicing
functions such as direct assignment of single-family foreclosure actions.

Delinquency Rate. As of July 31, 1982, HUD had a total of 64,676 active
Section 312 Ioans with unpaid balances totaling $715.5 million. Continuing
aggressive servicing efforts and new policies and procedures enabled the
Department to maintain the proportion of delinquent loans at 12 percent of the
total and the proportion of seriously delinquent loans (i.e., 31 days or more
delinquent) at 7.2 percent, this, despite the recession, a large increase in
bankruptcies, the lengthy period required to complete some foreclosure
actions, and an unanticipated time lag in the procurement and enforcement of
judgments in connection with unsecured loans (See Table 4-16).
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TABLE 4-16
WUMBER AND UNPAID BALANCES OF SECTION 312 LOANS,
BY PAYMENT STATUS AND F1SQAL YEAR
(Dollars in Thousands)

(As of December 31 1981]) {As Of July 31_1987)
baid Unpald

Balances Balances

Status | Of loans 5 Amount ] | Of Loans p 3 $hunt b |
tur?aeﬁent A 57878 B8 5 §e02,117 EA.7 56,982 0 $615,100 86.0
nguent -
3 Months or Less 5,325 8.1 89,967 12.6 4,500 7.0 77,700 10.9
%ore than 3 Months 2.210 34 19,116 . 2.7 3,194 5.0 22,700 3.1
Subtotal 7535 115 » . 64 2.0 100,400
Total 65,413 100.0 $711,201 1000 64,676 100.0 $715,500 100.0

® Many of the loans that were less than three sonths delinquent were actuaﬂ{ less than One month in
arrears. Such loans may be considered Irtc payments rather than actual delinquencies. When these less

than one month delinquencies are excluded frod the analysis, the effective delinquency rate as of July
31, 1982 was 7.2 percent.

SOORCE: Federal Natlonal Mortgage Association and US  Department of Housing and Urban Development,

Coamunity Planning and Development, Office of Urban Rehabflitation.

Collections.  Collections for the 10-month period ending July 31, 1982 for
both Federal National Mortgage Association and HUD-held Section 312 loans
totaled $60.2 million as compared to $41.7 million for the comparable 10-month
period in 1981, an increase of 44 percent.

Legal Actions. Under new foreclosure procedures, 505 loan cases were assigned
to foreclosing agents during the last six months of FY 1982 i n comparison with
less than 100 during all of FY 1981. The Department was unable to process the
backlog of 712 judgments in FY 1982. The Department i s working on procedures
to assign judgments expeditiously.

CURRENT PROGRAM STATUS

PROGRAM FUNDING

Source of Funding. Since no funding has been appropriated for the Section 312
program since FY 1981, the FY 1982 program was supported entirely fam loan
repayments, accounting for $75.627 million, and recoveries of prior years'
obligations and other income, accounting for $7.785 million. A total of
$83.412 million, as a result, was available for FY 1982 Section 312 loans and
related expenses.

Fund Reservation and Operating Costs. Actual FY 1982 Budget reservations for
The section 312 prq?r_am were Tess than originally estimated. The Department
reserved $49.446 million for loans, about 73 percent of the amount originally
estimated. A balance of $24.5 million was left unreserved at the end of the

fiscal year.
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The divergence between estimated and actual reservations stems principally
from the Administration's proposal to terminate the program in 1984 and the
shift in program focus to the rehabilitation of multifamily properties, since
the applications for such loans take much longer to be developed.

While loan activity has declined, loan servicing and operating costs have
increased. Such costs increased 49 percent fan Fr 1981 to FY 1982 to $7.648
million. The Department's intensified efforts to improve loan servicing and
recordkeeping explain much of the increase.

Loan Obligations. Section 312 loans totaled $49.446 million during FY 1982 or -
84.1 percent ot the funds ($58.763 miIIion?] originally available for loans. O
Eighty-one percent ($40.063 million) of the loans obligated was used for
multifamily rehabilitation, and the remaining 19 percent ($9.383 million) was
used to support the Urban Homesteading program. This distribution contrasts
sharply with the 26 percent obligated for muItifamiIP/ and the six percent
obligated for urban homesteading i n the preceding fiscal year.

Regional Distribution. Funding of the Section 312 program varies
signiticantly from RUD Region to HUD Region. (See Table 4-17). The most
funds were used in the Eastern half of the country, with the New York (27.1
percent), Chicago (15.5 percent), Philadelphia (11.7 percent), and Atlanta
(10.6 percent) Regions using the largest proportions. Distribution of the
mu'ltjfamﬂiy ob]i%ations generally followed the distributional pattern of
Section 312 fumding as a whole. The distribution of single family loan
funding diverged' from the overall patterns, especially in the instance of the
Chicago Region. The Chicago Region received nearly two-fifths of the single
family funds, principally because of the concentration of urban homesteading

communities within that jurisdiction.

TABLE 4-17
SUMMARY COF SECTION 312 FUND USE
DURING FY 1982 BY PROGRAM CATEGORY AND HUD REGION

support of Single-Family Support for
HUD Region Urban Homesteading Units %mufami'u units Toral

3 3 . X $ 3

I (Boston) 392,550 4.2 2,815,100 7.0 3,207,650 6.5

I1 (New York) 2,317,200 24.7 11,072,800 27.6 13,390,000 27.1
111 (Philadelphia) 433,450 46 5,352,400 13.4 5,785,850 11.7
IV (Atlanta) 1,505,400 16.0 3,7 311,250 9.3 5,236,650 10.6

V (Chicago) 3,597,200 38.3 4,068,050 10.2 7,665,250 155

V1 (Dallas) —— 0.0 8311,620 21 831,620 1.7
V1l Kansas City) 800, 000 8.6 3,870,050 9.7 4,670.050 94
Vil nver) o= 0.0 378,000 0.9 378,000 0.8
IX {San Francisco) 218,850 23 4,719,850 11.8 4,938,700 10.0
‘X (Seattle) 118.200 1.3 3.224.350 8.0 3,342,550 6.7
Total $9, 382,850 100.0% $40,063,%70 100.0% 49,446,320 100.0%
SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and Development, Office

of Urban Rehabjlitation.
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SECTION 312 LOAN CHARACTERISTICS

Number of Loans. The Department made 757 Section 312 loans during FY 1982 of
which 502 were single family loans in support of urban homesteading, and 255
were multifamily loans. These loans will eventually contribute to the
rehabilitation of 4,383 dwelling units (609 single family and 3,774
multifamily units).

Average Loan Amount. Average Section 312 loan amounts per property were
$18,691 tor all single family loans and $157,112 for all multifamily loans.
Average Section 312 [oan amounts per dwelling unit were $15,407 for all single
family loans and $10,546 for all multifamily loans.

These figures marked a decline in the average loan amount per dwelling unit
from the previous year, when homesteading loans averaged $16,455 and
multifamily loans averaged $12,500. The introduction of the variable interest
rates, which encourage borrowers to supplement Section 312 loans with other
sources of financing, probably contributed to these reductions.

The average Section 312 muleamHy loan amount per loan at the 11 percent
interest rates was $136,025. The average loan amount per dwelling unit was
$9,875, and this amount constituted about 81 percent of the total
rehabilitation cost per dwelling unit. |n comparison, the average Section 312
loan amount per multifamily loan at the five percent interest rate was
$232,050. The average loan amount per dwelling unit was $12,282, and this
loan made up about 44 percent of the average total rehabilitation cost per
dwelling unit for five percent loans.

Security Position. A1l FY 1982 Section 312 single-family loans were secured;
for almost three-quarters of them, HUD was in a first lien position.

Loan Terms. Most FY 1982 Section 312 single family loans (84 percent) had 20-
year terms. Another 13 percent possessed terms of 15 years of less.

CHARACTERISTICS CF PARTICIPATING COMMUNITIES

The combination of the reduction in available funds and of the decisions to
stress multifamily loans and to concentrate single family loans in urban
homesteading areas produced a radically different allocation of Section 312
loans among localities than in previous years. Only 159 communities took part
in the Section 312 program during FY 1982 in comparison with 549 the year
before. Sixty-seven (or 42 percent) of the participating localities were
allocated loan funds in conjunction with their urban homesteading programs.
One hundred and ei?ht (or 68 percent) of the participating communities were
allocated multifamily loans.

Most of the Section 312 funds obligated during FY 1982 were distributed to
metropolitan cities, localities with populations of 100,000 or more, and
distressed communities (defined in terms of the UDAG index of community
distress). In fact, the data indicate increased concentration of loan funding
in metropolitan cities, larger cities, and more distressed jurisdictions.
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Comnunity CDBG Status. In Fy 1982, 81.2 percent of Section 312 funding went
to entitlement cities, 4.2 percent to urban counties, and 14.6 percent to
small cities. In contrast, in the previous year, 71.2, 10.5, and 18.3 percent
had been distributed to entitlement cities, urban counties, and small cities

respectively.

Community Size In Fy 1982, 2.5 percent of Section 312 monies were allocated
to communities of greater than 500,000 population, 3.9 percent to localities
with 100,000 to 499,999 people, 14.0 percent to those between 50,000 and
99,999, and 2.6 percent to those under 50,000. In contrast, the largest
communities in FY 1981 received 23.6 percent of Section 312 funding, and the

smallest ones received 23.8 percent.

Community Distress. |In Fy 1982, 85.6 percent of Section 312 loan funding went
fo communities which met the distress criteria for UDAG eligibility, and 52.9
percent went to very distressed communities. This compares with 74.6 percent
to distressed communities and 34.2 percent to the most distressed communities

for Fy 1981.

Funds Per Locality. On average, individual jurisdictions with single family
programs obligated $137,980 in Section 312 monies durinjc__; Fy 1982 for single
family rehabilitation. In contrast, communities in FY 1982 averaged Section
312 obligations of $370,960 for multifamily programs. The overall average for
all localities was $310,980. O0f course, the amount obligated by localities
varied widely, ranging from a single loan of less than $7, for one locality
to 47 loans totaling almost $.8 million in another city.

Loans Per Locality. The Department made Section 312 single family loans in 68
comnunities In FY 1982 for an average of 7.4 loans and 9 dwelling units per
locality. Properties in 108 communities received Section 312 multifamily
assistance, accounting for an average of 2.4 loans and 35 dwelling units per

localmy .

CHARACTERISTICS O SECTION 312-ASSISTED PROPERTIES

Section 312 properties assisted in FY 1982 were generally small, older
properties. Most of the single family loans went to one-unit properties.
Approximately 85 percent of the single family loans were received by owner-
occupants of simle unit properties. Another 12 percent went to two-unit
properties. Multidamily properties aided in Fy 1982 contained an average of 15

dwelling units.

More than 78 percent of the properties receiving Section 312 single family
funds in FY 1982 had been built prior to 1952.

CHARACTERISTICS CF BORROWERS

Participation of Elderly and Minority Households. The concentration of
Section 312 sTngle family Toans in urban homesteading areas produced a marked
shift in the proportion of elderly and minority people receiving single family
loans.  About seven percent of the Fy 1982 loans to owner-occupants went to
applicgnts over the age of 62, compared to 16 percent of comparable FY 1981
loans. Seventy-two percent of the Fy 1982 single family loans went to
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minority households; in contrast, 40 percent of the Fy 1981 loans had gone to

S aRAE0RIESof urtfdIFSRont0REERrs T PO rtASE N othRr H08qigec]g-economic

Participation by Low- and Moderate-Income Persons. Section 312 single family

T0an_ requiremenis place Several fanancial conditions on prospective
applicants. First, the applicant must have the capacity to repay the loan.
Second, the applicant must be unable to secure necessary financing from other
sources on comparable terms and conditions. Third, priority is to be given to
applicants whose incomes are at or below 95 percent of the median income of
the area, when adjusted for family size.

Ore measure of Jow- and moderate-income benefit in the Section 312 program is
the number of single family loans lent at three percent interest, because, as
noted earlier in this section, Section 312 single family loans rmh/ mow be
provided at the three percent rate only when an owner-occupant has household
Income at or below 80 percent of the area median income. Seventy-three
percent of the Fy 1982 single family loans were given at the three percent
rate.

This figure is roughly parallel with available Section 312 household Fy 1982
income Information. ~ Whereas about 45 percent of the owner-occupants that
received Section 312 single family loans in Fy 1982 had annual household

incomes under $15,000. and 35 0percent had inc(?mes between $i15_,ooo and $22,500,
about 20 percent had incomes over $22,500 and six percent claimed Incomes over

$30,000.
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FOOTNOTES

1 us. General Accounting Office, "Block Grants for Housing: A Study of
Recent Experiences and Attitudes.” Washington, D.C, RCED-83-21, December
13, 1982, pp. 13,15.

45 Fed. Reg. 82361 (1980).

Initially, Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan funds were also to be used in
the Demonstration. The December 1980 announcement stated that priority in
the allocation of Section 312 funds would be given to Demonstration
participants.  The announcement stated that cornunities could receive one
dollar in Section 312 funds for each dollar in CDBG funds budgeted to the
Demonstration, although they would not necessarily receive more Section 312
funds than if they did not participate. However, the Administration's
proposal in early 1981 to terminate the Section 312 program forced a
suspension on Section 312 activity between March and July 1981, and
communities were notified that no Section 312 funds would be available for
the Demonstration.

In July 1982, the Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1981

extended the Section 312 loan program using the proceeds from repayments of
previous loans. Although participating communities were still given
Priority in the allocation of Section 312 funds, HUD decided to discourage
he use of these funds in the Demonstration because certain features of the
Section 312 program, e.g., rent restrictions, predetermined interest rates,
and Davis-Bacon and Uniform Relocation Act requirements, were not

compatible with the design of the Demonstration.

In FY 1982, 72 participating communities (16 first round and 56 second
round) received Section 312 funds.

US. General Accounting Office, op.cit., p. 10.
Ibid., p. 66.

1983 Consolidated Annual Report to Congress on Community Development
Programs. © March 1983, U.S. General Accounting Uffice, op.cit., pp. 70-

A recent survey conducted for the Office of Housing found that the average
total per unit rehabilitation cost, exctua“l'n% the Section 8 subsidy, in 64
communities with Section 8 Moderate RehabiTitation programs was $ 7,679 in
that program.  The survey also found that local officials reported the
primary source of funding for 70 percent of the 6,861 units rehabilitated
In these communities was private money or conventional loans. CDBG funds
and other public sources were reported to be the primary source of funding
for approximately 30 percent of the units. 1tis not possible, however, to
accurately compare the public costs in this program to the public costs in
the Demonstration because the form wused to collect the Section 8
information (HUD-52686-Report on Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation Proaram
Activity) does not report separately the amounts provided from the var30us
sources.
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10

11

12

13

14

US. General Accounting Office, op.cit., pp. 18-20.

US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy
Development and Research. Evaluation of "the Urban Homesteading
Demonstration Program: Final RepOrt. VoTUTE I. Sumnary ASSESSMENt. (1981).

Aggregate Section 810 property data reflect Office of Finance and
Accounting data received by September 30, 1982.  Community-by-comnunity
Rroper_t_ data reported elsewhere in this section reflect Office of Urban

ehabilitation information which is based on regular updates from HUD field
offices. A a result, the community-by-community tables indicate higher
property movement in FY 1982 than do the aggregate totals.

of the 107 approved communities, 91 were active during FY 1982. Three had
been suspended for the year, including Benton Harbor, MI, based on
a11e?ations of questionable rehabilitation program activities; St. Louis,
MO, Tor Urban Homesteading pr(_)rgﬁam mismanagement; and Steubenville, OH, for
FHEO and HAP noncompliance. irteen other communities did not submit 1982
annual program applications, and, therefore, were considered inactive:
Compton, CA; Hartford, CN; Los Angeles (city), CA; Luzerne (Co., PA; Naw
Haven, CN; Nw York City, NY; Pinellas Co., FL; Port Huron, mI; Pottsville,
PA; Salem, OR; Sunbury, PA; Tacoma, WA and York, PA. The reasons given
for program inactivity were lack of HUD-omed properties (n=6), lack of

local properties (n=5), lack of adequate rehabilitation financing (n=5),
admmlgtrzﬂlve exp(enses (N=T) and progqram mismanagement (N=1). J

The multifamily information is based on a teIethne_survey_of Section 312
loans administéred by the Office of Urban Rehabilitation during FY 1982.

Comparable data were not available for Section 312 single family loans at
three and 11 percent interest rates.

Calculations relating to borrower characteristics are based on all 1982
Section 312 single-family loan applications received by HUD Central Office
and entered into the Data Systems and Statistics Division data base. The
subset contains 380 or 76 percent of all Fr 1982 Sectton 312 single-family
loan applications, accounting for 73 percent of all such loans amounts for

FY 1982.

For example, the _studg of the Urban Homesteading Demonstration program by
the Office of Policy Development and Research, HUD, reported the median age
of homesteader heads of households to be 35.8 years and that 68 percent of
the homesteader heads of household were minority members. See Evaluation
of the Urban Homesteading Demonstration Program: Final Report. “Volume 1:

Sumnary ASSeSSment (1981).
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State and City

APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated
_ o UDAG Private Public  Total New
Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs

ALABAVIA

Birmingham

Brent

Centreville

Dadeville

Ft Deposit

Gadsden

Gadsden

Mobile

Estimated
Housing
Units

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

Loan to box manufacturer for $275,000 $975,105 -0- 45
site improvements and renova-

tion of vacant building to

permit consolidation of opera-

tions.

Loan to newly established gar- $150,000 $522,077 ~-0- 150
ment processing company to

purchase capital equipment and

rehabilitate an existing plant

facility.

Loan to assist wood products $106,240 $819,471 -0- 0
manufacturing firm to build a

factory to produce soft-wood

veneer, cut lumber and wood-

chips.

Loan to aid manufacturer of $731,100 $3,612,100 $90,075 71
molded plastic products make

site improvements, construct

new plant and renovate exist-

ing building.

Deferred second mortgage loans $334,500 $1,401,650 -0- -0-
to middle- and moderate-income

families to help purchase new
single-family houses.

Second mortgage loans to $510,800 $2,000,000 $10,500 -0-
facilitate the purchase of

new single-family houses by

income-qualifying families;

loans to be repaid on sale

or refinancing of homes.

Interest-reduction subsidies $164,000 $600,000 -0- -0-
on new home mortgages for
moderate-income buyers.

Second mortgages to be used $960,000  $2,936,500 -0- -0-
as part of downpayment by

qualified home purchasers to

reduce owners' monthly mort-

gage payments.

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

35

48

100

$13,048

$5,000

-0-

$10,000

$15,583

$10,768

$42,206



State and Cit
ACABAMA (continued)

Phenix City

Selma

Selma

York

ARIZONA

Phoenix

The Yavapai-
Prescott Tribe
of Arizona
ARKANSAS

Arkadelphia

FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

Assistance to construct new
market rate rental apart-
ments and an adjacent road.

Assistance in the redev-
elopment of a former Air
Force base for use as an
industrial site. Candy
company Will construct
warehouse facility as first
tenant once public improve-
ments have been made.

Grants to low- and moderate-
income families to assist in the
purchase of new houses. Grants
to be repaid on sale of home.

Loan to manufacturer of
children's clothes to assist

in construction of new plant and
purchase of capital equipment.

Loan to manufacturer of air
conditioners to assist in
purchase of equipment and to
make improvements to the
site and existing vacant
buildings to house fabri-
cation operations. Project
is located in "pocket of
poverty" area.

Second mortgage loan for con-
struction of a 150-room
hotel on Yavapai-Prescott
Indian Reservation.

Grant to City to install
water service lines and to
construct a new water stor-
age tank which are essential
for the construction of a new
hospital.

APPENDIX

_ Other Estimated  Estimated Estimated

UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$445,000 $3,286,531 -0- -0- 100 -0-
$760,000 $2,000,000 -0- 100 -0- -0-
$615,000 $1,672,000 -0- -0- 50 $19,876
$400,000  $2,450,287 -0- 347 -0- $10,800
$624,000  $2,889,000 $156,000 260 -0- $29 ,000
$1,120,000 $4,497,355 -0- 156 -0~ $50,000
$752,000 $5,467,553 $578,100 140 -0- $87,096

A-2
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Malvern

CALLFQRNIA

Alhambra

Baldwin Park

Bell Gardens

Colfax

Fresno

Fresno

Healdshurg

Oak Land

State and Cit
ARKANSAS lcon%inued)

FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

Second mortgage loan to wood
products company to acquire
and modernize vacant plant
and_install new capital
equipment to produce medium-
density fiberboard panels.

Loan to help write down land
costs_for development of a
shopping center in central
business district.

Loan to help finance on- and
off-site improvements for a
Light industrial building .

Loan to assist in the dev-
elopment of a downtown
shopping center.

Grant to city to provide
water and sewer_expansion
necessary to build a new
shopping center.

Loan to help rehabilitate an
abandoned downtown commercial
building listed on_National
Register of Historic Places.

Loan to manufacturer of_tor-
tillas to permit expansion
of manufacturing and retail
operations.

Financial assistance to
write down excessive site
costs associated with the
development of a new shop-
ping center.

Loan to finance a portion pf
the renovation costs of a va-
cant hotel for use as a retail
and office complex.

APPENDIX

] Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$1,300,000 $16,422,180 -0- 73 -0- $30,600
$2,350,000 $11,310,000 $5,912,000 X6 -0- $442,000
$150,000 $1,828,651 -0~ 149 -0- $34,830
2,734,000 $9,309,000 $2,068,000 2 -0- $174,000
$736,38  $1,83,4% -0~ 5 -0- $41,000
$00,000 $2,990,525 -0- 169 -0- $35,000
$ 700,000 $2,943,466 $300,000 1% -0- $73,30
$1,750,000 $7,794,000 -0- n -0- $282,940
$1,000,000 $9,433,776 -0- 166 -0- $169,9838
A-3
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APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

state and Cit
CALTFORNIA (eentinued)

Pico Rivera

Placerville

San Bernardino

San Francisco

South Gate

COLORADQ
Canon City

Denver

Loan for extraordinary costs
associated with the acquisi-

tion, relocation and clearance

of a 20-acre site to be dev-
eloped into an industrial/
business park.

Loan to provide on- and off-
site improvements for a new
market-rate apartment unit
complex.

Loan to rehabilitate and
equip a previously bankrupt
bakery.

Loan to help a direct-mail
commercial firm relocate

into a new building in order
to remain and expand in area.

Loan to assist in the redev-
elopment and recycling of a
vacant, former tire and rub-
ber plant to be used for the
manufacture of office furni-
ture.

Low-interest second and third

mortgages to low- and moderate-

income purchasers of new or
rehabilitated homes located
in historic district.

Loan to assist in purchase
and rehabilitation of build-
ing which will be used to
facilitate expansion of
speciality plastics products
manufacturing company.

. Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$4,519,700 $17,435,400 $1,272,000 1,006 -0- $201,699
$338,607 $3,467,535 -0- 5 85 $39,330
$200,000  $1,048,8%2 $150,000 5 -0 $21,676
85,000 $3,567,206 -0- K7 -0- 7,182
$2,750,000 $12,498,450 -0- 99 -0- $156,700
$216,000 $792,489 -0- -0- 5 $3,25%6
$356,980 $1,978,5/6 $ 51,000 3 -0- $3,243
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State and City
CONNECTICUT

Hartford

New Haven

DELAWARE

Smyrna

Wilmington

Wilmington

FLORIDA
Ft. Lauderdale

FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

Assistance to defray cost

of site improvements,
parking garage and_unusual
piling costs associated with
development of Section 8 and
market-rate rental housin
units in an under-used urban
renewal site.

Assistance in renovation

and adaptive reuse of an old
abandoned building in a new
technology center. Space will _

be leased to high-tech companies.

Second mortgage financing
for moderate-income buyers
of new single-family houses.

Non-amortizing second mort-
gages to qualified low- and
moderate-income families for
rehabilitation costs of
vacant city-owned houses to
be deeded to them.

Loan to help develop new
office building on vacant
urban renewal land in
downtown area to serve as
corporate headquarters of
insurance company. Wil-
m!n?ton_Parqug Authority
will build adjacent 500-car
garage.

Loan to assist in construc-
tIon of new_showroom-ware-
house facility located
within "pocket of poverty"
area.

APPENDIX

i Other Estimated  Estimated  Estimated
UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax
pollars Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$9,180,000 $27,608,300$10,00%,250 50 533 $185,979
$2,500,000 $6,655,000 $945,000 180 -0- $354,000
$250,000 $345,000 -0- -0~ 30 $15,000
$310,000 $2,250,000 -0- -0- 100 $23,042
$1,520,000 $13,741,959 $5,197,079 1 -0~ $78,723
$ 192,000 $1,679,200  $48,000 m -0- $9,000
A-5
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State and Cit
FLORIDA™ (continued)

Orange County

Tallahassee

Tallahassee

GEORGIA
Albany

Atlanta

Atlanta

Ft. Gaines

La Grange

APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

Grants and second mortgage
loans to low- and moderate-
income families to enable
them to purchase new single-
family houses.

Financial assistance to
purchase land for leaseback
to developer of new hotel
and convention center.

Loans for rehabilitation
of two minority-owned busi-
nesses and for street im-
provements and parking in
the French Town area.

Loan to help development of
new office tower and retail
center and plaza and con-
struction of 516-car garage
in downtown area.

Loan to help finance reno-
vation of existing building
as a multi-use facility to
permit expansion of a busi-
ness products company's con-
ference center.

Loan to assist major local

company expand its national
headquarters. Company will
construct new office space,
renovate an existing build-
ing and build a new garage.

Loan to assist manufacturer
of lightweight concrete ag-
gregate construct new plant.

Second mortgage loans to
moderate-income purchasers of
new townhouses.

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated

UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
Do1llars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$282,070 6846,210 $399,500 -0- 40 $18,000
$1,274,584 $18,306,000 -0- 33 -0- $71,181
$67,185 $181,400 -0- 8 -0- $1,486
$1,335,000 $14,300,000 -0- 279 -0- $170,647
$300,000 $2,999,676 -0- 132 -0- $53,100
$2,000,000 $15,997,845 -0- 400 -0- $200,89%
. $950,000 $5,420,108 -0- 98 -0- $39,768
$33,200 $135,000 $20,000 -0- 4 -0-

A-6




APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated

UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax

State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
GEORGIA (continued)

La Grange Second mortgage loans to $79,000 $231,145 -0- -0- 10 $1,200
moderate-income purchasers
of new single-family houses.

Macon Assistance to City to repair, $1,551,878  $6,422,500 -0- 409 -0- $423,045
refurbish and beautify public
right-of-way in comnercial
area. Will stimulate new
investment by the businesses
and property owners in the area.

Rome Second mortgages for buyers $485,000 $1,333,800  $26,000 -0- 40 $14,350
of new townhouses in low- and
moderate-income, ﬁredomlnantly
minority neighborhood.

Waycross Second mortgage loans to be $211,745 $539,000 -0~ -0- 25 $6,050
used as part of down payment
by income-eligible buyers of
new single-family houses.

ILLINOIS

Chicago Loan to assist in develop- $1,650,000  $9,313,149 -0- 228 -0- $426,743
ment of new neighborhood
shoEp|ng center in Irving
Park area.

Chicago Loan to container company $78,750 $57,577 -0- 25 -0- $28,192
to assist In acquisition
and rehabilitation of manu-
facturing facility in North
Lawndale Community. Company
will purchase additional
machinery and equipment.

Chicago Second mortgage loans to $2 216,140  $7,716,300 -0- 60 126 $205,278
purchasers of residential
units to be developed as
part of rehabilitation of
five-story loft building
for mixed residential and
comnercial use in near West
Side area.




APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

i Other Estimated  Estimated  Estimated

) i oo UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax

State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dol lars Jobs Units Revenue
ILLINOIS (continued)

Chicago Financial assistance in the $288,500 $895,276 -0- -0- 200 -0-
rehabilitation of owner-
occupied multi-family struc-
tures in several South Shore
neighborhoods.

Chicago Loan to assist in renova- $1,495,000  $7,244,326 -0- 445 -0 $193,005
tion and conversion of his-
toric_Lincoln Park Refectory
Building into a first-class
restaurant and to provide
certain public facilities
necessary to support the pro-
ject.

Chiccago Loan to assist in rehabilita- $3,567,625 $18,924,845 -0- 236 146 $789,700
tion and conversion of former
g[ant_bU|ld|ngs in near North
ide into a mixed-use residen-
tial and commercial development
with enclosed parking. Second
mortgage loans to purchasers
of residential condominiums.

Chicago Loan to aid in_rehabilitation 2,075,000 $11,085,777 -0- -0- -0- $26,320
and modernization of baking
facility to prevent its clos-
ing.

Chicago Loan to assist manufacturing $690,000  $3,529,470 -0- 25 -0- $98,000
company rehabilitate newly-
ac?U|reg facility to permit
relocation and expansion of
operations.

Chicago Street_and off-site improve- $9,883,580 $114,153,084 -0- 6,500 -0- $93,000
ments_including new rail
transit station, public
walkways, public plaza and
250-car parking garage to
sg?PQrt development of 13
million square feet of new
office space in South Loop
area.




APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
] ] o UDAG Private Public ~ Total New Housing Local Tax

State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
TILLINOIS (continued)

Chi cago Loan to help rehabilitate $844,126  $5,728,628 -0- 172 -0- $357,890
historic building, formerly
used as a printing plant,
into an office building iIn
Historic District south of
the Loop.

Dixon Construction of a box culvert $179,760 $597,987 -0- 17 -0- $14,000
to permit a lumber company to
renovate and expand its fa-
cilities.

East St. Louis Loan to assist minority- $100,000 $329 ,296 -0- 23 -0- $3,34
owned paint manufacturing
firm purchase capital equip-
ment for use in rehabilitated
facility previously destroyed
by fire.

Manence Loan to reactivate waste-_ $455,000  $4,414 ,925 -0- 300 -0- $76,915
water pre-treatment facility
to permit modernization and
reopening of vacant hog pro-
cessing pl ant.

Peoria Assistance to construct new $2,100,000 $15,117,070 -0-, 280 -0- $579 ,000
City-owned parking deck to
be leased to company which
is rehabilitating a vacant
hotel in downtown area.

Peoria Loan to assist in development $3,600,000 $17,564,467 -0- 320 120 $437,840
of residential condominium
units and mixed-use build-
ing, which will contain City-
owned underground parking_
garage, in downtown location.

Streator Provision of on- and off- $651,502  $3,048,783 -0- 70 10 $19,053
site improvements for mixed-
use development involving
industrial site for two_new
companies and construction
of new single-family houses.




APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS
i Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
State and Cit Proi D .. UDAG Private Public ~ Total New Housing Local Tax
ale ana City  Project Description Dollars  Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
Ft Wayne Low-interest home improve- $M72.008 $1,600,450  $20,000 0- 05 $5 264

ment loans to homeowners in
targeted areas.

Huntington Loan to manufacturing $257,500 $914,615 -0-
company for purchase of 0 & -0- $13,362
machinery and_equipment to
permit expansion of opera-
tions.

Indianapol is  Loan to assist in renovation -0-
of deteriorating, partially $779,500  $8,340,673  $150,000 lal o $30,000

occupied shopping center.

Marengo Loan to help build and
equip a newpplant to pro- $5,000 &£38,26 $75,000 10 o $1,792

cess electronic components.

Scottshurg Loan to manufacturer of com- -0-
puter forms to_aid in purchase $725,000  $6,000,000  $125,000 104 0 $9,731

of capital_eguipment for use
in new facility.

Shelbyville Assistance for construc- -0- .0-
tion of City-owned fire $1,000,000 - $5,100,000 0 0 0 $41 480

station and elevated water
stgra?e tank which will
stimulate investment by
three local manufacturing
companies .

South Bend Loan to assist in construc- $9,963,000 $156,197,308 $3,09%4,510 O- 63
tion and development of 40 0- 93,000,683
ethanol production facility
and aid to City for sup-
porting off-site public
improvements.

10WA

Dubuque Loan to manufacturer of $1,200,000 4,168,000 $7,500,000 -
plumbing supplies to pur- 0 o $126,99
chase new equipment for
expanded foundry opera-
tion in new manufacturing
facility.




APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT ANARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated

UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax

State and C1t Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
TONA {continued)

Dubuque Loan to purchase new cap- $3,050,000  $7,729,000  $500,000 600 -0- -0-
ital equipment for use
in meat packing and pro-
cessing facility.

Hamburg Loan to developer of new $955,000 $15,661,000 -0- 0 -0-  $158,000
ethanol plant for installa-
tion of on-site sewer and
water improvements.

Sigourney Assistance in upgrading $588,000 $4,684,628  $455,000 130 -0- $18,000
the City's waste water
treatment facilities to
permit meat processing
company to modify and
equip a vacant building
to house its operations.

KANSAS

Wichita Assistance in constructing $2,014,000 $17,049,000 $3,365,000 224 -0- $232,000
a rew City-owned parking
garage to support a hotel/
retail development project
in the downtown area.

Winfield Loan to manufacturer of $350,000  $6,936,000 -0- [E -0- $32,546
crayons and art supplies
to help purchase capitol
equipment to support ex-
pansion of warehouse and
production facilities.

KENTUKY

Louisville Loan to assist in rehabili- $5,000,000 $22,773,300 -0- 530 60 $67,000
tation of office building
and construction of new
retail space in downtown
location.

Mt. Vernon Loan to manufacturer of $208,500 $1,073,3%5  $250,000 45 -0- $1,804
plastic products to pur-
chase new equipment to sup-
port expansion of operations.
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state and City

Project Description

KENTUCKY {continued)

Somerset

LOUISIANA
Delhi

Hamnond

Naw Orleans

New Orleans

New Orleans

New Orleans

Loan to newspaper publish-
ing company to aid in the
acquisition and renovation
of historic building adjacent
to existing downtown plant
to permit expansion.

Loan to manufacturer of alu-
minum products to acquire
and prepare site for
construction of new facility.

Provision of water and
sewer facilities, railroad
improvements and access
roads to serve two new
distribution warehouses to
be built in industrial
park.

Second mortgage loan to
manufacturer of electronic
components for the construc-
tion of a new plant.

Loan to assist in the con-
struction of an 89-bed,
intermediate-care nursing
facility.

Principal-reduction sub-
sidies to allow low- and
moderate-income families to
purchase new houses to be
constructed in the Desire
Community Area in East Naw
Orleans .

Principal-reduction subsi-
dies to allow low- and
moderate-income families to
purchase new houses to be
constructed in the Rue
Bienvenu subdivision in East
New Orleans.

APPEND | X
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$129,600 $770,000 -0- 30 -0~ $5,064
$2,300,000  $13,397,388 $200,000 172 -0- $34,000
$4,477,000  $32,998,567 -0- 301 -0- $161,000
$1,715,000 $8,386,190 -0- 750 -0- $180,508
$410,000 $1,512,806 -0- 52 -0- -0-
$360,000 $1,297,050 -0- -0- 25 -0-
$668,000 $2,225,000 -0- -0- 50 -0-
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State and Cit
LOUISTANA (continued)

Oakdale

Shreveport

Vidalia

MARY LAND
Baltimore

Baltimore

Baltimore

Baltimore

Baltimore

Project Description

Improvements to City-owned
industrial building and

loan to tool company to pur-
chase new manufacturing
equipment .

Second mortgage loan to
construct addition to
existing parking garage to
serve new office tower in
downtown location.

Loan to provide infrastruc-
ture improvements for new
ore-processing plant in an
existing industrial park.

Loan to a_bakery to assist
in expansion of operations
in Fells Point area.

Non-amortizing second mort-
gages to increase homeowner-
ship opportunities for
moderate-income families

in Patterson Park area.

Rental assistance funds

and loan to help construct
new parking garage to sup-
port new residential complex
plus retail/office space

in Charles Center.

Subsidies to reduce cost of
new townhouses in Johnston

Square area for ?urchase by
4-person households with ann
income of less than $25,000.

Loan to drapery manufac-
turing company to renovate
an existing building which
will permit relocation of
operations from a flood-
prone site.

APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated

UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$148,222 $670,47 -0- 50 <0~ -0-
$1,700,000 $17,439,490 -0- 600 -0- $226,000
$1,000,000 $15,984,155 -0- 37 -0- $111,441
$360,000 $6,640,000 -0- 100 -0 $386,000
$233,000 $613,725  $120,000 -0- o) $9,750
$4,280,000 $25,426,918 -0~ 143 4 $444,2%5
$665,000 $1,981,500 $631,460 -0- 64 $62,876

ual
$850,000  $4,916,166 $2,300,000 -0- -0- $26,635
A-13




State and Cit
MARYLAND (continued)

Baltimore

Baltimore

Baltimore

Baltimore

Baltimore

Baltimore

Baltimore

Baltimore

APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMEKT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

Second mortgage _loan to
assist In rehabilitation
for residential and com-
mercial use of seven pro-
erties in_Union Square
istoric District.

Second mortgage loans to

moderate-income purchasers
of new townhouses at corner

?f Alameda and Coldpsring
ane.

Second mortgage loans for
purchasers of rehabi litated
rowhouses in Boyd-Booth
neighborhood.

Second mortgage loans or
mortgage payment subsidies
to low- and moderate-income
buyers of new houses in the
Upton area.

Loan to paint manufacturer
to assist in_rehabilitation
of vacant building for use
as production facility.

Second mortgage loans to
income-qualified purchasers
of either newly constructed
houses or renovated units in
the Middle East neighborhood.

Second mortgage loans to
income-qualified purchasers of
either newly constructed

houses or renovated units in the
Reservoir Hill neighborhood.

Second mortgage loans to
income-qualified purchasers
of either newly constructed
houses or renovated units in
ﬁhﬁjFranklln Square neighbor-
00d.

] Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public ~ Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$203,000 $48,746  $355,668 7 16 $14,300
$540,400 $1,423,502 $161,000 -0- ) -0-
$226,500 $78,500 O -0- 5 $7,500
$12,000 $1,330,000 $340,000 -0- 40 $33,600
$660,000 $2,731,451 $500,000 219 -0- 27,152
$810,000 $2,025,000 $411,328 -0- 64 $61,440
$250,700 $749,90 $233,7%5 -0- 23 $17,940
$568,700  $1,765,000 $288,204 -0- 47 4,50
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APPENDI X
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

i Other Estimated  Estimated  Estimated
UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax

State and City Project Description Dollars  Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
MARYLAND (continued)

Baltimore Second mortg?ge loans to $1,014,525 $2,794,500 $351,540 -0- 81 $71,928
income-qualified purchasers
of either newly constructed
houses or renovated units in
the Oliver Urban Renewal area.

Baltimore Second mortgage loans to $668,100  $2,040,000  $254,745 -0- 51 $45,900
income-qualified purchasers
of either newly constructed
houses or renovated units in
the Southwood neighborhood.

Baltimore Second mortg?ge loans to $229,100 $590 ,000  $144,225 -0- 22 $20,000
income-qualified purchasers
of either newly constructed
houses or renovated units
in the Poppleton neighborhood.

MASSACHUSETTS

Attieboro Loan to assist in construc- $165,800 $632,058  $144,000 29 -0- $16,000
tion of retail shopping vil-
lage in Central Business
District.

Ayer Loan_to joint venture of $1,050,000  $10,984,000 $500,000 131 -0- $200,000
American and Italian mill-
ing companies to assist in
development of new Semolina
Flour mill.

Boston Assistance to low- and mod- $660,000  $2,849,773  $3,103,594 -0- 57 $40 ,000
erate-income tenants_and
future buyers of residen-
tial units to be developed
in adoptive re-use of
historic chocolate mills
in Dorchester neighborhood.

Boston Loan to assist dairy pro- $4,000,000  $15,783,300 -0- -0- -0- -0-
ducts company expand and
modernize 1ts Charlestown
faci Lity.




State and City

Boston

Boston

Boston

Brockton

Chicopee

Fitchburg

Project Description

(continued)

Parking and safety improve-
ments to park adjacent to
Charlestown_Navy Yard where
historic building will be
redeveloped for use as head-

APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

quarters space for a magazine

publishing firm.

Financial assistance in
purchase and rehabilitation
of a building, _in the Boston
Marine Industrial Park, to
serve as manufacturing
center for the Boston-based
garment industry.

Loan to aid in renovation
of former shopping mall
space into Bayside Trade
and Exhibition Center in
Columbia Point area and
grant to City to improve
two access roads.

Loan to assist shoe manu-
facturer_in renovation of
an_existing industrial
building as part of ex-
panded operations.

Loan_to assist in the con-
version of an old, vacant
factory complex located
within_the central busi-
ness district into market-
rate apartment units and
commercial space.

Loan to purchase capital
equipment for use in a new
pharmaceutical plant. Com-
pany will also construct
offices, laboratories and

a warehouse on the site.

] Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
AG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$761,000 $6,729,400 $350,000 12 -0- $9,256
$3,704,600 99,261,600 -0- 139 -0 $372,530
$3,500,000 $15,558,481 -0- 483 -0- $465,000
$00,000 $2,704,244 -0- 50 -0- -0-
$1,500,000 $4,490,000 $300,000 3 i) -0-
$625,000 $2,925,000 -0- rz -0- $31,000




APPENDIX
'FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax

State ana ‘-11,!( Project Description Dollars nvestment Dollars Jobs Inits Revenue
continued)

Lawrence Loan.to assist fruit pro- $650,000 $2 511,718 -0- » -0- $34,940
cessing firm expand and

modernize its facilities in
historic industrial district
in downtown area.

Malden Loans to pre-qualified $263,778 $303,002 -0- 52 -0- $27 ,700
comnercial property owners
for facade renovations of
their buildings.

Malden Loan to assist in development $1,250,000 $7,545,804 -0- 45 122 $194,700
of market-rate housing complex

which will include commercial
space and parking facilities
in downtown area.

Malden Loan to company specializing $100,000 $6%,628 -0- 25 -0- $15,000
in office storage, maintenance
and retrieval to acquire and
install new machinery and
equipment as part of expansion
of operations.

Medford Loan to help construct 200- $1,700,000 $15,167,700 -0- 205 -0- $231,875
space parking facility to
serve a new hotel.

North Adams Assistance in renovating $600,000 $2,117,000 $,385,000 115 ~0- $30,832
six historic buildings to
provide retail and display
space and to landscape seven
acres of land to be used as
an Urban Heritage State Park.

Quincy Loan to assist in development $1,000,000 $11,769,880 -0- 210 -0- $259,600
of new office building to be
built over existing MBIA
Transit station.

Revere Housing rehabilitation $150,000 $448,000 -0- -0- 60 $9,000
loans to low- and moderate-
income families who own and
occupy their homes.
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State and (it
MASSACHUSEH§ {

Somerville

Southbridge

Springfield

Springfield

Taunton

MICHIGAN

Cassopolis

Detroit

APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing
Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

continued)

Loan to a manufacturer of $600,000 $3,291,475 -0- 60 -0-
stationery and office sup-

plies to purchase capital

equipment for a planned

expansion of its operations.

Loan to assist in renova- $423,873  $2,265,756  $1,630,900 205 61
tion of four historic down-

town buildings into rental

apartment units for low- and

moderate-income tenants and

retail/commercial space.

Financial assistance to ac- $2 925,000 $11,979,127 $75,000 177 -0-
quire and demolish vacant

building on site where bank

will construct new head-

quarters office building.

Loan to assist maker of $2,700,000 $13,994,000 -0- 236 -0-
hand tools consolidate and

modernize its manufacturing

operation.

Loan to aid privately owned $ 365,000 $1,970,962 -0- 58 -0-
and operated bus company
construct new terminal build-

ing.

Loan to assist wire manufac- $243,000 $1,740,540 -0- 26 -0-
facturing company purchase

and renovate an existing

building and install new

equipment to implement ex-

pansion plans.

Financial assistance in $930,000 $5,779,436 -0- -0- 100
building seawall and bridge

in conjunction with con-

struction of low- and mod-

erate-income housing units.

A-18

$47,500

$24,000

$144,770

$100,000

$69,858

$16 ,840

$12,500
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) Other Estimated  Estima ed  Est mated
UDAG Private Public ~ Total New Housing Local Tax

State and City Project Description Dollars Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue

continued)

Detroit Loan to assist in acquisi- $3,250,000 $16,632,514 -0- 360 -0- $36,400
tion and renovation of a

warehouse buildigﬁ. A_?or-
tion of the building will
be leased to the City of
Detroit for use as_a court
house and the remainder
developed as office space.

Detroit Loan to assist soft drink $625 000 $2,872,000 -0- 100 -0- $273,750
bottler expand, renovate

and make other improvements
to its present operations.

Detroit Loan to assist development $13,150,000 $47,000,000$15,000,000 449 312 $1,534,700
of downtown mixed-use Pro-
ject to include a hotel,
apartment house, parking
garage, health club and
commercial space.

Detroit Financial assistance for $2,800,000 $7,300,000 -0- 450 -0- $210,385
completion Of renovation
of existing buildings in
Greek Town district_to pro-
vide retail and office
space.

Douglas Assistance to improve the $827,000 $5,188,524  $271,000 125 24 $40,400
City"s water system and to
construct a sheltered care
facility. Water system im-
provements will stimulate
a variety of private invest-

ments.
Franklin Town- Loan to assist copper com- $194,80 $387,921 -0- 2 -0- $13,54
ship pany rehabilitate vacant

industrial facility_to be
used in the production of
copper oxide .

Grand Rapids Loan to help renovate and $3,000,000 $12,969,000 -0- 376 -0- $781,105
convert two under-utilized

buildings as a vertical
retail mall on four levels.
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] Other Estimated Estimated  Estimated
UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax

State and Cit Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
MICHIGAN (continued)

Hamtramck Demolition, site clearance $2,700,000 $6,800,000 $1,650,000 130 -0- $153,200
and relocation assistance
for development of site for
new industrial park. One

com?any will build new

building In the park and

another will expand its

existing plant.

Iron River Public improvements to stim- $584,000  $1,536,953 -0- 42 -0- $16,507
ulate revitalization of the
downtown business district
through exterior renovation,
interior rehabilitation
and/or construction of new
commercial space.

Lansing Loan to assist in develop- $850,000  $11,080,000 -0- 207 -0- -0-
ment of new produce dis-
tribution facility.

Muskegon Loan to chemical company $600,000  $7,854,000 -0- 80 -0- $114,000
to_assist in expansion of
existing production facili-
ties.

Pontiac Loan to assist in renova- $250,000 $812,345  $167,000 46 ~0- $67,265
tion of_former telephone com-
pany building and adjacent
properties as a restaurant.

Pontiac Loan to assist in construc- $945000  $3,700,000 $280,000 200 -0- $445,000
tion of industrial building
in new industrial park.

Port Huron* Loan to assist high-tech $300,000  $3,800,000 -0- 165 -0- -0-
manufacturing company expand
its facilities.

Port Huron Assistance for expansion of $147,000 $567,000 -0- 30 -0- $4,000

community-owned machine and
tool company.

*

Terminated
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State and City

Project Description

MICHIGAN (continued)

Saginaw

MINNESOTA
Cokato

Dawson

Duluth

Mi laca

Minneapolis

Minneapolis

Minneapolis

0an t9 assist iH cgn%truc—

ion of parking deck to Stp-
port development of downtown
commercial/retail complex.

Loan to assist In construc-
ting and equipping full-
service, year-round family
restaurant building.

Loan to processor of whey,
lactose, and dairy replacers
to acquire and convert aban-
doned industrial facility
and purchase new machinery
and equipment.

Loan to tool company to pur-
chase new equipment’ to slp-

APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated

Estimated Estimated

port expansion of facilities.

Assistance_ in developing _new
downtown mini-mall s opglng
area and in relocating busi-

nesses presently on the site.

Assistanc? in creating a
mortgage loan pool to pro-

vide below-market interest
rate financing to City re-
sidents for energy and re-
habi litation improvements.

Loan for consﬁruc ion of.
new downtown hotel.  Faci-

Iitl_will also provide a
parking garage, retail
space, convention facility
and_luxury condominium
residential units.

Loan to assist in develop-
ment of d[ug_store/medica]
clinic building .

UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$,100,000 636,995,550 $3,260,000 800 -0- $880,224

$95,000 $257,015 -0- 8 -0- 6,000
55,000 $3,218,210 -0- 45 -0- $357,447
870,000 $2,811,619 -0- 145 -0- $76,439
$133,300 $67,067  $270,000 15 -0- $64,426
$2,730,000  $12,432,379 -0- ~0- 6,150 -0-
$,560,000 958,461,000 -0- 85 70 -0-
$118,000 972,312 $63,609 2 -0- 04,723
A-21
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Princeton

Sandstone

St. Paul

St. Paul

St. Paul

MISSISSIPP)

Batesville

Hattiesburg

State and Cit
MINNESOTA (€6t inued)

APPEND

FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELO
. Other
UDAG Private Public

Project Description

Loan to automobile dealer-
ship to purchase capitol
equipment for new building.

Loan to assist in purchase
of equipment for use in new
retail grocery building.

Financial assistance to in-
crease energy load capacity
of central energy production
system to cover second phase
development of 218-acre
Energy Park. Private invest-
ment will be triggered in a
variety of industrial and
commercial facilities.

Loan to help convert vacant
warehouse in historic dis-_
trict as mixed-use comnercial
and residential facility.

Assistance to continue re-
vitalization of Selby Avenue
commercial area. Involves
rehabilitation of commercial
space, construction of build-
ing for commercial and resi-
dential use, new parking lot
and street improvements.

Construction of water mains
to assure adequate fire pro-
tection to furniture manu-_
facturing plant being rebuilt
following severe fire.

Assistance in constructing
two downtown parkln% garages
to stimulate three banks to
expand operations.

_Dollars  Investment  Dollars

IX
PMEKT ACTION GRAKT AWARDS

$75,000 $610,205 -0-

$105,000 $467,779 $43,000

$3,431,000 $22,707,000 ~0-

$565,000  $3,075,000 $450,000

$1,505,000 $9,256,716  $450,000

$109,200 $336,687 $30,000

$900,000  $8,490,000 $1,100,000

A-22
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Estimated Estimated Estimated
Total New Housing Local Tax
Jobs Units _Revenue
10 -0- $19,737

15 -0- $9,984

495 -0- $633,088

85 65 $50,000

142 90 $89,463

42 -0- $3,000
78 -0- $81

—
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Other Estimated Estimated Estimated

] o UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax
Project Description Dallars Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue

State and City

Kansas City Loan to assist in renovation $175,000 $607,904  $175,000 36 -0- $9,595
of two historic buildings at
39th and Main Streets.

Mexico Loan to drapery manufacturer $420,300  $1,500,000 -0- 225 -0- $31,000
to assist in purchase and
rehabilitation of vacant
industrial plant.

Mountain Grove Public improvements to as- $89,070 $353,997 $23,000 14 -0- $7,921
sist In revitalization_of
Central Business District.
Over eighty percent of com-
mercial buildings in downtown
area will be rehabilitated.

St. Joseph Loan to assist in develop- $1,300000  $7,512,568 -0- 106 -0- $85 ,090
ment of new downtown hotel,
with parking.

st. Louis Loan to assist_in conversion $10,000,000 $89,770,000 -0- 1,410 -0- $2.314,000
of historic Union Station T
to provide commercial space,
a 550-room hotel and surface
parking.

Trenton Loan to assist trucking com- $100,000 $354,193 $10,000 45 -0- $11,401
pany construct new transpor-
tation terminal.

NEW JERSEY

Atlantic City Ea%ment to developer to re- $6 ,330,000 $40,120,000 -0- 33 603  $1,963,653
imburse the costs of reclaim-

ing and developing an abandoned
refuse site for the construc—
tion of new multi-type housing
for low- moderate to middle-
income families.

Camden Assistance iIn financing the $190,000 $560,000  $245,000 -0- 35 $31,500
rehabilitation of vacant single-
family hous!ng units in the
Parkside neighborhood for pur-

%hase by moderate-income fami-
ies.
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Other Estimated Estimated Estimated

i i o UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax
§tate]f??rpltx Project Description Dollars Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
N eontinued)

Cape May Interest subsidies for rehab- $3365,000  $1,097,500 -0- -0- -0~ $3,110
ilitation of small commercial
establishments and rooming
houses which support the tourist
trade.
Clifton Loan to mai l-order company to $100,000 67,865 -0- .0 -0- $8,000

modernize its existing retail/
distribution center.

Clifton Loan for the construction $735,000 $0,755,030 -0- 300 -0- $67,572
of two three-story office

buildings and rehabilitation
and refurbishment of the in-
terior and exterior of an

existing two-story facility.

El i zabeth Principal-reduction subsi- $250,000 $660,000 -0~ -0- 400 $19,492
dies of 5 percent of the
cost of rehabilitating housing
units occupied by low- and
moderate-income renters.

Hoboken Second mortgage loan for re- $1,443,7%0 $7,59%5,810 $675,000 280 -0- $42,750
novation and rehabilitation
of historic Railroad/Ferry
Terminal for use as film and
television sound-stage stu-
dios and associated facilities.

Hudson County  Financial assistance for ex- $650,000  $8,500,000 -0- 97 -0- $49,5%
pansion of national distribu-
tion center and warehouse for
American licensee of designer
clothing.

Irvington Loan to manufacturer of dry $75,000 254,287 -0~ 12 -0- $5 ,482
cleaning equipment to pur-
chase machinery for new pro-
duct line. Company will build
new addition to and_rehabili-
tate existing facilities.

Irv ington Financial assistance to con-_ $41,000 44,540 -0- 7 -0- $5,000
struct new building in existing
industrial park.
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FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN

i Other Estimated Estimated  Estimated
UDAG Private Public ~ Total New Housing Local Tax

State and City Project Description _Dollars  Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
‘NEW JERSEY (continued

Jersey City Loan to renovate and reha- $824,000  $4,223,427 -0- 138 -0- $72,863
bilitate an existing 15-story
building_to provide new office
and retail space.

Linden Loan to manufacturer of wire, $1,117,500  $13,351,150 -0- 208 -0- $121,781
cable, and tubing products to

acguire an existing warehouse
and_convert into manufacturing
facility, construct new auto-
mated warehouse_and install
new capital equipment.

Millville Principal-reduction grants to $337,750 $908,040  $90,260 -0- 188 $14,750
eligible owner-occupants to
rehabilitate residential pro-
perties.

Montc lair Loan to provide additional $125,000 $338,807  $100,000 58 -0- -0-
Township financing_needed for a re-

habilitation center to re-

novate and expand its

building «

Montclair Second mortgage financing $350,000  $1,638,866 -0- 40 -0- $25,566
for the renovation of a
building located in the
central business district
to be used for commercial
and retail purposes.

Montclair Loan for_conversion _of his- $1,480,000  $9,985,946 -0- 250 -0- -0-
toric_railroad station as a
shopping _center, demolition
of existing overpass, street
improvements, and construc-
tion of pedestrian underpass.

Neptune Principal-reduction subsidies $72,000 $200,000 $30,000 7 -0- -0-
to help owners of tourist _
roominghouses located in His-
toric District rehabilitate
their properties.

Newark Assistance in_site preparation $915,000 $12,234,367 $1,200,000 55 -0- $262,603
and_construction of a toy re-
tailer®s warehouse to be lo-
cated in a new industrial park.
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State and Cit
NEW JERSEY (continued)

Newark

Passaic

Pennsauken

Salem

Salem

Trenton

Union County

Vineland

APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

. Other Estimated  Estimated
) o UDAG Private Public ~ Total New Housing
Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

Second mortgage loan to re- $310,000 $41,213 -0- 46 -0-
Hablgltate a large downtown
otel.

Interest-reduction subsidies $67/5,760 $1,439,400 -0- -0- 308
for rehabilitation loans to

income-qualified homeowners.

Shared-appreciation second $190,000 $813,950 $142,990 -0- 0
mortgages to low- and mo-

derate-income families to
purchase new townhouses.
Mort?ages are repayable upon
resale or transfer of proper-

ty.

Loan to manufacturing company $/00,000 $2,496,547  $0,000 /i -0-
to purchase and rehabilitate
an existing building for use
?s a mineral processing faci-
ity.

Principal-reduction subsidies $210,000 $600,000  $50,000 -0- 100
for rehabilitation loans to

qualified borrowers of owner-

occupied 1-4 family units.

Principal-reduction subsi- $140,000 $420,000 $140,000 -0- 70
dies for loans to low- and

moderate-income homeowners

for energy saving and other

improvements.

Loan to employee-owned manu- $2,000,000 $5,890,000 -0- 170 -0~
facturing firm to help fi-

nance purchase of capital

equipment needed to keep

company competitive.

Interest-reduction subsidies $738,500 $2,250,000 -0- -0- 35
for rehabilitation loans to

income-qualified owner-occu-

pants of residential proper-

ties.

$6,469

-0-

21,54

$38,800

-0~

-0-

$40,640
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Project Description

State and Cit
NEW JERSEY (continued)

Vineland

West New York

NEW MEX1CO

Las Vegas

NEW YORK

Auburn

Batavia

Buffalo

Buffalo

Principal-reduction subsidies
for conventional loans to
revitalize commercial proper-
ties located in the downtown
area.

Grants to assist low- and
moderate-income homeowners
rehabilitate their single-
family houses.

Public improvements and park-
ing necessary to spur resto-
ration of historic hotel.

Financial assistance for the
construction of an addition
to a vocational rehabili-
tation center facility for
the mentally and physically
handicapped.

Loan to a manufacturing
company for the purchase of .
machinery and equipment as
part of relocation and expan-
sion of operations.

Loan to manufacturer of
overhead radiant gas heating
systems for construction of

a new plant facility in city's

industrial park and purchase
of new machinery and capital
equipment .

Loan to macaroni manufacturer
to purchase and install new
equipment in expanded and

rehabilitated production faci-

lities.

. Other Estimated Estimated  Estimated

UDAG Private Public ~ Total New Housing Local Tax

Dollars Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$344,000  $1,088,550 -0- 47 “0- $4,800
$398,500 $1,087,500 -0- -0- 35 -0-
$00,000 $1,379,865  $50,100 3 -0- $0,200
$136,000 84,618 $230,000 148 -0- -0~
$00,000 $3,800,719 -0- 20 -0- $34,018
$/5,000 $4,378,611 -0- 20 -0- $35,715
$2,500,000 $10,583,848 -0- a0 -0~ $101,241
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_ Other Estimated  Estimated  Estimated

state and Crey -Proiect D - DUl?AG | Private Public ~ Total New Housing Local Tax
ate and ity -Projec escription ollars nvestment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
NEW YORK (continued)

Buffalo Second mortgage financing $583,000 $2,202,916  $682,000 -0- 42 $19.703
for middie-income families ?

and mortgage-reduction grants
to low-income families to
purchase new duplex houses
to be constructed in his-
toric preservation area.

Buffalo Loan for acquisition and re- $1,020,000 $3,643,820 -0- 890 -0- -0-
novation of a vacant former
retail complex for. use as
office and industrial space
for future tenants.

Buffalo Loan for acquisition and re- $1,67/5 ,506 $5,039,333 -0- 370 -0- -0-
novation of a vacant refrig-
erated warehouse building and
construction of four new build-
ings for use as a multi-tenant
office and light industrial
complex.

Erie County Loan to bakery to renovate $653,000 $7,800,000 -0- 90 ~0- 849,077
and expand its bagel produc-
tion plant.

Geneva Loan to a union for renova- $106,375 $360,490 -0- 2 -0- $5,792
tion and construction of an
addition to an existing of-
fice/retail building.

Glen Town Loan to a manufacturer of $185,000 $680,600 -0- 75 -0- $5,570
pressure control instruments
for purchase of machinery and
equipment as part of expan-
sion and renovation of exist-
ing facilities.

Hoosick Falls  Loan to a metal components $37,400 $131,876 -0- 10 -0- $500
manufacturer for assistance
in the purchase of a compu-
ter-controlled precision
boring and drilling machine.
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FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

NEW YORK (continued)

Hoosick Falls

Hudson

Lackawanna

Lockport

New York

New York

New York

New York

Loan to a valve manufacturer
to renovate and construct

an addition to its existing
facility. Company will also
purchase new machinery and
equipment.

Financial assistance to ex-
tensively rehabilitate an old
hotel and to construct a new
addition.

Loan to renovate commercial
space on first floor of com-
pletely renovated hotel.

Loan to a foundry for ac-
quisition of land on which
to expand its existing faci-
lity and to purchase and
install new machinery and
equipment.

Loan to a minority developer
for construction of a two-
story commercial building in
the Bronx.

Loan to photographic engrav-
ing company for purchase of
new printing equipment and
renovation of newly acquired
building in Queens.

Financial assistance in the
conversion of an existing two-

story masonry building in Queens
into a hotel, restaurant/bar and

banquet facility.

Assistance in the develop-
ment of a neighborhood
shopping center in Queens.

APPENDIX

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$108,000 $403,841 -0- 24 -0- $969
$315,000 $1,362,947 -0- 45 -0- -0-
$200,000 $501 ,893 -0- 45 -0- $13,450
$102,180 $375,269 -0- 16 -0- $2,523
$515,000 $1,558,566  $550,000 50 -0- $109,660
$700,000 $4,426,081 $619,000 3 -0- $29,041
$315,000 $1,026,280  $650,000 K7 -0- $35 000
$700,000 $3,127,890 -0- v -0- $188,524
A-29
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_NEW YORK (continued)

New York

New York

New York

New York

New York

New York

New York

New York

APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION

Project Description

Loan to assist in rehabili-
tation of a three-story
building in West Harlen for
use by_a newly established
recording and” music publish-
ing company.

Loan to manufacturer of kit-
chen textiles for construc-
tion of new plant on site of
former brewery in Brooklyn.

Assistance in rehabilitating
nine historic brownstones in
Harlem to Fermlt commun i ty
mental health grganization to
move and expand 1ts out-patient
facilities and to provide re-

sidential space for adolescents.

Loan to a video service com-
pany to purchase and renovate
a warehouse in order to expand
its operations on West 57th
street.

Assistance to rehabilitate
the USS. _ Intrepid, an air-
craft carrier, for use as

an air, space and naval
museum to attract tourists.
Project also involves reno-
vation of 46th Street pier.

Loan to steel fabricator to
purchase equipment as part_of
expansion of Bueens operations.

Loan to a metal fabricator _
for expansion of its operations
in the South Bronx.

Loan to

grovide portion of
permanen

financing for com-

Bletion of building shell to
e used as guEermarket in
blighted neig

Brooklyn .

borhood in

GRANT AWARDS

. Other Estimated  Estimated  Estimated

UDAG Private Public  Total Naw Housing Local Tax

Dollars  Investment  Dotllars Jobs Units Revenue
$150,000 $396,155 $1,171,500 5 -0- $12,616
$1,115,000 $3,79%6,375 $2,363,896 200 -0- -0-
$75,000 $1,441,469 $1,903,000 50 -0- $14,850
72,500 $3,417,499  $600,000 i -0- $105,488
$4,540,000 $14,792,000 $2,600,000 469 -0- $400,731
$609,000 $7,359,005 -0- 32 -0- $324,600
$930,000  $3,005,803  $940,000 106 -0- $113,684
$319,000 $1,005,427  $600,000 52 -0- $34,127
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State and Cit Project Description
NEW YORK {continued)

New York

New York

New York

New York

New York

Newburgh

Niagara Falls

Assistance in the_construc-
tion of a new facility in
Queens to serve as the whole-
sale flower market for New
York City.

Interest write-downs on home

improvement loans for low-income

homeowners in twelve neighbor-
hoods throughout the city.

Loan to company which con-
structs theatre scenery to
acquire and renovate two
industrial buildings in the
South Bronx to permit_con-
solidation and expansion of
operations.

Loan to rehabilitate the His-
toric Apollo Theater in Harlem,
and_turn it into a top-rated
facility for the production of
cable television programing.

Loan to paper company to
acquire land and machinery
necessary for construction_
of new manufacturing facility
to expand operations in
Brooklyn .

Loan to an assembler of com-
mercial and industrial vacuum
cleaners to acquire and reha-
bilitate an industrial facility
to provide expansion for new
product line.

Loan to major local retail-
ing firm to make leasehold
improvements as anchor tenant
in new downtown mall.

) Other Estimated  Estimated  Estimated
UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$1,260,000 $3,668,408 $1,395,000 142 -0- $151,258
$3,108,750 $10,362,500 -0- -0- -0- -0-
27,566  $1,437,807 $1,546,000 100 -0 -0-
$1,5/5,000 $4,350,000 -0- 128 -0- $193,04"
$644,000 $2,698,680 -0- 60 -0- $60,000
$309,000 $779,734  $423,000 70 -0- $24,078
$850,000  $2 840,095 -0- 48 -0- $141,847
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NEW YORK (continued)

Niagara Falls

Norwich

Ogdenshurg

Port Jervis

Potsdam

Rochester

=

Rochester

FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN

Project Descriptigq

Loan to partially finance
the acquisition and renova-
tion_of a closed-down steel
fabrlcatlng plant. Compan%
will upgrade machinery to be
able to perform more complex
work and expand product line,

ERRnEOsP&1BRr B Ehs uct

new addition to existing
manufacturing complex.

Loan to assist in tBe_fgn—
struction of a new building
in_an existing industrial park
which will house three manu-
Eacturers and a Foreign Trade
one.

Loan o sportswear [Panufac%
urer Tor purchase or_computer

equipment and to assist in
renovation and expansion_of
plant and office facilities.

Loan to_assist_in the reha-
b? ?tatlon o? ffre—gamageg
commercial structures and the
construction of new apartment
units in historic section of
central business district.

oan to @a&or corporation
0 assist -in construc-

.- tion of new addition to

existing plant, a new parking
lot and connecting pedestrian
bridge.

%Ran to assjst develo?e{.in
e acquisition, demolition

and re eve!oEment costs of a
site on which to construct a
new neighborhood shopping
center.

UDAG
Dollars

APPEND]X
DEVELO

$187,000

$346,560

$200,000

$61,900

$112,279

$937,000

$1 ,040,000

PMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

i Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax
Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$730,485  $382,000 37 -0~ $11,606
$4,343,063 -0- 200 -0- $35,000
$752,154  $275,000 s —0- $20,583
$232,833  $83,188 » -0- $1,655
$339,763 7,143 27 13 $22,251
#, 787,34 -0- 330 -0- $81,907
3,994,562 -0~ 125 -0- 547,057
A-32
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FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

. Other Estimated  Estimated  Estimated
i i o UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax

State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Rev"enue
NEW YORK (continued)

Rochester Loan to assist in the major $3,000,000 $7,526,261 -0- 330 -0- $133,819
rehabilitation and refur-
nishing of a closed hotel
to reopen as a first-class
facility.

Schenectady Second mortgage for conver- $250,000 $779,318 -0- -0- 24 $15,122
sion_of vacant school build-
ing into market-rate apartments
for moderate-income tenants and
off-street parking. School
building eligible for inclu-
sion on National Register of
Historic Places.

Schenectady Loan to convert vacant down- $1,308,000 $4,289,640 $60,000 12 80 $35,460

town department store into

apartments for moderate- to

middle-income tenants, first-

floor comnercial space and

parking. Building eligible

for inclusion on_National Re-

gister of Historic Places.

Sherburne Loan to assist electric wire $1,796,000 $7,450,000 $1,000,000 1B -0- $29,486
Village and cable manufacturer con-

struct new plant and acquire

machinery and equipment for_

processing raw copper material

into continuous cast copper

redraw. _ Company will also

invest in new equipment in

nearby city.

Syracuse Loan to heavy equipment manu- $100,000 $637,303  $482,000 25 -0- $14,546
facturer to assist in moderni-
zation and expansion of existing
service and distribution center.

Syracuse Loan to assist newly estab- $150,000 . 472,932  $180,000 200 0- $6,700
lished manufacturer of luggage
and sporting bags, acquire
and rehabilitate vacant structure.

Syracuse Loan to assist storm window _ $375,000 $1,398,956 -0- 55 -0- -0-
manufacturer to purchase equip-
ment in order to expand opera-
tions.




State and (it

APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

- Projec Description

continue

Syracuse

Syracuse

Syracuse

Syracuse

Troy

Utica

Loan to developer to assist

in construction of major down-
town office/shopping mall com-
plex and associated parking
garage.

Financial assistance to manu-
facturer of metal window and
door systems to expand its
production and warehouse faci-
lities.

Loan to Syracuse Economic
Development Corporation to
acquire and rehabilitate
vacant structure for lease
to two expanding small busi-
nesses.

Loan_to assist plumbing and
heating equipment firm in
building renovation to sup-
port expansion of operations
and preparation of space for
lease to outside tenants.

Financial assistance to re-
novate and restore nine his-
toric warehouse buildings
located in central business
district and convert into
market-rate apartments, re-
tall_sPeC|aIty shops and com-
mercial storage space.
Project will 1include under-
grgund parking and City will
uild adjacent park along
Hudson River .

Loan to distributor of hes-
pital equipment to help
renovate vacant downtown
building to provide s?ace
for expansion of local opera-
tions.

] Other

UDAG Private Public
Dollars Investment Dollars
$7,500,000 $43,871,374 ~0-
$290,000 $1,115,577 $400,000
$260,000 $/2,622 $246,000
$100,000 $369,135  $95,000
$1,897,409 $6,067,215 $475,000
$123,600 47,303 -0-

A-34

Estimated Estimated Estimated
Total New Housing Local Tax
Jobs Units Revenue

838 O- $689,779
5 -0- $6,222
5 -0- $35,414
1 -0- 8,957
40 & $78,1A4
2 -0- $8,500
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State and City

FISCAL

Project Description

NEW YORK {'continued)

Watervliet

NORTH CAROLINA

Davidson

Lumberton

Monroe

She 1by

Warsaw

Loan to facilitate proposed
expansion project by paint
company to augment existing
production and warehouse ca-
pacity.

Loan to assist producer of
air compressors to construct
new manufacturing plant next
to existing facility; grant
to City to construct required
sewer improvements.

Loan to help finance devel-
opment of a mixed-use,
two-and-one-half story pro-
ject involving office space
and residential units for
low- and moderate-income
tenants.

Loan to a manufacturing com-
pany to help finance the
purchase , renovation and
expansion of a vacant plant
to be used for the produc-
tion of electronic transfor-
mer parts.

Loan to helﬁ pay costs of
renovating historic downtown
building for use as office
space and rental apartments.

Loan to be used by tex-

tile company to help pur-
chase and install open-end
spinning equipment over a
three-year planned expansion.

APPENDIX

YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS
Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$80,000 $615,838 -0~ 18 -0- $13,847
$800,000 $12,098,000 -0- 85 -0- $37,472
$36,275 $154 ,700 ~0- 8 6 $1,500
$1,100,000 $18,230,000 -0- 142 -0- $86 ,959
$200,000 $300,712 -0- 2 12 $3,024
$1,040,000 $11,880,551 -0- 118 -0- $118,000
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) Other Estimated  Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax

State and City _Project Description Dollars  Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
NORTH CAROLINA (continued)

Winston-Salem  Second mort%a%e loan fo $340,000  $1,322,255  $504,000 80 -0- $60,132
construction of a retai

shopping center to be lo-
cated on Urban Renewal land
ﬁn East Winston neighbor-
00d.

NORTH DAKQOTA

Cando Loan to help construct and $460,000  $2,185,825 -0- 20 -0- $6,750
eg%[p an egg-producing fa-
cility.

Devils Lake Loan to assist in conver- $500,000  $1,739,105 $300,000 8 -0- -0-
sion of the boilers used
to supply the City's dis-
trict heating system from
as-fired to solid-waste
ired boilers.

OHIO

Akron Loan to help construct two $350,000  $1,927,762  $47,000 40 -0- $71,937
new industrial buildings
containing office and manu-
facturing space which will
be leased to small busi-
nesses.

Cambridge Streetscaping, sewer lines $141,700 $867,731  $130,000 22 -0- $10,785
for a new burlding, and
loans to businesses for
renovation to stimulate
revitalization of the
Central Business Dis-
trict.

Canton Loan to rehabilitate va- $900,000  $5,075,000 -0- 134 -0- $106,496
cant downtown hotel into
office and retail space and
for construction of park-
ing garage.
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) Other Estimated Estimated
_ o UDAG Private Public Total New Housing
Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units

OHI0 (continued)

Canton

Cleveland

Cleveland

Cleve land

Columbus

Columbus

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

Loan to rehabilitate a va- $965,000 $11,615,000 —0- 190 -0-
cant high school building

into a mixed-use facility

which will include a nursing

home, day care centers, med-

ical offices and retail

shops.

Loan to help construct a new $1,050,000 $5,450,000 -0- 124 0
theatre, and to convert a

vacant former retail build-
ing into rental space, a res-
taurant and support facilities
for an existing theatre com-
plex in the downtown Playhouse
Square area.

Loan to assist in renova- $840,000 $5,366,656 -0- 132 -0-
tion of a vacant warehouse

and conversion into Class
A office space. Building
is located in area current-
Iy under consideration as
historic district.

Assistance in expansion and $938,870 $4,045,342 -0- 105 ~0-
renovation of a nursing

home with improved related
service space.

Loan to assist in Phase 1 $1,500,000 $4,000,000 $2,000,000 119 -0-
of renovation and expansion

of Ohio Theatre. Improve-

ments will include a multi-

level Arts Pavilion, an expanded

stage, numerous support facilities

and an open air Esplanade.

Loan for Phase II of Ohio $500,000  $1,678,500 -0- 58 -0-
Theatre renovation and ex-

pansion. Improvements wil |

include interior renovation

and construction of the

theatre stage and basement

and interiors of the new

Esplanade.
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$42,880

$122,234

$99,808

$131,458
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State and City

Project Description

JHIA (continued)
Elyria

Kent

Lincoln Heights

Lorain

Marion

Martins Ferry

Massillon

Nelsonville

Loan to manufacturer of
wheelchairs and patient aids
to construct new’addition

to existing facility.

Loan to help milk proces-
sor construct new plant
to produce butter, margarine
and a butter-margarine blend.

Loan for construction of
building in new industrial
park for lease as light
manufacturing and warehouse
space.

Loan to assist_in purchase
of capital equipment to

be installed in renovated
facilities to ﬁermlt expan-
sion of firm which provides
linen rental services to
area hospitals.

Loan to assist in construc-
tion of new 100-bed nursing
home.

Grant to City to help pay

the cost of @xtendin? a sewer
line to service stee

pipe coupling plant. As a _
result, company will maintain
existing facilities and ex-
pand operations.

Loan to help heating and
cooling systems manufacturer
finance_construction of a
new facility necessary for
expansion of operations.

Loan to help renovate his-
toric building, nearl¥ des-
troyed by fire several years
ago, for retail use on First
floor with theatre on second
floor.

APPEND I X
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS
) Other Estimated  Estimated  Estimated
UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$330,375 $4,074,625 $2,000,000 280 -0- $201,097
$970,000  $12,943,000 $800,000 140 -0- $122,500
$948,400 $3,522,000 -0- 115 -0- $83 ,604
$250,000 $1,671,302 -0- 130 -0- $12,593
$532,000  $2571,170 $2,698,170 8 -0- $32,248
$350,000 $1,700,000 $685,886 80 -0- $5 ,200
$112,560 $589,344 -0~ 19 -0~ $54,563
$232,000 $679,831 -0- 23 -0- $20,162
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‘OHI0 (continued)

New Boston

Toledo

Toledo

Toledo
Wellston

Wilmington

Youngstown

APPENDIX

FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVEHLOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG

Project Description Dollars

Loan to purchase capital
equipment for new motel-res-
taurant development.

$210,000

Loan for the construction of
connection between a hospi-
tal and the upper floors of
adjacent hotel building

which is being converted into
a living care center with doc-
tor's offices and other health
related facilities on the
lower floors.

$219,000

Loan to help finance con-
struction of 485-space park-

ing facility to be located

in downtown area. A local church
will construct a plaza over

a portion of the facility.

$2,500,000

Loan to help finance con-
struction of an office

building to be located in
downtown development area.

$7,500,000

Loan to company which makes
prepared Italian foods to
assist in expansion of
existing facilities.

$575,000

Low-interest second mortgage
loan to subsidize rentals at
levels that lower-income el-
derly tenants can afford in
new addition to be constructed
in elderly housing complex.

$482,000

Loan to help construct hotel,
parking garage and mini-con-
vention center on vacant urban
renewal land in downtown area.

$2,000,000

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated

Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue.
$1,736,500 -0- 42 -0- $53,416
$3,000,000 -0- 224 -0- $85 ,660
$7,644,830 -0- 4 -0- $114,740
$19,490,070. -0- 320 -0- $348,225
$7,520,450 -0~ 148 -0- $27,645
$1,397,549 -0- 5 52 $19,953
$12,385,658 -0- 237 -0- $324,340
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) Other Estimated  Estimated  Estimated
) ) UDAG Private Public ~ Total New Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment  Dollars. Jobs nits Revenue

OKLAHOMA

Frederick Grant to City to upgrade water $800,000 $2,221,772 G- 14 -0~ -0-
lines and increase electric power
to industrial park. _Improvements
will spur immediate investment for
new equipment to permit existing
business to expand and reduce fire
insurance rates for all occupants.

Haniny Grant to City for street and $90,000 33,790 -0- 4 -0- $7,922
sidewalk improvements to sti- ’
mulate,business investment
in_the Central Business Dis-
trict.

Stroud Second mortgage_ loan to $78,750 6282,576 -0- 16 -0- $68.228
construct building to be ’

occupied by new wholesale
auto auction business.

OREGON

Corvallis Loan to assist in rehabi- $210,000 $883,266  $200,000 2 53 $34,560
litation and conversion of ?

historic hotel into rental
apartments at rates afford-
aple to elderly persons.
Project is located in downtown
"pocket of poverty" area.

Portland Loan to help finance reno- $1,020,000 4,770,980 -0- 144 -0- $13,500
vation of historic theatre ’

building for use as office
space and a specialty re-
tail center.

PENNSYLVANIA

Allentown Second mortgage financin -0- -0-
for rehabilglt%tion of vag $1,020,000  $3,074,000 0 1% 0 $41,600

cant_historic building to
provide office and retail
space. ~ City will_construct
Bgrklng garage which will

ne connected to the build-
ing via a covered walkway.
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FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated

i ] o UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax
ggﬁtg and CI£¥‘ Project Description Dollars Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
tontinued)
Allentown Second mortgage financing $735,000  $2,956,086 -0- 90 -0- $111,063

for development of 8-story
office building in CBO.

Allentown Loan to aid financin% for $1,510,000  $4,841,359 -0- 154 -0- $361,234
new downtown office build-
ing and garage.

Beth lehem Rehabilitation grants to $112,500 $337,500 -0- -0- 100 $3,443
low- and moderate-income
homeowners to_supplement
loans fran private lender.
Grants to be repaid if house
is sold or refinanced within
12 years.

Chester Financial assistance to con- $600,000  $2,400,000 -0- -0- ~0- $55,000
struct new downtown office
building and parking area.

Coal Township  Financial assistance to pay $538,000  $3,091,200 -0- 100 -0- $57,900
for extraordinary site dev-
elopment costs_associated
with_construction of new
retail facility.

Easton Interest rate subsidies on $190,000  $1,000,000 -0- -0- 150 -0-
rehabilitation loans to low-
and moderate-income.

Ford City Loan to rehabilitate a fa- $436,772  $2,501,700 $1,251,600 42 -0- $3,638
cility for an industrial
lifting_device manufacturer
and to individually meter
utilities for additional
industrial users moving into
an industrial park.

Hazleton Loan to plastics manufacturer $1,000,000  $3,239,820 $1,000,000 100 -0- $30,450
to expand and renovate exist-
ing "facility, make site im-
provements and purchase new
equipment .

Larksville Interest-free permanent sec- $228,480 $627,400 -0- -0- 20 $3,096
ond mortgages to income-
qualified purchasers of new
three-bedroom houses.
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Other Estimated  Estimated  Estimated

B ) o UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
PENRSYLVANIA %conﬁ nued)
Uéze”{f/* L Dutch i
oun oan to Dutch corporation 250 -0- -0-
to purchase equipment for 5205,000 $609,410 00 ® ° °
new plant to manufacture
egg rolls.
Meadvi 1le Loan to synthetic fiber $730,000 $2,395,486  $100,000 100 -0- $10,347

manufacturer to add raw
material processing capa-
bility at its existing plant.

Philadelphia  Financial assistance to mi-
nority developer for the $250,000 $89%6,30  $61,90 0 o 46,756

renovation of vacant thea-
tre building as 2,200-seat
performance hall , lounge and
restaurant in North Philadel-

phia.
Philadelphia  [oan to heclip company which $300,000  $1,070,384 -0- 50 -0- 657,619
esigns_and” instal IS interior

trade fixtures and retail lay-
outs expand its present opera-
tions. _ Expansion involves

acquisition of a vacant adja-
cent building and construction

of a new building.

Philadelphia  Loan to assist in the con- $337,000 $2,861,072  $100,000 63 -0- $103,155
struction of a minority-
owned 120-bed nursing fa-
cility on urban renewal _
land In North Philadelphia.

Philadelphia  Loan to manufacturer of $206,000 $957,751  $432,000 2 -0- $34,859
cushioning materials to pur-
chase new capital equipment
to suEport expansion of
operations.
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] Other Estimated  Estimated  Estimated
UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax

State and Cit Project Description Dollars lnvestment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
PENNSYLVANTA icontlnued)

Pittshurgh Loan to assist in Second $300,000 $2.389.000 -0- 162 -0- $69,537
Phase_development of in- ’ ” ’

dustrial park. Involves
construction of seven
buildings for use as in-
dustrial and office space.

Pottstown Second mortgage loan to $2,993,130 $14,484,618 -0- 210 -0- $250,000
Borough construct facility to be,

used for storage, final

assembly and shipping by

furniture manufacturer.

Scranton Second mertgage loan to $2,695,000 $8,742,120 $1,602,000 245 -0- -0-
developer to rehabilitate
historic railroad station
as luxury hotel, restau-
rant and” conference center.

Scranton Loan to assist in renovation $4,160,000 $19,346,750 -0- 127 -0- -0-
and_expansion of rehabili-
tation hospital and construc-
tion_of adjacent 180-bed
nursing home.

Wash ington Low-rate second mortgage fi- $72,600 $2,523,566 -0- -0- 60 8,355
County nancing for low- and mod-

erate-income purchasers

of new single-family housing

in five towns within the

County.
Westmoreland Loan to assist steel pro- $775,000 $10,325,000 -0- 159 -0- -0-
County ducer expand its specialty
steel plant in West Leech-
burg.
York County Loan to electronic con- $360,000 $9,602,557 -0- 31 -0- $144,214

trol equipment manufacturer
for assistance in relocation
and expansion of its manufact-
uring operation. Project
involves site acquisition,
construction of new facility
and installation of new pro-
duction equipment.
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Project Description

PUERTO RICO

Bayamon

Bayamon

Bayamon

Bayamon

Cayey

Dorado

Guaynabo

Guaynabo

Write-down of interest rate
on rehabilitation loans to
homeowners in selected neigh-
borhoods.

Financial assistance to con-
struct a multi-building, pri-
vate 450-bed psychiatric
hospital complex.

Loan to help new company re-
habilitate existing building
in industrial park and pur-
chase equipment necessary to
manufacture pressurized ves-
sels, tanks and cylinders for
liquid gas.

Loan to help new business
purchase machinery and equip-
ment for the manufacture of
a complete line of deter-
gents and cleaners.

Loan to assist in construc-
tion of new commercial build-
ing for food processing and
distribution company.

Loan to assist cement com-
pany convert famn oil-fired

to coal-fired kilns to reduce
oil imports and allow price
reductions.

Loan to aid new operation .
purchase sophisticated equip-

ment for the manufacture

of disposable plastic plates,
cups and utensils. Will re-
duce imports.

Financial assistance for con-
struction of new building to
allow expansion of private
school to serve 400 children
fam pre-kindergarten through
grade twelve.

APPENDIX

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated

UOAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$429,187 $1,200,000 -0- -0- 213 -0-
$3,341,000 $12,060,992 -0- 337 -0- $385,136
$78,750 $561,998 -0- 17 -0- $10,000
$50,000 $151,180 -0- 12 -0- $61 ,245
$500,000 $2,441,373 -0- 55 -0- $61,109
$1,990,600 $8,082,386 -0- 32 -0- $244,895
$175,000 $644,105 -0- 20 -0- $6,381
$224,758 $788,474 -0- 20 -0- $16,352
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PUERTO RICO (continued)

Guaynabo

Ponce

Ponce

San Juan

San Juan

San Juan

San Juan

Toa Baja

Loan to assist in the con-
struction of a new facility
to permit a warehousing and
cold storage business to
consolidate and expand its
operations.

Assistance to reconstruct
City-owned pier to enable
cement company to use the
pier to receive coal once
its conversion from oil-to-
coal project is completed.

Assistance for _construction
of five new buildings_to
house a four-year regional
campus of the” Inter-American
University.

Loan to assist"in the con-
struction of a new campus
for the Puerto Rice Junior
College.

Financial assistance to a
hospital for the purchase of
low-energy radiotherapy equi

APPENDIX
FISCAL YEAR 1982 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

ment to enable It to increase

number of daily treatments.

Public improvements and loan
to developer of mixed-use

residential, commerc ial /reta
and industrial/manufacturing

Loan to assist in rehabili-
tation of an office building
and _construction of a new
addition in a restored area
of Old San Juan.

Loan to finance site and
rehabilitation costs to
permit renovation of an_
abandoned factory building
for use as a discount
supermarket .

. Other Estimated  Estimated  Estimated
UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment  Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$635,000  $1,793,556 -0 78 -0- $47,471
$2,782,000  $17,031,446 -0- 90 -0- $372,272
$1,000 000 $4323 211 -0- 256 -0- $250,000
$1, 680,000  $5, 730,546 -0- 178 -0- $255,360
$131,010 $339,740 -0- 20 -0- $20,000
p_
$3,159,001  $10,312,595  $1,000,000 60 260 $328,682
il
complex.
$205 ,350 $675,000 -0- 30 -0- $24,000
$596,338  $1,999,015 -0- 127 -0- $145,835
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Other Estimated Estimated Estimated

. o . UDAG Private Public ~ Total New Housing Local Tax
State and City Projedt Description Dollars  Investment  Dollars _ Jobs Units Revenue
PUERTO RICO {continued)

Vega Baja Financial assistance to con- $2,600,000 $13,063,017 -0- -0-
struct a 150-bed acute care 0 274 0 $138,600
general hospital in an area
presently lacking any medi-
care-certified hospitals .

RHODE ISLAND

Central Falls Loan for acquisition and $70,000 $208,000 -0- -0- 10 $2,000
renovation of a vacant his- ’
toric school into market-
rate rental apartments.

Providence Loan to assist in develop- $7,050,000 $43 ,662,200 -0- 683 -0- $563,694
ment of downtown office ’
tower and parking garage.

Prov idencc Loan to h@lp_develog an $1,550,000 $22,571,540 -0- 380 -0- $359,000
office building, public
plaza and parking garage
to be located in historic
section of downtown.

Warwi ck Loan to assist in construction 82,020,000 $15,780,000 -0- 225 -0- $300,000
of a 225-room first-class hotel. ’

SOUTH CAROLINA
Charleston Financial assistance in re- $430,500  $2,665,805 -0- 324 -0- $56,000

habilitation of former
tobacco compang building

to be used as business
technology and job training
center to aid residents of
East Side target area.

Elloree Grant to City to construct $651,000  $2,639 ,889 -0- 75 -0- $15,750
a water and sewer facility ’
to accommodate a new plant
to be operated by a door
manufacturer .

Neeses Loan to help rebuild a super- $157,500 $887,000 -0- 38 -0- -0-

market which had recently
burned down.
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Project Description

SOUTH DAKOTA

Sioux Falls

TENNESSEE

Bristol

Chattanooga

Chattanooga

Dickson

Henderson

Loan to assist in renova-
tion of vacant historic
department store bUIldIU?
for use as office, retai
and restaurant space.

Loan to acauire a former
downtown YMCA building and
renovate it for use as of-
fice, retail and restaurant
space. City will build new
parking facilities across
the street to be leased to
developer.

Assistance to City and
County to construct a new
convention center adjacent
to new 350-room hotel.  Com-
lex to be located in South
entral Business District.

Financial assistance for the
construction of rental apart-
ment units in the Brainerd
neighborhood. Majority of
units will be available for
elderly and/or handicapped
ersons and the balance for
ow- or moderate-income per-
sons.

Assistance for streets and
access, site improvements,
and water and sewer facili-
ties for a new apartment
complex _to house employees
of new industry in town.

Loan to assist apparel manu-
facturer to purchase equip-
ment for installation in
renovated production and
warehouse facitities.

I ——

UDAG

$630,000

$350 ,000

$1 ,185,548

$106,487

$180,000

) Other Estimated  Estimated  Estimated
Private Public ~ Total New Housiing Local Tax
Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$3,731,520 -0- 150 -0- $54,132
$1,500,000 ~0- 110 -0- $39,322
$3,000000  $21,335,416 $7,959,000 390 -0- $179
$3,048,197 -0- -0- 115 $60 H00
$2,511 ,790 -0- 3 90 $23 500
$930,800 $20,000 300 -0- $2,182
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Project Description

Knoxvi 1le

Memphis

Mt. Pleasant

Mt. Pleasant

Nashville

TEXAS

Cleburne

TENNESSEE (continued)

Loan to assist in develop-
ment of new retail mall and
underground parking garage.

Financing assistance to a
minority-owned development
firm to renovate an old
vacant hotel into retail
and_comnercial space and
residential units.

Second mort aqe subsidies
to qualified low- and mo-
derate=income homebuyers
of single-family houses on
sites scattered throughout
the City.

Loan to a tire mold company
to construct a new building
in an industrial park, pur-
chase new equipment and ex-
pand its operations.

Financial assistance for
construction of City-owned
convention center, parking
garage and pedestrian cir-
culation. Supports private
development of hotel and
shopping mall as part of
major complex. Three-fourths
of new jobs to be created
will be filled by residents
of City"s "pocket of poverty"
area.

Loan_to manufacturer of com-
mercial rubber products to
purchase new equipment to
support expansion of its manu-
facturing and distribution
operations at Cleburne plant.

APPENDIX

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
$1,000,000 $11,508,111 $1,435,000 A -O- 227,861
$180,000 $1,022,000 -0- 0 2 $3,076
$240,000 $721,000 $15,000 -0- 24 $5,000
$52,000 $225,000 -0- 15 -0- $10,566
69,750,000 $66,092,398547,417,500 1,147 -0-  $2,062,510
$%675,000 96,830,000 -0- 40 -0- $93,686
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] Other Estimated  Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public  Total New Housing Local Tax

State and Cit Project Description Dollars Lnvestment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
TEXAS (continued)

Galveston Second mortgage loan to dev- $1,365,000 $17,484,765 -0- 256 -0- $537,310
elop new 300-room hotel with

convention facilities and re-
lated amenities. City will
improve street maintenance
and make beach replacements
to support hotel development.

UTAH

Salt Lake City Loan to assist financial $1,155,000 $6,166,660 $150,000 100 -0- $18,190
services company construct
a new headquarters office
building in area targeted
for revitalization.

VERMONT

Brattleboro Loan to Brattleboro Dev- $250,000  $1,125,448 $1,200,000 91 -0- $46,518
elopment Credit Corp. to
provide access road, utili-
ties, sewer and water to a
site on which BDCC will build
a new plant to lease to a
local company which is con-
solidating and expanding its
operations.

St. Albans Loans to ﬁ[oper;y owners in $86,239 $379,277 -0- 9 2 $8,400
downtown Historical District
to assist them to renovate
and improve their buildings.
City will renovate park which
serves as central common in
the City.

VIRGINIA

Newport News  Loan to help develop $287,000 $834,765  $543,800 46 -0- $20,636
neighborhood shopping
center.
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VIRGINIA (continued)

Norfolk Grant to pay portion of $1,588,000 $18,900,000 $2,991,600 564 -0~ -0-
costs of new City-owned
parking garage to enable
construction_of new Class A
office building in downtown
location.

Roanoke Loan to %id in_r?habili— $300,000 $867,720 -0- 100 -0- $25,740
tation of partially occu-
pied 12-story office’building
in prime downtown location.

Suffolk Portion of Action Grant to $720,000  $5,632,543 -0- 175 -0- $47,677
provide water and sewer
service to industrial area
and balance as loan to Brit-
ish corporation to help pa
for construction of new_poly-
mer manufacturing facility.

WASHINGTON

Seattle Second mortgage financing $1,600,000 $11,253,275 -0- 157 45 $106,285
for a mixed-use development
in Pioneer Square Historic
District. Project will in-
volve both new construction
and rehabilitation to pro-
vide retail space, parking,
condominiums and rental
housing units.

Seattle Loan to assist in rehabili- $939,000 $5,783,788 -0- 137 -0- $70,577
tation of vacant six-story
office building located in
Pioneer Square Historic Dis-
trict to provide both retail
and office space.

Seattle Partial financing for reno- $615,000  $3,625,000 -0- 175 -0- $7,234
vation of an existing vacant
warehouse complex for use as
light industrial and associa-
ted office space.
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HINGTON (continued)

Tacoma Second mortgage financing for $4,050,000 $20,496,400 $450,000 200 -0- $A,315
a first-class downtown 328.
room hotel with retail space,
restaurant and cocktail lounge
and parking garage.

Tacoma Loan to assist in construc- 4,010,000 $31,963,085 -0- 70 0- 0
tion of 22-story office build-

ing with retail space on
ground floor in downtown
location.

WEST VIRGINIA

Char leston Loan to assist in rehabi- $1,600,000 $4,035,820 -0- 429 -0- $281,300
litation of former hotel

in downtown location as
an office building .

Follanshee Financial assistance to $10,000 $2,607,109 -0~ 60 (- $10,000
extend water and sewer lines

and to construct a new shop-
ping plaza.

Parkershurg Loan to glass company to $110,000 $1,006,721 -0- 17 -0- 6,000
purchase capital egquipment
and renovate its plant in
order to expand production
capacity.

WISCONSIN

Baraboo Loan to help a plastic pro- B840 $3,946,550 -0- 40 -0- $12,900
ducts manufacturer expand
its operations by construc-
tin? an addition to existing
building and purchasing a
new CAD-CAM system.

Durand Loan to assist in construc- $%678,068 $5,143,000 $635,000 37 16 $B2 500
tion of utilities and site
improvements necessary for
development of 30-bed
Eospital and 60-bed nursing
ome..
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WISCONSIN (continued)

La Crosse Loan to assist in construc- $,000,000 $10,372 ,190 -0- 161 -0- $223,422
tion of ten-story office
tower in downtown location.

La Crosse Loan to assist in rehabili- $250,000  $1,177,595  $150,000 88 -0- $26,139
tation and _restoration of
a vacant historic structure
in downtown location for use
as office and retail space
and a restaurant.

Mi lwaukee Loan to help steel casting_ $2,060,000 $14,453,491 -0- 350 -0- $76,271
company Bgrchase_heavy equip-
ment to be used in expansion
of production facilities.

Mi Iwaukee Financial aid for water and $191,800  $2,360,000 -0- 22 -0- $52,899
sewer improvements for a new
research park. First tenant
will be_a local electronics
firm which will build a new
engineering facility.

Mi Iwaukee Loan to enable steel products _ 275,625  $3,500,000 -0- 70 -0- $46,154
company to construct new building
and install eQU|pment for the
manufacture of a new product line.

Mi lwaukee Financial assistance to $373,500  $4,552,000 -0- 100 -0- $72,101
electronics company for ac-
quisition of capital equip-
ment for plant expansion.

Mi Iwaukee Second mortgage loans to $2,000,000  $8,000,000 $2,770,000 -0- 200 $315,918
low- and moderate-income
home buyers enabling them
to qualify for first mort-
age for new housing to_be
uilt in Park West corridor.

Wausaukee Grant to City to provide $155,000 $504,143  $567,252 5 -0- $15,000
water, sewer and road
service to _allow a company
to expand its facilities
In a new office/%arage to
be built on the last
remaining undeveloped land
in the village.
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