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BEXEQUTME SIMVIRY

This 1984 Consolidated Annual Report to Congress on Community Development
Programs describes actions and activities which were undertaken in FY 1983 to
meet the purposes and legislative objectives of the following community
development programs administered by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) :

1. the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Entitlement and Jobs
Proy rams ;

the CDBG Small Cities Program;

the Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) Program;

the Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration;

the Urban Homesteading Program; and

the Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan Program.

GOVMLNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS  Entitlement and Jobs Programs

STUFNRIN

Funding Levels and Expenditure Rates. In Fy 1983, $3.456 billion wes
appropriated tor the CDBG program, the Same as FY 1982. In addition to this
Jregular appropriation, $1 billion was apRroprlated as a part of the Emergency
0

S A@ ropriation Act. As a result of this special appropriation, 29 percent
more_ CDBG funds were available for CDBG activities in 1983 than in the

previous year.

Since the first year of the program's operation in 1975, $30.2 billion of CDBG
funds has been allocated to cities, counties, and States to carry out a broad
range of locally selected activities. CDBG grantees have spent a total of
almost $24.5 billion, or 81 percent of the total funds appropriated. For the
gouith é:onsecutlve year, the amount of appropriated but unexpended funds has
eclined.

Local Uses of CDBG Entitlement Funds. In 1983, 626 entitlement cities and 97
urban COUNTIES Were awarded $2.36 billion in CDBG Entitlement program funds.
The primary use of these funds over the life of the program has been for
physical development activities. In recent years, however, the largest share
of the CDBG program's funds, particularly among the entitlement communities
has gone increasingly to rehabilitating private dwellings. In 1983, $921
million, more than one-third of ail F¥ 1983 CDBG entitlement funds, Wes
budgeted for housing-related activities. Approximately $574 million, or 22
percent, was allocated to public facilities and Improvements. Funding for
public services and economic development assistance each accounted for about
$250 million, or 10 percent, of entitlement funds.

Local Uses of CDBG Jobs Program Funds. In contrast to the use of the regular
ti tnutlement program tunds, 51 percent of the one billion dollars in CDBG
Jobs program funds has been allocated to public works activities and only 12
percent 1o housing rehabilitation. Public services activities received  the
second largest share of CDBG Jobs program monies, 21 percent, while nine
percent was budgeted by State and local officials for economic development
projects and the remaining seven percent to other types of communi
development projects. By the end of September 1983, HUD had obligated 9
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percent of the available CDBG Jobs program funds to eligible grantees and
grantees had obligated more than 21 percent of the total funds appropriated.
Based on budget and employment impact information submitted by grantees and
assuming that current trends continue, it can be projected that the CDBG Jobs
program may support over 171,000 persons in approximately 23,000 person years
of direct employment; and a significant number of new permanent jobs will also
be created through assistance provided to businesses for economic
development. Some of these jobs were available at the same time that CDBG
Jobs:program funds were obligated by local governments, and others, such as
new permanent jobs, will not be created until the specific projects which are
being funded are completed.

Program Operations. Continued emphasis on administrative initiatives begun in

1981 characterized the operation of the CDBG Entitlement program in 1983.
Reflecting intensive monitoring priorities, a high proportion of CDBG
Entitlement grantees in FY 1983 were monitored in the rehabilitation (88
percent), program progress (83 percent), and program benefit (78 percent)
areas. In addition, more than one-half (56 percent) of CDBG Entitlement
grantees were monitored for environmental concerns. The total number of
findings resulting from these monitoring visits, 2643, represents a 10
percent decline in the number recorded in FY 1982. Twenty-two percent of all
monitoring findings involved the housing rehabilitation activities of
grantees. The seven general management components of Program Accountability

monitoring combined respresented 32 percent of all monitoring findings, with
about one-third of these involving local financial management practices.
Other monitoring areas with sizable proportions of findings were relocation
(10 percent), environment (9 percent), and program progress (7 percent).

Like the incidence of monitoring findings, the conditioning of CDBG
entitlement grant awards also decreased in FY 1983. The total number of grant
conditions imposed in 1983 was 17, a decline from the 26 conditions placed on
entitlement grants in Fy 1982. Five of the grant conditions related to
Housing Assistance Plan (HAP) performance issues, three to audit findings, two
to financial management problems, two to ineligible activities, and one each
to program income, subgrantee audits, rehabilitation, program progress, and
environmental concerns.

The Department also continued its review of existing paperwork requirements.
Regulations governing CPD-administered programs were reviewed and reduced in
length by 48 percent; Grantee Performance Reports, the primary mechanism by
which entitlement grantees report their use of CDBG funds, were reduced to
approximately one-half their 1980 length; and several thousands pages of
obsolete handbooks and notices were cancelled. In addition, one half of the
previously active categorical projects were closed out as were more than one-
half of the 1,162 Hold-Harmless grants active in 1983 and 84 percent of the
remaining Comprehensive Planning Assistance ("701") programs.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS: Small Cities Program

Recent Initiatives. Before FY 1982, cities, townships, counties, and other

governmental applicants applied directly to HUD for small cities community
development grants. In Fy 1982, as a result of legislative changes, States
could elect to administer the program, establishing their own selection
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systems and priorities for funding.  Thirty-six States and Puerto Rico
participated in the State-administered system in FY 1982, and ten more Aomed
in FY 1983. The HUD-administered program also changed in FY 1982 through
simplification of selection and other factors. In FY 1983, only four States
remained in the HUD-Administered Smail Cities program.

Funding Pattern. $1.02 billion was allocated to the Small Cities program in
Tﬁgsgs_orm._ his amount, $947 million was distributed to the 46 States and
Puer;o Rico which administer their own program and $72 million to grantees in
the four HUD-Administered States. ¢

State Program Characteristics.  States which chose to administer their oan
pro%ram used existing State agencies, often supplemented with regional agency
statf. During the first program year (FY 1982 for 36 States and Puerto Rico,
and Fy_ 1983 for an additional ten States) States conducted extensive outreach
operations.  The number of applications received by the 37 original State-
Administered programs increased in FY 1982, but decreased in FY 1983. This is
in keeping with patterns found in the establishment of most rew grant
programs.  The FY 1983 application total for the ten rew States entering the
rogram increased seven percent compared to the previous year, also following
he” anticipated first year pattern. With the exception of one State using a
formula grant process, all used competitive methods to award grants and
allocate funds. Extensive efforts to secure community officials' and
citizens' input were typical of mast newlgtentermg States' program design and

|mPIementat_|on processes.  Selection faCtors for  State compétitions varied,
but most. Included project impact, community needs, benefit to low- and

moderate-income persons, and leveraging of funds as criteria. Most of the
original 37 States "fine tuned" their programs in FY 1983, respondmgI to Fy
i982 experiences. The ten aaditiona? rew States based their systems largely
on the experience of earlier State participants.

State Program Performance. State-administered programs were characterized in
the initial years (both FY 1982 and FY 1983) by a divergence from earlier
wholly HUU-administered experience, due, in part, to changes brought about in
the program by 1981 legislation and 1982 implementing regulations and the FY
1982 applicant surge. ~States varied in their develogment strategies.  Some
States channelled funds to their neediest areas. thers offered funds to
most, if not all, applicants. Maost States selected a middle course balancing
need criteria and awarding funds to applicants based on a variety of factors.

Activities Funded by the States. In Fy 1983, 47 percent of grant funds of 42

State-Administered  programs  were distributed for pubtic facilities

activities. Fourteen percent went to economic development and 16 percent to

housing.  Multi-activity and other needs accounted for the rema!nm?_ 23

ercent. The FY 1983 pattern wes almost the same as the Fy 1982 distribution
activity, for the original 37 State-administered programs.

Communities Funded by the States. Grants offered by 33 of the 37 States which
had administered their own programs in both FY 1982 and Fy 1983 increased 12
ercent in size of award over Fy 1983. More cities were given grants than
ownships and counties, because more cities and fewer townships applied. Haif
the grantees were cities under and half over 10,000 population. " In Fy 1983,
as in Fy 1982, public facilities and housing activities were stressed moe by
smaller cities than other activities in terms of grant funds distribution.




Economic development and multi-purpose activities were emphasized by Targer
cities.

HUD-Administered Small Cities Program.  Only four States--Hawaii, Kansas,

Maryland, and Nev _York--remained in the HUD-administered program.  Hawail
grants were determined by formula.  Simplified application procedures and
requirements were applied to all applicants.

, URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANTS

Recent Program Developments. In Fy 1983, steps were taken to extend the
economic development benefits of the UDAG program to jurisdictions with long-
term, hi%h levels of unemployment bﬁ/ adding ‘location in a Labor Surplus Area
as a distress criterion for establishing eligibility.

Extensive outreach activities by HUD Field Offices and by HUD-funded Technical
Assistance contractors together with an improved economy contributed to record
numbers of small city applications and awards dufing FY 1983.  These
circumstances produced a $36 million reduction in “the carry-over of
unobligated, unannounced funds set aside for small cities.

Program Operations. ~ Over the life of the program, 1,572 cities and urban
counties have submitted 4,232 applications requestmg a total of almost $7.0
billion in UDAG funds. Just under 50 percent, or 2,080 of these applications
received no further consideration due to failure to meet the ‘selection
criteria. Preliminary approval was announced for 2,152 applications; however,
of these projects, 229 subsequently were cancelled or terminated, either for
mutual convenience or for cause. The total planned investment in the 1,923
remalnlnfq projects which were still active or had been completed as of the
close of Fy 1983 is $21.8 billion. Action Grant funds account for $3.0
billion of this amount with $17.2 billion in comnitments leveraged from
private sector investors and more than $1.6 billion from other government

sources.

During FY 1983, 537 projects involving $731 million of Action Grant funds
received preliminary application approval --the largest numbers of projects
approved in the six-year history of the program. Private sector commitments
of more than $3.6 billion were leveraged with an additional $149 million
provided from other public sources. Total planned Investment in FY 1983
projects i1s more than $4.5 billion.

Program Benefits.  Cumulatively, the 1,923 active or completed projects

account for 405,000 planned new permanent jobs, 55 percent of which are for
low- and moderate-income persons. The 537 projects announced during FY 1983
provide for the creation of 77,000 rew permanent jobs of which 45 percent are
designated for persons of low- and moderate-income. A5 of the end of Fy 1983,
110,000 rew permanent jobs were reported by grantees as having been created by

UDAG projects.

For all 1,923 projects, the amount of planned additional annual tax benefits
is $471 million. "Projects announced in FY 1983 are estimated to produce $108
million in additional "annual revenue to local governments from property taxes
and other tax sources. Grantees report that $63 million in new tax revenues
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Is already being received annually. Cumulative paybacks of UDAG loans have
provided an additional $45 million. _ _

As of the end of Fy 1983, there are 88,000 housing unijts planned in UDAG
projects of which 39 percent are for low- and moderate-income persons with
17,800 units planned in Fy 1983 projects. Mae than 27,000 units of both raw
and rehabilitated housing are reported by grantees to have been created as of
the close of Fy 1983.

Sixty-six thousand rev permanent jobs are designated for minority persons in
UDAG projects, and comnunities report that over 25,000 of these jobs already
have been created. Minority-owned firms have received 17 percent of all
contracts and sub-contracts reported as having been awarded in UDAG projects,
with a value of $600 million.” Minority individuals or minority-owned " firms
are identified as having a financial interest of some nature in 15 percent of
all UDAG projects. Additional information on ﬁl_anned and reported benefits is
contained in"the Program Benefits section of this Chapter.

Program and Project Characteristics. = Commercial projects accounted for 38

percent of UDAG funds awarded, industrial projects 36 percent, and housing and
mixed-use projects. the remaining 26 percent. The share of funds awarded in
support of industrial development activities has soan the highest increase in
recent years, rising from 32 percent in FY 1980 - 1981 projects to 43 percent
in FY 1982-1983 projects.

Public funds other than UDAG have accounted for five percent of total project
investments.  0f the funds derived directly from other public sources, 74
percent have been provided by local governments, 14 percent by Federal
agencies, and 12 percent by the” States.

Among eligible cities, UDAG funds have been targeted to those which are moe
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.

REHABILITATION PROGRAMS

RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION

The Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration is a prototype of the Rental
Rehabilitation Grants program enacted by Congress in 1983. Tre Demonstration
encourages States and localities to develop rehabilitation strategies to deal
with small 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 is a “major
departure from most other publicly-funded housing programs.

Fourteen States and 185 1ocal governments are currently administering Tocally-
designed Demonstration  programs. These  communities have ~ allottéd
approximately $46 million from their CDBG grants to the Demonstration and
propose to ‘renovate mae than 11,000 rental units. HUD, in turn, has
committed more than 6,500 Section 8 Existing Housing Certificates in order to
minimize displacement of existing low- and moderate-income tenants in the
renovated units. Recently, the Department announced the commitment of an
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additional 8,000 certificates as part of a third and final round of the
Demonstration.

A of Nowember 30, 1983, participating comnunities had selected 1,303
%pertles with 6,706 units for inclusion in the program, had closed loans on

properties with 3,778 units, had begun construction of 678 properties with
3,341 units, and had completed rehabilitation on 332 properties with 1,273
units.  These figures represent a sharp acceleration in program progress
during the 1983 calendar year. Despite this significant progress, however,
there, is still a sizeable number of participating communities that have not
yet wade substantial progress. For example, as of Nowember 30, 1983, 27
ercent of all participant communities had not yet closed a loan on a single
emonstration property.

Tenants in Demonstration buildings tend to be poorer, older, and are moe
likely to be members of racial minorities than the American population as a
wholé.  Nine-tenths of the pre-rehabilitation tenants had incomes below 80
percent of the median incomes in their respective SMSAs, 36 percent were
minority group members, and 20 percent were elderly. There was almost no
change "in_ the relative proportions of each of ‘these groups living in
Demonstration properties before and after rehabilitation.

Thus far, only about ten_ percent of the people living in Demonstration
buildings prior to_rehabilitation had moved by the time rehabilitation

been completed. O reason little permanent relocation has apparent
occurred IOis that actual po\gtxrehabl?ltgtlon rents in the reha%‘%?ltate

buildings have generally. not exceeded the Section 8 Existing Fair Market Rents
(FMRs) in the participa mgecommunltles. Eiyhty-two percent of the units after
rehabilitation had rents below the FMRs, and only six percent of the actual
rents after rehabilitation were moe than $50 greater than the fair market
rents.  The average post-rehabil itation rent “increase for all completed
Demonstration units wes $42 per unit.

URBAN HOMESTEAD ING PROGRAM

The Urban Homesteading program (Section 810) permits the transfer (without
payment) of unoccupied one-to-four unit Federal properties to communities with
approved homesteading programs.  Local governments, in turn, offer the
properties at nominal or no cost to homesteaders who agree to repair them
within three years and to live in them for at least five years. Since 1975,
Congress has appropriated $67 million, including $12 million for Fy 1983, to
support the_acquisition of Federal properties for local Urban Homesteading
rograms. Those monies so far have reimbursed the HUD mortgage insurance and
ousing loan funds, the Veterans Administration, and the Farmers He
Administration for 7,446 properties in 102 communities. In addition, 53
localities have incorporated 855 Tocally-acquired properties into their
homesteading programs, and 19 communities have purchased 287 Federal
Rropertles_ other than through Section 810 for homesteading. Of the 8,588
omesteading properties which have been obtained from any source over the [ife
of the Iorogram 1,185 were added during FY 1983. Section 810 properties and
especially” HUDoaed Section 810 8%ropertles remain the dominant source of
suitable “properties, comprising and 74 percents respectively of all
properties acquired over the year.
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Fifteen cornunities entered the prO%am during FY 1983, making 122 communities
in all with HUD-approved Urban Homesteading programs.  Of the approved
Programs, M localities actually operated programs during the year. Four of
he” remaining programs had been suspended, and 24 were currently inactive,
principally due to the absence of appropriate Federal and/or local properties
in those comnunities.

Homesteading comnunities have, over the life of the program, conditionally
transferred 7,532 properties to homesteaders. Homesteaders actually reside in
6,897 of the buildings. Rehabilitation has begun on 7,263 dpropertles and has
been completed on 6,177 of them. Communities have conveyed fee simple title
to 2,985 homesteaders who had completed their residency requirements.

Rehabilitation finance information for a large subset of approved comnunities
indicates that almost half (49 percent) of the rehabilitation financin?
provided for Section 810 properties in those cornunities was in the form o
Section 312 loans.  Another 28 percent came out of CDBG funds, and the
remainder derived from a variety of sources, both private and public. CDBG
funds are also the principal source of administrative support for most local
Rrograms and have also been used frequently to buy local properties for
omesteading.

FCTION 312 REHABILITATION LOAN PROGRAM

The Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan prodgram provides low interest loans for
the rehabilitation of single-family and multifamily residential, mixed-use,
and non-residential properties. Since its inception, the Section 312 program
has awarded 90,170 loans totalling $1.162 bhillion. Prior to FY 1982, the
Section 312 program primarily assisted owners of single-family properties;
since then, most assistance has gone to multifamily properties.

During FY 1983, the program awarded 811 loans amounting to $44.864 million to
proPerty owners in 145 comnunities. O that sum, 205 loans totalling $33.41
million were distributed for multifamily housing rehabilitation. other
598 loans, amounting to $11.455 million, were distributed for single—family
residences in homesteading areas.  Three-fifths of this amount went to0
homesteaders for property rehabilitation. The remainder went to other
homeowners in homesteading areas to promote neighborhood revitalization.

The FY 1983 loans will supf)(_)rt the renovation of 3,541 dwelling units, 720
single-family and 2,821 multifamily. The average per unit loan amount was
$11,843 for multifamily loans and $15,909 for single-family loans.

Congress has appropriated no funding for the program since Fy 1981, so the FY
1983 program was supported entirely from loan reﬁayments, recovery of prior
year comnitments, and the uncomnitted balance which was left from the previous
year. The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 extended authority for
the program for another year, through Fr 1984. Given the existence of the
Cormunity Development Block Grants program and the recent enactment of the
Rental Rehabilitation Grants program, the Department has proposed to terminate
the Section 312 program durlngf 1985 and to transfer the pr%gram's assets and
liabilities to the Departmental Revolving Fund (Liquidating Programs).

Vil
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CHAPTER 1: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS
Entitlement and Jobs Programs

INTRODUCTION

This chapter of the 1984 Consolidated Annual Report to Congress on Community
Development Pro%rams reports on the progress of the Community Development
Block Grant (CD GJ program during the 1983 fiscal year and the patterns and
trends that have_developed over the life of the progiam. Although the chapter
contains budget information on the total CDBG program, it focuses primarily on
the t and operation of the entitlement component of that program. A
summary description of the CDBG Jobs program is also included.

Tre chapter is organized into six major sections: recent program developments
and funding levels, local wuses of CDBG funds, program  monitoring and
compliance activities, the operation of the Secretary's Discretionary Fund,
progress toward closing out active community deveIoP_ment fpro;ects, and a
summary description of the implementation and operation of the CDBG Jobs

Prog ram.

OVERVIEW

The CDBG program is the Department of Housing and Urban Development's
principal program to assist local governments in~addressing their community
development needs and problems. Tre regular FY 1983 appropriations for the
CDBG program was $3. billion, the same as Fy 1982. = Since the program's
Inception in 1975, $30.2 billion has been allocated to cities, counties, and
States to carry out a broad range of locally selected activities. Seventy-
five percent of these funds hawe Pone to’ metropolitan cities and urban
counties; twenty-one percent to small’ cities and State governments; and the
balance, three percent, has been used for grants to_Indian Tribes and Alaskan
native villages, innovative projects, technical assistance, and other special

uses.

CDBG grantees have spent a total of almost $4.5 billion, or 81 percent of the
total CDBG funds appropriated. For the fourth consecutive year, the amount of
appropriated but unexpended funds has declined. Ower the past four years, the
expenditure rate for the CDBG program has been_ approximately 107 percent of
the total funds appropriated for the program during that period.

Tre primary use of CDBG entitlement funds over the life of the program has
been for physical development activities, such as street improvements, water
and sewer [ines, clearance of deteriorated structures, rehabilitation of
public and private residences, etc., and secondarily for counseling, social
services, technical assistance, and "softer" activities, In recent years, the
largest share of the CDBG program's funds, particularly among the entitlement
communities, has gone increasingly to rehabilitating "private dwellings. In
1983, $921 million, more than one-third of all Fy 1983 CDBG entitlement funds,
was budgeted for housing-related activities. Approxmatelfy $574 million was
allocated to public facilities and improvements. Funding for public services
and. economic_development assistance each accounted for about $250 million of
entitlement funds.




HUD program management practices continued to emphasize administrative
initiatives begun 1n 1981. Reviews of portions of the regulations governin
CPD-administered programs resulted in a 48 percent reduction in their lengt
and redesigned = Grantee Performance Reports (GPRs) submitted by entitlement
grantees contain approximately one-half the pages they did in 1981. CDBG
entitlement Statement of Projected U of Funds submissions designed by HUD in
Xebseqns%to the 1981 Amendments are less than 20 percent of the site of 1981
plications.

HUD's efforts to close out prior categorical programs and Hold-Harmless grants

showed substantial progress in the past year. Only 18 categorical projects

remain active in FY 1984, less than half of those active in 1983 and one-tenth

of those in force in 1981. HUD also closed out 669 of 1,162 Hold-Harmless

%\rarjts active in 1983 and 84 percent of the remaining Comprehensive Planning
ssistance ("701") programs.

In 1983, an additional one billion dollars was made available to CDBG grantees
through the Emergency Jobs Appropriation's Act; $769,750,000 was allocated to
entitlement communities, $222,750,000 to small cities and States, and the
remaining $7,500,000 to Indian Tribes. A a result of this additional
appropriation, 29 percent more funds were available for CDBG activities in
this year than in 1982. /A5 of December 31, 1983, HUD had awarded Jobs Program
rants to 763 entitlement cities and counties, 36 States, and 36 Indian
ribes. HUD is also administering the Jobs program funds in four States that
chose not to administer the funds themselves.

According to quarterly status reports submitted by State and local officials,
51 percent of the one billion dollars in CDBG Jobs Program funds has been
allocated to public works activities, 21 percent to public services, 12
percent to housing rehabilitation, nine percent to economic development, and
the remaining seven percent to other types of comnunity development
projects. By the end of September 1983, grantees had obligated more than 21
percent of the total CDBG Jobs program funds appropriated.

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS

This section of the chapter describes Community Development Block Grant
?rogram funding, expenditures, and participation for Fy 1983 in the context of
he program's operation since 1975. Major program and policy developments
that were undertaken in Fy 1983 are also discussed.

PROGRAM AUNDING

The regular FY 1983 appropriation for the CDBG program wes $3.456 billion, the
same as FY 1982. In addition to the regular CDBG program funds, State and
local governments received an extra $1 billion in FY 1983 as a part of the
special Emergency Jobs Appropriation measure which was signed into law on
March 24, 1983. This $1 biltion was allocated usm% a special distribution of
funds and a unique allocation formula in contrast to the normal CDBG
allocation system. Because of its distinct nature and reporting requirements,
a separate description of_ these funds and the operation of this program is
provided in the final section of this chapter. If the Emergency Jobs program
funds are included, $4.456 billion was appropriated for CDBG programs in FY
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1983. The additional funds appropriated for the CDBG Jobs program resulted in
a 2 percent increase in the funds available for eligible CDBG activities in

States and communities.

These funds were allocated according to the statutorily-mandated formula.
First, $6 million was allocated to the Secretary's Discretionary Fund. The
remaining $3.4 billion was divided between entitlement communities (70
ercent-$2.38 billion) and the Small Cities program 30 percent-$1.02
illion).  The only change between the FY 1982 and FY 1! distributions
occurred in the Entitlement program. There was an $11 million increase (to
$426 million) in the urban counties FY 1983 share of entitlement funds. This
occurred primarily as a result of introduction of the 1980 poverty data and,
to a lesser extent, the addition of two new eligible urban counties.

TABLE 1-1

DISTRIBUTION OF CDBG FUNDS BY FISCAL YEAR
(Dollars in Millions)

1975 1976 1977 19/8 1979 1980 1Bl 1982 1983

Entitlement

Comunities $2006 $2353 $660 F77B 2752 714 $2667 $2380 $2380
Metro Cities 1558 1710 1906 2144 2209 2264 2222 1965 1954
Urban Counties 109 20 329 32 46 450 445 45 4%
Hold Harmless 429 34 45 22 127 0 0 0 0

Qmall Cities %9 ¥U5 43 68 797 95 9% 1020 1020
Secretary's Fund 1 27 53 51 9 101 71 102 5 56
Financial rasr?ﬂenmt 20 50 100 100 100 12 0 0 0
Jobs Prog 000

Total Appropriations

1 Grants from the Financial Settlement Fund were awarded to comunities between 1975 and 1980
o assist in the close cut of projects previously approved under the categorical progrens.

2 pb, L 988, the Emeeney Jobs Appropriations Act, was a one-ime add-on to the CDBG
program.

Detail 0oes not add due to rounding.

. Depar ng é i ]
Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics Division.
Conpiled by Office of Program Amalysis and Evaluation.

GRANTEE PARTICIPATION AND FUNDING

Participating Communities. In Fy 1983, 735 communities, 637 metropolitan
cities and 9g urban counties, were eligible to receive CDBG entitlement funds,
an increase of three over FY 1982. Two of these were urban counties that
qualified for the first time in FY 1983 (Lake County, Indiana and Dutchess
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County, New York). In addition, one former entitlement city (Rapid City,
South Dakota) regained metropolitan city status. This change for Rapid City
was brought about by a new statutory amendment that also continued the FY 1983
entitlement status of 10 other metropolitan cities and one urban county which
had 1980 populations below entitlement program qualification thresholds.

TABLE 1-2
ELIGIBLE CDBG ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES
1975-1983
1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1933
\ Metro Cities loY4 oYU b3/ 559 Lo o Y4 oY A5 D09 00 03/
Urban Counties
Total
ANNUAL CHANGE
Number Increase =--- 3 18 5 6 12 11 63 2
Percent Increase =--~ 3 4 1 2 2 9
CUMULATIVE CHANGE
Number Increase ... 3 21 46 52 64 5 138 141
Percent Increase =~~~ 1 4 8 d 10 12 21 2

* Less than .5 percent.

| and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics
Division. Compiled by Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

‘ Seven hundred twenty-three of these eligible communities received FY 1983
L grant awards. In that year, $1.93 billion in grants was actually awarded to

26 metropolitan cities and $421 million was allocated to 97 urban counties.
(See Table 1-3.)

TABLE 1-3
FISCAL YEAR 1983 FUNDING STATUS CF ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES
(Dollars in Thousands)

h Totd | Metro Cities Urban Counties
tatus N Amwmyeﬂ@‘_mﬂ%%
igible 1 35 ¢ U379.4 63/ $1953, /8 98 s
Did Not Apply 9 7,573 9 7,573 - -—
Pending 3 6,690 2 2,399 1 4,291
Awarded 723 2,364,488 626 1,943,190 97 421,298
Partial reductions' (8) 899 (6) 65 (2) 274
1

Funds not applied for and funds made available from partial reductions
were reallocated in FY 1984.

CE: 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.




Eight of the approved entitlement grantees (six metropolitan cities and two
urban Countlesg had their grants partially reduced as a result of past
performance findings. Five entitlement cities chose 1o have their FY 1983
grants included in an urban county entitlement grant. FY 1983 entitlement
lg_rants to two metro cities and one urban county were still pending as of
ebruary 1, 1984 as a result of performance and HAP acceptability issues. In
FY 1983, only nine metro cities did not apply for their entitlement grants
compared to 12 in FY 1982 and 26 in 1981.

FY 1983 Reallocations. HUD IS required b?]/ statute to reallocate previous
years funds that were not applied for, withheld, or recaptured by HUD as a
result of compliance actions. Such funds are primarily reallocated by formula
among other entitlement communities located in the same metropolitan area, as
the community from which the funds become available for reallocation.
However, funds that became available for reallocation from metropolitan areas
with only one entitlement community, which by statute Is prevented from
receiving Its oan reallocated funds, are reallocated nationall formula
among all of the entitlement communities in the program. A total of $412,000
was reallocated nationally for this reason. In FY 1983, a total of $10.7
million was reallocated ($807,603 from FY 1981 and $9,889,619 from FY 1982
actions) to 316 entitlement grantees. (See Table 1-4.)

TABLE 1-4
DISTRIBUTION OF REALLOCATIONS
TO FY 1983 ENTITLEMENT GRANTHESS

(Dollars in Thousands)

GRANT INCREASE NUMBER OF GRANTEES  PERCENT OF AFFECIED GRANTEES

$1 or less 182 58%
2 -4 39 12
5-09 19 6
10 - 24 29 9
25 - 49 18 6
50 - 990 12 4

100 - 249 6 2
250 - 499 8 2
500 - 999 1 o
1000+ 2

Total 316 1007

* Less than .5 percent.

SOURCt: U S. Department of Housing and Urban DeveTOpment, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Mana%ement, Data Systems and Statistics
Division. Compiled by Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

FY 1983 Grant Characteristics.  The 1980 Amendments to the Housing and
Community Development ACT of 1974 established the timetable for_ the
introduction of 1980 census data into the CDBG entitlement formulas. These
Amendments excluded the use of 1980 census data on age of housing and
overcrowded housing in order to allow an assessment of their reliability as
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indicators of need. An assessment of the impact of the 1980 Census on the
CDBG formula entitled Effects of the 1980 Census in Conmunity Development
Funding was conducted by the Office of Policy Development and Research and
forwarded to Congress 1n early 1983. That study found that even after
including the 1980 census data on all formula variables, the CDBG formula
remains highly targeted to distressed cities. For example, in FY 1984 the
most distressed 10 percent of cities are projected to receive 3.7 times more
in per capita funding than the least distressed 10 percent. As required by
law, 1980 census data on population and growth lag were used in the
computation of FY 1982 individual grant amounts. These two variables are

updated annually using Bureau of Census estimates.

Data from the 1980 Census on poverty were introduced into the FY 1983
allocation. Table 1-5 indicates that 52 percent of the grantees experienced
gains or losses of 5 percent or less from FY 1982 to FY 1983. Fourteen
percent of the grantees (102) increased their FY 1983 allocation by 10 percent
over FY 1982, while 8 percent (61 grantees) lost 10 percent or more. The
median change in allocations to grantees from the introduction of 1980 poverty
data was a 1.28 percent l0SS in grant size. The range was a 265 percent
decrease to a 121 percent increase.

TABLE 1-5
PERCENT CHANGES IN FY 1983 INDIVIDUAL GRANT ALLOCATION

A S L T CGF THE INTRODUCTION CF 1980
CENSUS DATA ON POVERTY INTO ENT NTLEMENT FORMULA!

NUMBER CF PERCENT CF

GRANTEES GRANTEES
GRANT GAIN
Greater than 10% 102 14%
5-10 71 10
1-5 130 18
*
NO CHANGE | N GRANT 4
GRANT LOSS
N 254 K|
2oy than 10 L 3
reater an 0
Total 7322 1007
*

Less than .5 percent.

é Based on estimates of FY 1983 allocations.
Does not include new FY 1983 entitlement recipients.

Largest Percent Increase: plus 121 percent
Median Change: minus 1.3 percent
Largest Percent Decrease: minus 26.5 percent

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.
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In FY 1983, the median CDBG entitlement grant was $1.342 million. The
variation in dollar allocation as a result of the introduction of 1980 poverty
data ranged from a increase of $3.862 million for one community to a decrease
of $2.426 million for another. The median change in allocation was a decrease
of $15000 per grant. Table 1-6 illustrates the distribution of grantees by

amount of funds gained or lost.
TABLE 1-6

DOLLAR CHANGE IN FY 1983 INDIVIDUAL GRANT ALLOCATION AS A RESULT
OF THE INTRODUCTION CGF 1980 CENSUS DATAI
ON POVERTY INTO THE ENTITLEMENT FORMULA

(Dollars in Thousands)

NUMBER OF PERCENT OF
GRANTEES GRANTEES
GRANT GAIN —
Greater than $1,000 8 1%
500 - 1,000 16 2
100 - 500 96 13
5 - 100 62 9
25 -5 48 6
1 - 25 73 10
*
ND CHANGE N GRANT 4
GRANT LOSS
$1 - 100 14
25 = 50 80 11
50 - 100 1Q7 15
100 - 500 119 16 3
500 - 1,000 15 2
Greater than 1,000 42
Total 732 100%

* Less than .5 percent.

} Based on estimates of FY 1983 allocations.
Does not include three new FY 1983 entitlement recipients.

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

Evaluation.

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

Expenditure Rate. Since 1975, almost $30.2 billion has been appropriated for
CDBG programs. As of September 30, 1983, CDBG recipients have spent $24.5
billion.  This represents 81 percent of all funds appropriated between 1975
and 1983. Table 1-7 indicates that there has been a steady increase in the
expenditure rate of all Title I community development programs. In addition,
each program category has increased its cumulative expenditure rate.




T

TABLE 1-7
AQUMLLATME EXPENDITURE RATES,OF CDBG PROGRAMS

.......................................... Fr 19781983t
1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983~
Entitlement 52% 61%  69% 75% 8% 83%
gmall Citjes 42 47 57 68 71 73
ecretary's Fund 5 36 o6 25 16 8l
Financial Settlement 49 56 63 7 34 83
Total SUX 53% 67% 7% 8% 8%

1 1983 Emergengy Jobs Appropriation funds are not included. See discussion
of these funds in the last section of chapter.

SOURCT:  US. Department of Housing and Urban DEVEIopment, _C_ommunEy Planning
and Development, Office of Management, Budget Division. Compiled by
the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

Cumulative spending rates vary between community development program
cateqories. As of “September 30, 1983, the cumulative spending rate for the
Entitlement pro?ram wes 83 percent; for the Small Cities r_p_rogram 73 percent;
for the Secretary's Fund,” 8L percent, and for the Financial Settlement
program, 83 percerit.

Unexpended Program Balances. The unexpended balance of funds a&proprlated for
Ttre 1 commg_ly_D_l_um evelopment programs as of September 30, 1983, wes $5.723
billion. = This reflects a 14 percent ($934 million) decline from a high of
$6.657 Dbillion in the level of unspent funds at the end of Fy 1979 and a
_rpoglestldee)cllne of $85 million from the Fy 1982 level of $5.808 billion. (See
able 1-8).

TABLE 1-8
UNEXPENDED APPROPRIATIONS~
FY 1978 - FY 1983
(DOLLARS IN MILLIONS)

CUMULATIVE UNEXPENDED FUNDS AS OF 9730 OF EACH VEAR

_ 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983
Entitlement $9.786  $4.956 $4.739 $EATT  $4.065 $3,810
Small Cities 965 1,315 1,464 1,409 1,537 1,749
Secretary's Fund 168 211 174 177 141 113
Financia Settl%r?e?t 151 174 131 93 66 47

1 1083 Emergency Jobs Appropriation funds are not included. See discussion
of these “funds in the last section of the chapter. Detail does not
always total because of rounding and final adjustments made to this
account by the Office of Finance and Accounting.

SOURCE.  US. Department of Hous1'n$ and Urban Development, _C_ommungy Planning
and Development, Office of Management, Budget Division. Compiled by
the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.




The level of unexpended funds varies in each community development program
category. The Entitlement program continues to show the most consistent and
substantial decline in the amount of unspent funds. As of September 30, 1983,
the Entitlement program had $3.810 billion in unspent funds. This is a 6.3
percent reduction ($255 million) in the level of unspent funds from Fy 1982.
Since the FY 1979 peak of unspent balances of $4.956 billion, the Entitlement
program's unspent balance decreased 23 percent ($1.146 Dbillion). This
decrease since 1979 reflects the increasingly established character of
entitlement comnunity development programs and local capacity to implement
them, HUD's monitoring for program progress, an increasing number of
communities sharing a smaller entitlement appropriation and allocation, and
the acceleration in the close out of the hold-harmless grants that have not
been funded since 1979.

The unspent balance for the Small Cities program, however, has increased. The
level of unspent small cities funds as of September 1983 increased 24 percent
($340 million) since 1981. The $1.749 billion in unspent funds at the end of
FY 1983 appears to be due to the increased allocation provided to the Small
Cities program, the administrative changes and delays that resulted In
transfering the operation of the program to 47 States and instituting a
revised HUD-run program in the remaining States.

ADMINI STRATIVE INITIATIVES

Deregulatory and Paperwork Reduction Initiatives. During Fy 1983, the Office
of Community Planning and Development (CPDJ continued its efforts to
streamline and simplify the regulatory and procedural requirements of the CDBG
program in response to Presidential and Secretarial initiatives. Under
Executive Order 12291, the Presidential Task Force on Regulatory Relief
identified Title | environmental review procedures and the CDBG Entitlement
and Small Cities program regulations for review. In addition to undertaking
the Task Force reviews, Secretary Pierce implemented a Department-wide
deregulation and paperwork reduction agenda.

In response to these Presidential and Secretarial initiatives, the Office of
Community Planning and Development instituted a three-phased review of its
existing regulations, issuances, and forms.

Regulatory Review.  Thirty-three regulations totalling 382 pages (over 75
percent) of all CPD regulations in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) were
selected for review. As of October 1983, reviews had been completed on 26
regulations filling 333 CRR pages. These completed reviews resulted in a 48
percent net reduction in pages (159) in CPD regulations. (See Table 1-9.)




TABLE 1-9

CPD DEREGULATION RESULTS
AS (r OCTOBER 1983

NUMBER PAGES
_ _ Before After
Regulations Selected for Review 33 382 ===
Deregulation Review Comple’cedl 26 333 174
Regulations Unchanged (7) (60) (60)
Regulations Revised/Reduced? (8) (236) (114)
Regulations Eliminate (11) (37) (0)
1

Seven regulations totalling 49 pages in the Code of Federal Regulations
are presently under review. These include: Uniform Relocation, Section
312, Urban Homesteading, CDBG Grant Administration (Subpart J), and CDBG
Grant Management (Subpart 0).

A-95 Regulations were eliminated and new intergovernmental review
regulations were published implementing Executive Order 12372.

3 Regulations eliminated included those relating to Urban Renewal,
Neighborhood Development Program, Open Space, Neighborhood Facilities,
Water and Sewer Facilities, Urgent Needs and Financial Settlement, and
Areawide Housing Opportunity Plan Programs.

SOURCE:  US. Depariment of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Management, Organization and Management
Services Division. Compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation.

A part of the Administration's program of reducing administrative and
paperwork requirements and increasing local discretion in the Entitlement
program was accomplished through the 1981 Amendments. In addition, one of the
Administration's major proposed Block Grant initiatives was implemented
through the creation of a Block Grant program to States for Small Cities.
Final regulations implementing the State Block Grant program were published in
April 1982. The operation of the HUD-administered component of the Small
Cities program was streamlined and simplified through final regulations
published in August 1982. Final regulations governing the major portions of
the entitlement program were published late in 1983. There has been a
substantial revision in the regulations affecting both the Entitlement and
Small Cities programs. (See Table 1-10.)
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TABLE 1-10

REVISION IN CDBG PROGRAM REGULATIONS AS A RESULT
G- 1981 AVENDVENTS AND DEREGULATORY INITIATIVE

Regulation Length Page Length
in Pages Pre-1981 of Revised Percent

" Améndments Regula tions Reducti‘ori
Entitlement Program’ 64 345 46
Small Cities
HUD-Admj niStered 29 12.5 57
State-B10ck Grant 83 >

1 24 CFR 570 Subparts A, B, C D, K, M and a portion of 0 have been
revised as of November 1983.

SOURCE:  US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Management, Organization and Management
Services Division. Compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation.

Departmental Issuance and Publications Review. A systematic evaluation of all
eXISTing issuances and publications was also undertaken as part of the
deregulatory review. Many obsolete issuances and publications from the
categorical programs folded into the CDBG program were found to be active and
in stock in HUD Central and field offices. After review, 3,800 pages of these
issuances and 75 publications were cancelled. In addition, a major revision
of the CPD Monitoring Handbook was completed and sent to the field in October
1983. The Relocation and Real Estate Acquisition Handbook is presently under

review .

Forms and Reports Review. The HUD FY 1984 Information Collection Budget was
down substantially from its FY 1980 base. This is primarily due to the
simplification of the application requirements for CDBG entitlement and small
cities grants and the assumption of the Small Cities program by 47 States. In
addition, major revisions of the Grantee Performance Reports for Entitlement,
State, and HUD-Administered Small Cities, and UDAG programs have been
instituted in conformance with the 1981 Amendments and deregulatory

initiatives.

CPD has also conducted a review of some 500 HUD internal and public use
forms. To date, a large number of obsolete or little used but still active
forms, often from the prior categorical programs, have been cancelled.

1983 Entitlement Submissions. Oe of the major objectives of the
‘Administration 1s to reduce the amount of paperwork that must be prepared and
submitted by grantees. The 1981 Amendments replaced the structured, six-part
CDBG application with a Statement of Community Development Objectives and
"Projected Use of Funds." The new submission provided to HUD by a grantee
includes a Statement of Community Development Objectives and Projected Use of
Funds, together with certifications that the projected use of funds meets
specific program requirements and conforms to appl cable laws. The
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legislation did not specify the content or format of the statement, and
regulations implementing the 1981 Amendments regarding the statement were not
effective for communities' preparation of FY 1982 and FY 1983 submissions.
Therefore, communities were given broad discretion, through interim
instructions in FY 1982 and FY 1983, to fashion the content and format of
their submission to HUD. The average size of the 1983 submissions was 15
pages, and the median size 10 pages, virtually the same as those submitted in
1982. The 1983 submission are over 80 percent shorter than the applications
abolished by the 1981 Amendments. (See Table 1-11.)

TABLE 1-11
CDBG ENTITLEMENT SUBMISSIONS FOR PROGRAM YEARS 1981 - 1983
(n=106)
1981 *’**1 POST 1981 AIEIENDMENTS
CDBG APPLICATION SUBMISSIONS
1982 1983

Mean Number of Pages 80 15 15
Median Number of Pages 58 1 10

1 The HAP was not counted.

2 Grantees prepared submissions under Interim Instructions pending
publication of regulations implementing the 1981 Amendments

SQURCE:  US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community PTanning
and Development. Information compiled by Office of Program Analysis
and Evaluation.

There has been a small increase in the average size of the Statement of
Comnunity Development Objectives and Projected Use of Funds portion of the FY
1983 submissions. The average size of the FY 1983 statements increased to 10
pages from 8 pages in FY 1982. However, the median size of statements in both
years was 4 pages. While almost one-half (48 percent) of the surveyed
grantees submitted lengthier statements in 1983 than 1982, 28 percent were
shorter and 24 percent did not change in size.

Grantee Performance Report. The 1981 Amendments also modified the content of
the Grantee Performance Report on the actual use and expenditure of CDBG
funds. The new law requires that the report contain a description of the use
of funds made available, along with an assessment by the grantee of such use
to the comnunity development objectives identified in the grantee's
statement. In response to this change, CPD developed a new more streamlined
entitlement Grantee Performance Report (GPR) form.  The new GPR will be
submitted by each entitlement grantee in two parts. One part deals with CDBG
performance and the second part deals with HAP performance.

The CDBG performance report is submitted by each entitlement grantee 60 days
after its CDBG program year ends and covers all CDBG funded activities. The
GPR was provided to grantees in the Spring of 1983 for use in describing the
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use of CDBG funds through FY 1982. The introduction of a new form has
resulted in a more functional document that is simpler for grantees to
complete and for HUD to use in program monitoring and the annual review. The
new GPR has also resulted in a substantial reduction in the size of the
entitlement GPRs submitted to HUD. The median size GPR submitted in 1982 was
30 pages and the average size was 36 pages. This constitutes a 46 percent
reduction from the median size and a 56 percent reduction in the average size
of 1981 GPRs. (See Table 1-12))

TABLE 1-12

LENGTH OF ENTITLEMENT GRANTEE PERFORVANCE REPORTS
SUBMITTED IN 1981 and 1982

(n=47)
_BRIL%TLML —19A1 AYENDVENTS  PERCENT CHAYGE
Mean Number of Pages 82 36 -56%
Median Number of Pages 56 30 =46

1 HAP Performance Report excluded.

SOURCE:  U'S. Depariment of Housing and Urban Deve lopmeni, Community PTanning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

Since the Housing Assistance Plan is now separated from the CDBG entitlement
submission and the HAP submission timing is linked to the end of the Federal
Fiscal Year, the revised GPR provides for a grantee to separately submit its
report on housing assistance performance during the month of October.

Intergovernmental Review. (On October 1, 1983, Executive Order 12372 became
effective, and the A-95 review process was terminated. The objective of the
Executive Order was to strengthen program operations by relying on State and
local processes for intergovernmental review of proposed Federal financial
assistance and direct Federal development. States have discretion to
institute and define a process for intergovernmental review. HUD published a
final regulation on June 24, 1983 implementing Executive Order 12372 for
applicable HUD programs. The CDBG Entitlement program was included as one of
the Federal programs a State could opt to include in its intergovernmental
review system. However, because the entitlement nature of the program
provides HUD with little funding discretion, only that portion of local CDBG
funds devoted to planning or construction of water and sewer projects are
subject to the review system. This category of funds is subject to review
because of the coverage of Section 204 of the Demonstration Cities and
Metropolitan Development Act of 1965. As of January 1984, 42 States and three
territories are participating in the new intergovernmental review process.

Public/Private Partnership Initiatives. The Department continued to emphasize
more private sector involvement 1n public problem solving. Several programs
initiated in FY 1982 encouraged communities to form public/private
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partnerships to carry out community and economic development activities in FY
1983. Ore such venture was the National Recognition Program for Community
Development Partnerships, which was designed to identify and recognize
communities that have used CDBG programs to create outstanding public/private
partnerships. In order for comnunity projects to be eligible for this award
program, they must have used CDBG funds in conjunction with private funds or
services In the development and implementation of community and economic
development activities. Nearly 400 projects were submitted for consideration
from communities around the nation. The award winning projects are expected
to serve as public/private partnership models for communities of all sizes and

types.

The Financial Advisory Services (FAS) program which was created in FY 1982
from the Secretary's Fund, began its second year of operation in 1983 in 22
cities. The services provided are expected to increase private investments in
towns and cities eligible for CDBG assistance. The FAS is a clearinghouse
representing a nationwide network of major national and regional banks
interested in providing financial assistance to commercial and industrial
business concerns and development projects throughout the nation. In calendar
year 1984, regional center banks under FAS will work with State development
agencies and cities to provide the financial and technical assistance needed
for completing investment projects.

The cooperative agreement that HUD made with the Small Business Administration
to assist 20 States in establishing Small Business Economic Revitalization
Corporations continued in FY 1983. The program assists small business growth
and job creation by mobilizing the resources of the private sector. It
initiated 396 projects with $486.8 million of investment approval out of a
total system potential of $1.8 billion.

CPD is also exploring the potential for establishing economic development
linkages with foundations and life and health insurance industries. In
addition, HUD continued to support the efforts of the National Alliance of
Business to establish new models for delivering economic development technical
assistance to communities and States.

Another major public/private partnership venture undertaken in FY 1983 was the
Downtown Retail Development Conference which CPD sponsored in conjunction with
the International Council of Shopping Centers (ICSC) and 20 other supporting
organizations. This first-of-its-kind Downtown Retail Development Conference
brought together all partners involved in the development process. Nearly 500
mayors and city officials, real estate developers, lenders and retailers
participated. The conference focused on the complex downtown retail process
and what is required to make downtown retail ventures successful. Because of
Its success, a second conference is planned for FY 1984.

Equal Opportunity Initiatives. In FY 1983, a significant amount of Technical
Assistance and Special Project awards from the Secretary's Discretionary Fund
was directed toward minority needs and fair housing initiatives. Over 10
awards were made to provide technical assistance to Black, Hispanic, Mexican-
American, and Indian cornunities in order to increase their capacity in the
areas of economic development, commercial revitalization, and other related
CDBG activities.

\
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Ore major rew Departmental initiative that responds to President Reagan's
Executive  Order 12320 _on strenﬁthenmg _Historically Black Colleges and
Universities, serves to increase the participation of such institutions in HUD
programs.  During 1983, 11 hIStOFIC_a”?/ Black colleges and universities were
awarded grants to provide technical assistance to help minority CDBG
communities in the implementation of their block grant programs.

CPD technical assistance funds were also used in Fy 1983 to further fair
housing and Minority Business Enterprise (MBE) goals. Three technical
assistance contracts were awarded to advance CDBG pro%ram opportunities for
forming public/private partnerships to further fair housing opportunities.
Six _Regional symposiums on these activities were completed in FY 1983. An
additional $3.2 million was granted to minority firms or organizations as a
means of increasing minority business participation in CDBG and UDAG programs.

In 1983 State and local governments participating in CPD-funded programs were
encouraged to make greater use of minority businesses and report their CPD
supported funding of minority businesses to HUD. In Fy 1983 contracts between
CPD-funded grantees and minority firms totalled approximately $490 million
reflecting an increase of about 10 percent over the FY 1982 contracting Ie\_/el
and a 30 percent increase since 1981. The Department also updated its
minority contracting data collection system to provide a more accurate
analysis of MBE contract activity. The system was changed from a manual- to a
computer-based form for the third and fourth quarters of Fy 1983. Information
|?f_rtw available by grantee, city, ethnic code, type of trade, and HUD field
office.

Finally, CPD signed an Interagency Agreement with the Department of Commerce's
Minority Business Development Agency (MBDA) on June 14, 1983. Under the
agreement, CPD provided MBDA with information on CDBG and UDAG funding levels
and eligible activities and procurement opportunities for minority-owned
businesses. CPD field offices have begun encouraging grantees to Use more
than 100 business development centers across the nation.  These centers
identify minority firms through the MBDA's business profile system.

LOCAL USES OF ENTITLEMENT FUNDS

Previous sections of this chapter have described recent administrative and
legislative initiatives, funding levels, and grantee participation in the CDBG
Entitlement program as a whole. This section turns to the local use of CDBG
program funds by entitlement communities. In particular, the variation in how
metropolitan cities, which receive the majorl_tly of all CDBG appropriations,
use their funds will be described in some detail.

This section of the chapter is divided into two ma}lpr parts. The planned_use
of 1983 CDBG entitlement funds is described in the Tirst part of this section,
and the recent actual use of entitlement funds is described in the second
part. Data on the planned use of funds by entitlement communities were
extracted from the Projected Use of Funds documents submitted by entitlement
grantees in order to receive their CDBG grant. Data on recent expenditures
were taken from the Grantee Performance Report (GPR) required annually of all
grantees. Both the projected use and actual expenditure data are maintained
as part of CPD’s CDBG Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases.
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PLANNED ENTITLEMENT 'SPENDING

Projected 1983 Entitlement Spending. The aggregate relative distribution of

planned spending by entitfement communities in 1983 reflected the same clear
pattern of recent years. As in past years, the largest share of funds In
1983, $921 million or 36 percent of all available CDBG entitlement resources,
was allocated to housing-related activities. (See Table 1-13.) The majority
of these funds, approximately $844 million, was budgeted for the
rehabilitation of existing housing, but local officials also projected
allotting an estimated $75 million to local development corporations for the
development of new housing units. The second largest share, $574 million, or
22 percent, was budgeted for public works and public facilities
improvements.  Substantially smaller amounts, $276 million and $246 million
respectively, were budgeted for public services and economic development
assistance. Entitlement communities budgeted only small amounts, ranging from
less than $20 million to $107 million, to acquisition and clearance-related
projects, local cqgntingencies and the completion of categorical program-
related activities.

Entitlement cities and urban counties also continued to budget their CDBG
funds in a significantly different fashion. Entitlement cities alloted 37
percent--$802 million--of their funds to housing-related activities and 19
percent--$413 million--to public works activities. In contrast, urban
counties gave the opposite relative emphasis to these activities, allocating
the largest share of their funds--38 percent or $161 million--to public works
and approximately one-fourth of their funds--$119 million--to housing-related
activities. Additionally, entitlement cities allocated more than twice the
percentage of their CDBG funds to public services as did the urban counties.
Both types of entitlement comnunities allocated comparable, smaller shares of
their CDBG funds to projects involving the other types of eligible activities.

Trends in the Use of CDBG Entitlement Funds. The pattern in the planned use

of funds described above represents a continuation of trends prevailing in the
CDBG Entitlement program for several years. The most obvious of these trends
Is the dramatic increase in CDBG entitlement funding for housing-related
activities over the life of the program. (See Figure 1-1.) |In 1983, the
relative share of entitlement funds going for such activities (38 percent) was
approximately three times what it was in 1976 (13 percent), the first full
year the CDBG program was in operation. The biggest increase in funding for
housing-related activities came in the 1978 to 1980 period when the Department
began to encourage local officials to increase their efforts to preserve the

existing housing stock.

The composition 0f these activity groups and a more detailed estimate of
planned spending by entitlement comnunities is provided in Tables A-1 and
A-2 at the end of the chapter.
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TABLE 1-13

PROJECTED ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM SPENDING
BY ACTIVITY GROUP, 1

Metro Urban
Activity Total Cities Counties
Housing-related $921 3672  $802 37% $I119 28%
Public Facilities and
Improvements 574 2 413 19 161 3
Public Services 276 11 A 12 2 5
Economic Development 246 10 205 10 41 10
Acqui sition/Clearance 107 4 100 5 7 2
Completion of Categorical *
Programs 4 1 2 1 *
Contingencies 72 3 A 2 18 4
Administration 361 14 A 14 o/ 13
Total $2577 100Zz $2152 100z $425 100%

* Less than .5 percent or $500,000.

1 Detail does not add due to rounding.

SOURCE  US. Depariment of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG
Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases.

Concurrent with the dramatic rise in the share of entitlement funds going to
housing has been almost equally dramatic decline in CDBG entitlement funding
for three types of traditional physical development activities: public
improvements; acquisition, clearance and demolition; and funding for the
completion of categorical programs. The largest decline has occurred in
funding for acquisition, clearance, and demolition. This spending category
represents only four percent of planned 1983 spending but accounted for over
one-fifth of all budgeted funds as recently as 1978. Funding for traditional
public works activities, e.g., street improvements, water and sewer lines,
etc.,--has also declined markedly in recent years, down 14 percentage points
from its 1977 high point. The third category showing a marked decline in
recent years is funding for the completion of prior categorical programs.
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Patterns of Local Use of Funds by Entitlement Communities. The CDBG

entitfement communities range 1n population from very small cities such as
Moss Point, Mississippi, with a population of about 20,000, to New York City
with its more than seven million people. Entitlement communities also vary
widely along other dimensions--population change, economic growth, recent
unemployment rates, the age of the population, etc. Because local conditions
and needs in these cities and counties vary greatly and local officials have
broad latitude in the ways CDBG funds can be used to address these needs, the
relative emphasis placed on CDBG-funded activities by various cities varies
significantly. The first part of this section of the chapter describes those
variations 1n the planned use of 1983 CDBG entitlement funds for housing-
related activities, public works projects, economic development, and public
services. These four categories of activities accounted for approximately 80
percent of all planned expenditures by entitlement communities in 1983. The
focus of the analysis is on the relationship between population, UDAG distress
level,* and CDBG entitlement status on the relative distribution of planned

spending.

As the figures on the following page show, there are relatively clear
relationships between the share of CDBG entitlement funds allocated to three
of these four major program activities and the three selected city and program
characteristics. The percentage of funds budgeted for housing and public
services is greater than the program average for larger entitlement
comnunities , highly distressed entitlement comnunities, and central c mties.
Entitlement communities at the other end of these scales, i.e., smaller
entitlement comnunities, non-distressed entitlement comnunities, and urban
counties, spend less than the program average and significantly less than
their larger, more distressed, central city counterparts on such activities.
(See Figures 1-2A and 1-2B.) There is an equally clear relationship between
the relative CDBG entitlement support for public works and the population,
distress level, and program status of entitlement communities. However, as
Figure 1-2C shows, the relationship is the opposite of those discussed above;
public works spending is negatively correlated with the commmunity
character istics shown.

Finally, there is no relationship between the size, distress level, or program
status of entitlement communities and the relative share of their funds they
budget for economic development. (See Figure 1-2D.) All types of entitlement
comunities allocate between 8 and 13 percent for economic development, and no
statistically significant difference can be detected.

® UDAG distress level is determined by the number of UDAG distress points a
cornunity receives. Cornunities with a low distress level are those that
receive 2 or fewer points, moderate distress communities receive 3 or 4
points, and higher distressed cornunities receive 5 or more points.
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ACTUAL EXPENDITURE CF ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM RUNDS

CDBG entitlement grantees are required by the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 to submit to HUD an annual performance report
concerning the actual use of CDBG funds to meet the program's three national
objectives--provide benefit to low- and moderate-income persons; eliminate or
prevent slums and blight; or meet other urgent community development needs.
This section of the chapter summarizes the actual use of CDBG entitlement
funds by local comnunities during the 1981 program year.*  More detail is
provided in the following sections.

In program year 1981, CDBG entitlement comnunities spent approximately
$1,391,000,000 of the approximately $2,118,000,000 that they identified in
their GPK as available to them at the start of the year. The largest share of
these funds was spent on housing rehabilitation and other housing-related
projects.  Expenditures for these activities were slightly more than $500
million and represented 36 percent of the program year's funds expended.
Based on estimates by local officials and HUD field staff regarding previous
expenditures, approximately one-tenth of these expenditures, Or $50 million,
was used to make energy efficiency improvements to the properties
rehabilitated. The second 1largest sum--$263 million--was spent for
administration, planning, and oversight of local programs. Expenditures for
public works projects--$222 million--represented the third largest category of
spending.  Entitlement cities used slightly more than 10 percent of their
actual 1981 expenditures for public services and clearance-related projects,
and relatively small amounts, less than five percent, for economic development
and completing categorical programs. (See Table 1-14.)

As Table 1-14 shows, the vast majority of these expenditures--87 percent or
$986 million--was reported by local officials on the GPRs as benefitting Tow-
and moderate-income persons. The actual figure probably exceeds $1 billion
since it is likely that some of the $50 million expenditures for
rehabilitation and public services for which grantees did not specify the
qualifying provision on the GPR, probably would also be considered by local
officials to benefit low- and moderate-income persons.

x Because Grantee Pertormance Reports (GPRs) are submitted after the end of

a comnunity's program year, the 1981 GPRs represent the most recent
available information on the expenditure of CDBG funds by a substantial
number of comnunities that could be incorporated into this report.
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TABLE 1-14

CDBG ENTITLEMENT CITY EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES
AND QUALIFYINGPROVISION, PY 1981 RUNDS
(Dollars in Millions)

S—— Uy TovisTon
LOW and Ul L} llla
Moderate Eliminate
Income Slums and  Urgent Not Total
Activity Benefit Blight Needs Indicated 3 SR A
Housing Related
Bublid Facilities  $448 $19 * $40 507 %
and Improvement s 198 15 % 7 222 16
Public Services 151 2 10 163 12
Acquisition and
Clearance 126 21 A 6 154 11
Economic Development 48 10 4 62 4
Continuation of
Categor}cal Programs 15 4 * * 19 1
Administration and 9 2 2 2
Planning N/A N/A® N/A N/A 263 19
Total 3986 $ $ $6/ $1390 100%
As percentage of funds
subject to program N
benefit rules 87% 6% 6%

* Less than .5 percent or $500,000.

1 Detail does not add due to rounding. Information contained in table was
developed from GPRs submitted by entitlement communities.

2 N/A- Not applicable because administrative funds are presumed to support
the entire local program and thus reflect the relative distributions among
the qualifying provisions.

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.

Table 1-15 shows the types of areas in which 1981 CDBG funds were spent.
Almost half of all funds were expended in census tracts with median incomes
less than 80 percent of the area median. This figure, however, underestimates
the amount of funds actually spent In such areas because some of the
"citywide" spending also occurs in low- and moderate-income neighborhoods and
some proportion of funding for activities for which census tracts were not
specified on the GPR in all likelihood occurred in such areas as well.
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TABLE 1-15

ENTITLEMENT CITY EXPENDITURES BY QUALIFYING
PROVISIONS AND TYPE CF CENSUS TRACT, 1981 PROGRAM YEAR
(Dollars in Millions)

Qual ifying Prov ison
Low and ETiminate
Type of Census Tract In Moderate  Stums Urgent

Which Spending Occurred Ihcome and Blight Needs Totall
Low- and Moderate- $468 $32 $2 $504

Income Tracts (44%) (3%) (*) (47%)
Non Low- and Moderate- 133 14 * 147
Income Tracts (13) (1) (*) (14)
No Specific Tract Reported 335 5 x 411
Citywide Spending (36) (2) "") 130)
Total 98 71 1060

Percent (93) (7) (*) ( 100%)

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

1 Excludes $263 million spent on administration and planning, $67 million for
which no qualifying provision was designated by the grantee, and $3.5
million expended in tracts with unavailable income data.

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

SPECIAL USES CF ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM FUNDS

The preceding section described the local use of CDBG entitlement funds in
rather broad strokes, e.g., overall entitlement spending for housing-related
activities, public works projects, etc. This section looks at the use of CDBG
entitlement funds for more limited purposes--providing assistance to
sheltering the homeless and the operation of the Section 108 loan guarantee
program.

Shelters for the Homeless. On February 14, 1983 Secretary Pierce distributed

a memorandum to HUD field offices encouraging them to promote the use of CDBG
funds and other Departmental resources te assist the homeless in the Nation's
cities. The memorandum was part of a Federal government-wide effort to
address the needs of the homeless.

As of November 1983, approximately $33.5 million in CDBG entitlement funds had
been committed to assist the homeless by 149 entitlement cities and
counties. These CDBG funds were committed by grantees in all 10 HUD Regions
with the largest allocation occurring in Region 2 by grantees in New York, New
Jersey, and Puerto Rico. Commitments by individual cities range from $1,000
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to more than $12 million. Most of the grants were under $100,000, and only 16
communities committed more than $250,000. (See Table 1-16.)
TABLE 1-16

1983 ENTITLEMENT CDBG FUNDS BUDGETED FOR
ASSISTANCE TO THE HOMELESS, BY HUD REGION

NUMBER OF
REGION COMMUNITIES CDBG DOLLARS
I Boston 19 $ 1,193,308
II New York 18 13,919,800
I[II Philadelphia 16 4,177,585
IV Atlanta 12 1,013,060
V. Chicago 22 1,709,781
VI Ft. Worth 5 545,000
VII Kansas City 8 940,000
VIII Denver 7 407,350
IX San Francisco 19 5,477,578
X Seattle 23 4,093,568
US. Total 149 $ ,4//,030

SOURCE:  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, communidy Planning
and Development, Office of Field Operations and Monitoring.

In addition to these entitlement funds, approximately $16.9 million of other
contributions are involved in the CDBG-assisted projects intended to benefit
the homeless. These other funds came from private sources, other local and
State government funding sources, churches and religious groups, and
chgritable organizations such as the United Way, Salvation Amy, Goodwill, and
Red Cross.

Section 108 Loan Guarantees. HUD is authorized under Section 108 of the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 to guarantee loan obligations of
communities to finance acquisition of real property and to rehabilitate
publicly-owned real property. This provision was designed to enable
communities to finance large scale projects that could not easily be
undertaken using their annual grants alone. Communities are authorized to use
CDBG funds to repay the loan, usually within six years, and must pledge their
grant as security. Because of the Administration’s efforts to ease the
pressure on the financial markets by reducing borrowing guaranteed by the
Federal government, the Department has proposed the elimination of the Section

108 comnitment authority.

In FY 1983, HUD issued 22 Section 108 loan guarantees for a total of
$60,626,592. Ten of these guarantees were for UDAG-related projects. As of
December 31, 1983, a total of 157 guarantee commitments representing $581
million had been approved.
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According to a recent PDR study,* the primary use of Section 108 loan
guarantees is for downtown economic development financing with more than one-
half of Section 108-assisted projects taking place in central business
districts, usually as a complementary part of a larger project. The majority
of the funds, 70 percent, and the large majority of all loans, 90 percent,
involved acquisition. Relocation expenses represent the second major use of
Section 108 funds; half of all projects involved relocating residents, and 56
percent involved relocating businesses.

The PDR report also concluded that use of the Section 108 program has been
limited to a relatively small number (less than 100) entitlement comnunities,
although these communities occasionally are repeat users of the program.
Section 108 users were also found to be larger and more likely to be
distressed than non-users of the Section 108 program.

Local officials contacted in the PDR study indicated they used the Section 108
program because it met their needs, could fill short-term funding gaps, and
would not have a substantial negative impact on other ongoing or planned
activities if they had to cover the entire amount directly with current CDBG
funds. The majority of local officials also said that had Section 108 funds
not been available, theg would have been unable to proceed with the
projects. Virtually all the other local officials contacted said that without
the Section 108 program, the project it was used in would have been scaled
back or would have cost more.

COMPLIANCE REVIEWS AND SANCTIONS

MONITORING REVIEWS AND FINDINGS

FY 1983 Monitoring Guidance and Visits. During FY 1983, the Office of

Community PTanning and Development continued to emphasize the importance of

monitoring in conjunction with providing technical assistance. Program
accountability monitoring, a major new monitoring initiative in FY 1982
remained a priority. 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 or high-risk activities.

During FY 1983, field offices were given increased flexibility in selecting
entitlement grantees to be monitored, areas to be monitored and the quantity
of monitoring to be undertaken. Field offices increased the number of
entitlement grantees monitored and those intensively monitored compared to FY
1982.  There were 639 entitlement grantees (88 percent of all grantees)
monitored in FY 1983 compared to 576 (79 percent) in FY 1982; 363 grantees (50
percent) were monitored intensively in 1983 compared to 277 (38 percent) in
1982.

¥ The Section 108 Loan Guarantee Program: A Report on Activities and
Performance, Policy Development Division, Office of Policy Development
and Research, HUD; October 1983.
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TABLE 1-17

ON-SITE MONITORING GF ENTITLEMENT GRANTEES
IN FY 1982 - FY 1983

FY 1982 FY 1983
Number Percent Number Percent

Grantees with Active Grants
Grantees Monitored 576 79 639 88
Grantees Intensively Monitored  (277) (38) (363) (50)

SOURCt: 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.

Monitoring Findings. Reflecting intensive monitoring priorities, a high

proportion of entitlement grantees are being monitored by Community Planning
and Development (CPD) field staff in the rehabilitation, program progress,
program benefit, and program accountability areas. In addition, a high
proportion of grantees are being monitored for environmental concerns. . (See

Table 1-18.)

A monitoring finding arises from a determination by the Area Office that a
grantee has a deficiency in meeting applicable program requirements for which
sanctions and other corrective actions are authorized. During FY 1983 CPD
field monitoring visits, 2643 monitoring findings were made on 639
entitlement grantees reviewed. This represents a 10 percent decline in the
number of findings recorded in FY 1982. Twenty-two percent of all findings
involved rehabilitation activities of grantees. The seven components of
Accountability Monitoring comprised 32 percent of all findings, with about
one-third of these involving financial management. Other monitoring areas
with a sizable proportion of monitoring findings were relocation (10 percent),
environment (9 percent), and program progress (7 percent).

In addition, during FY 1983, Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) field
staff conducted 1,238 monitoring reviews of entitlement grantees. (This
figure includes 515 off-site reviews or desk audits by FHEO field staff). The
FY 1983 FHEO monitoring activity resulted in 406 monitoring findings and
represents a 21 percent decrease from FY 1982. Of these 3indings, three
percent were in the area of benefit to minorities, 20 percent were for fair
housing actions, and 31 percent related to grantee employment practices.
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TABLE 1-18
Fy 1982 AND FY 1983 CPD MONITORING VISITS AND FINDINGS

PERCENT OF PERCENT OF
MONITORING AREA GRANTEES MON ITORED MONNORNG  FINDINGS?
Rehabi 1i tagi on 84% 88% 197 22%
In-depth 49) (61) (16) (18)
Limited (35) (27) (3) (4)
Program Progress 80 83 2 7
Program Benefit 75 78 7 5
Environment 61 56 10 9
In-depth (54) (49) (9) (9)
Limited (7) (7) (1) (*)
Accountabi lity
Financial Management
hdepth A 25 9 8
Limited 25 16 2 2
Procurement 33 23 3 4
Administrative Allowable Costs 37 11 4 3
Management Systems 42 5 5 3
Third Party Contractors 36 24 5 S
Personal Property Management 33 20 3 3
Relocation
hdepth 35 5 10 9
Limited 7 7 1 1
Acquisition 37 pd) 5 2
HAP 33 25 2
Labor Standards 28 2 6 5
Fair Housing & Equal Opportunity’ 24 24 4 3
Citizen Participation 24 12 1
Eligibility of Activities 14 19 1 2
Other 10 9 2 1
Total N= 576 639 2,927 2,643
Grantees Grantees Monitoring Monitoring

Monitored Monitored Findings Findings
Less than .5 percent.

HUD can register multiple findings in any monitoring area for any grantee

monitored.

b In-depth monitoring involves a detailed review of a particular monitoring

area. Grantees may be the subject of both kinds of monitoring.

¢ Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity field office staff also undertake a
comprehensive in-house (off-site monitoring) of all CDBG grantees as a
means of identifying grantees and activities for on-site monitoring.
Information regarding this monitoring activity is described In the text

of this report.

SOURCt: 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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Contract Conditioning. = The conditioning of a CDBG entitlement grant award (or
_t_r)—d_g‘con ract) 1s an_administrative action in which entitlement funds are approved
but the obligation or_use of funds for affected activities is restricted until
the condition is satisfied. Conditioning is limited to cases where HUD has
determined that performance deficiencies exist that would d'_u_stify grant
reduction. Headquarters approval is required for all grant conditions. In FY
1983, 14 (2 percent) of 723 entitlement communities were awarded grants with
conditions attached. This is down slightly from the 22 percent)
communities receiving conditioned grants in FY 1982

Seventeen conditions were imposed on these 14 cormunities in 1983, a decline
from the 26 conditions placed on grants in FY 1982. Five of the conditions
were for HAP performance issues, three for audit findings, two for financial
management problems, two for ineligible activities, and one each for program
income, subgrantee audits, rehabilitation, program progress, and environmental
concerns.

Audits.  Every entitlement community must have its program reviewed by an
Tndependent Public Accountant (IPA) at least biennially and preferably every
year. The IPA audit is sent to the HUD Regional Inspéctor General for Audit
(RIGA) for review and acceptance. The RIGA may also undertake audits of 'part
or all of the CDBG program of selected grantees. A "Finding" under an IPA or
OIG audit means that: (1¥]a cost has been questioned; (2) a conclusion has
been reached disallowing the cost; or (3) a judgment has been mede concernin

the local government's” procedures and system of internal controls. Audi

findings aré subject to review by Area fflcedorogram staff, and this review
may result in the findings either being resolved in favor of the grantee ("not
sustained") or against the grantee (“"sustained").

During FY 1983, 644 audit reports on CDBG entitlement grantees were submitted
to HUD for review. Ninety-six percent of those audits were conducted by
Independent Public Accountants (IPAs).  Forty-five percent (283) of these
reports contained findings, and twenty-sixX percent contained findings
questioning or disallowing costs. The nu of audit reports submitted in FY
1983 was down by 32 percent (from 952 to 644) from FY 1982 and this appears to
be due to the continued c1ose-out of the hold-harmless category of entitlement
recipients. (See Table 1-19.)
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TABLE 1-19

AUDIT REPORTS AND FINDINGS REGARDING CDBG ENTITLEMENT ACTIVITIES
DURING Fy 1982 AND FY 1983

1982 'FY 1983
Audit Reports' 952 644
Audit Reports with Findings 2 419 283
Reports with Monetary Findings (244) (168)
Reports with Non-Monetary
Findings Only (175) (115)

1 The overwhelming number of audits are conducted by Independent Public
Accountants (IPAs). In Fy 1982, 903 (95 percent) and in Fy 1983 620 (96
percent) of the audits were done by IPAs. The Office of Inspector
General undertook 49 audits in FY 1982 and 24 audits in Fy 1983.

2 In Fy 1982, 1/3 audit reports had both monetary and non—monetaré
findings, and 71 reports had monetary findings only. In Fy 1983, 11
audit reports had both monetary and non-monetary findings, and 49 reports
had monetary findings only.

SOURCE: US. Uepartment of HouSINng and Urban Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Inspector General, Planning and Research
Division. Compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

! In Fy 1983, there was a total of 1,407 findings in 283 audit reports on
~ entitlement grantee's CDBG activities. The number of findings decreased 14
percent from FY 1982, while the number of reports decreased by almost one-
third (from 419 to 283). Approximately 42 percent of the FY 1983 findings
involved questioned or disallowed costs, about the same proportion of monetary
findings as in Fy 1982.

While the number of monetary findings decreased in FY 1983, the dollar amount
s involved increased 52 percent over FY 1982. There wes $103.6 million in
- monetary findings in FY 1983 reports compared to $68.3 million in Fy 1982.
However, the proportion of sustained costs actually declined in FY 1983 (from
32 to 5 percent), while the absolute level increased. (See Table 1-20.)
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TABLE 1-20

TYPE AND AMOUNT CF AUDIT FINDINGS IN THE CDBG
ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM IN FY 1982 AND FY 1983

FY 19382 FY 1983
NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER  PERCENT
Total Audit Findings 1629 100% 1407 100%
Total Audit Monetary 635 39 596 42
Total Audit Non-Monetary 994 61 811 B

AVIOUNT PERCENT AMOUNT  PERCENT

MONETARY FINDINGS ($000) ($000)

~ CDBG Monetary Findings $68,279 100% $103,631 100%
Not Sustained 38,331 56 65,106 63
Sustained 21,599 32 26,328 25
Unresolved 8,349 12 12,197 12

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of
Inspector General, Planning and Research Division. Compiled by the
Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

Grant Reductions. Eight entitlement recipients had their FY 1983 grant awards
partrally reduced as a result of past performance deficiencies. This is a
decline of two from FY 1982. In all, $899,000 was reduced from these eight
grantees. This was a sizable decline from the FY 1982 level of $2.55
million. All FY 1983 reductions were due to audit findings.

Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity Requirements. Grantees participating in
the CDBG EntitTement program must submit certifications of compliance with
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act
of 1968 and other applicable laws. The applicable civil rights laws prohibit
discrimination in the provision of housing, benefits, services, facilities,
and employment opportunities based on race, color, national origin, sex, age,
or handicap. These laws apply to any program or activity funded in whole or
part under Title B - Housing and Community Development Act of 1974.

Further, the grantee is required by Section 3 of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968 to make available to the greatest extent feasible,
training and employment opportunities to lower-income residents of areas and
contracts to small businesses located within the project area or owned in
substantial part by area residents. The Department further encourages the use
of minority businesses by grantees in carrying out their CDBG Entitlement
programs .

In addition to submitting certifications, grantees are required to prepare and
submit to HUD a Housing Assistance Plan (HAP).  This Plan, in addition to
other provisions, must include estimates of housing assistance needs of lower-
income persons currently residing in the community, by tenure type and by
household type (lower-income households which are elderly and handicapped,
small fam lies and non-elderly individuals and large families), for all
households to be displaced by public action and, where information is
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availabie, by private action during the three-year program. Such estimates
shail ais0 ve provided for ‘lower-Income mnority househoius. The HAP must
identify the special housing needs of handicapped persons and any other
special” housing needs of gla_rtlcu_lar groups of ‘iower-income households in the
community, such as Black, Hispanic, or other minority households.

Grantees aiso are required to submit to HUD an annual performance report.
This report must inc'lude, at a minimum, the foilowing components relating to
fair housing and equai opportunity:

0  Direct Benefit Activity' -- the grantee report must be specific in the
fofal numoer OF households/persons assisted ana give the percent of these
assisted househoids/persons wvo are lower-income as weli as the
percentaye assisted by racial/ethnic group and the percentage of lower-
Income househoids assisted that were headed by a female.

0  Faur kausing == the grantee must describe the actions it took during the
year to affirmatively further fair housing, in conformance witn its
certifications.

0  Dispiacement/Reiocation -- the grantee. wust report on _the
dispiacement/reTocation of 'low- and moderate-income househo'lus as we?i as
minorities (by category) affected as a result of program activities.
This report incliudes data on where displacees reiocate.

FY 1983 SECRETARY'S DISCRETIONARY FUND PROGRAM

The Secretary's Uiscretionary Fund is_a relatively small but important
component of the cDbc program. |t consists of four programs for which $50.5
miliion was a'i'iocated in FY 1983. ‘Ihese programs are the Indian Tribes and
Aiaskan Natives Cbbw, the Technical Assistance, the Insular Areas, ana the
Special Projects programs.

The Indian Tribes and Alaskan Natives ¢UBG Program received $3z.8 mitlion in

FY 1983, tne Targest share of the Secretary’s Fund. The program proviues
funds for eligible community deveiopment activities of any' Indian Tribe, band,
roup, or nation, inc'iudiny Alaskan Indians, Aleuts, ‘and Eskimos and any
laskan Native Vi'l'iaye that is considered eligible under the Indian sSelf-
Uetermination ana Education Assistance Act or under the State and Local
Assistance Act of 1472_(General Revenue Sharing Actj. In FY 1983, HUD
provided grants to izb Tribes and viliages; i8 percent of the funds awarded
was for housing rehabilitation; B percent for infrastructure projects; 2o
percent for community facilities; 3¢ percent for economic development; and
percent for other community deveiopment activities.

In FY ‘ivss, the second Tardest share of the Secretary's Fund was received vy
the Technicai Assistance "Program; $17 miilion was allocated to this
Program. . The Tecnnical Assistance program transfers knowleaye and skilis
necessary for impliementiny CDBG programs and objectives through contracts,
cooperative agreements, grants, and interagency arrangements.
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In FY 1983, a total of i04 technica'l assistance projects directed toward a
variety of purposes and groups were funded. Economic development, especiaiiy
UDAG-oriented, was the largest area of technical assistance funded in FY 1983,
with approximately $5.¢ miliion obligated. Technical assistance was provided
to entitlement cities and smalil cities concerning UDAG appiication preparation
and revision, financial structures, project development strategies, and ON-
site assistance was provided to communities having difficuity implementing
UDAG projects. Technical assistance on economic deveiopment was providea to
the Insular Areas through an interagency agreement with the Interior
Department. Other cooperative agreements sought to increase smaii and
minority business development and participation in CPD programs.

Other areas funded included three million dollars aliocated to 27 States to
improve their capacity to administer the Smali Cities Block Grant program and
to assist small cities in, applying for yrants. Fifty-six universities and
colleges received almost $2 million to funa work-study programs to attract
minorities, women, and economicaily disadvantaged students to careers in
community and economic development. In addition, five contracts totailing
almost $i1 million were initiated to provide technica'i assistance to meet tne
special needs of Black, Hispanic, and Indian communities i n cbBa programs.

Approximately $1.4 miliion doliars was allocated for housing re'lated technicai
assistance. Two agreements (totaiiing Yi.2 million) were initiated to assist
State and ‘iocal governments in implementing rental rehabiiitation
demonstrations. Another contract was undertaken to help the private sector
expand the supply of low- and moderate-income housing throuyh innovative

puiidinyg techniques.

Technical assistance was providea throuyh zu projects totailing approximately
$708,000 to States arid local governments to assist them to inteyrate energy
conservation ana generation into their economic and community development
programs and strategies. A major focus was assistance to communities to

develop their economic potential throuyh district heating.

Through the third component of the Secretary's Fund, the Insular Areas CiBa

;Iwogrmn,, HUD awarded approximately $o wmillion; $i.6 million to the Virgin
siands; $2 million to Guam; $500,000 to the Commonwealth of Northern Mariana

Islands; $300,000 to American Samoa and approximately $t.0 million to the
Pacific Trust Territories. These funas were used for water, sewer, housing

rehabilitation, and economic development needs.

The fourth component of the Secretary's Fund, the Special Projects prograin
funded two projects in FY i983 for a total of $8V0,00U.
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CLOSEOUT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

A major FY 1983 Departmental priority called for continuing the close out of
various community development projects and grants.

CATEGORICAL GRANTS

A major on-going Departmental responsibility has been to close out projects
funded by the seven categorical programs which were replaced the Community
Development Block Grant program. At the beginning of 1974, there were 6,958
categorical BrOjeCtS, cons_lstlnghof 3,095 Open Space, 1,395 Water and Sewer,
1,631 Urban Renéwal and Neighborhood Development, 492 Neighborhood Facilities,
200 Code Enforcement, and 145 Model Cities projects. he vast majority of
these projects have_been closed out. The table below shows the pattern of
decrease since 1974 in active categorical projects.

TABLE 1-21

NUMBER OF CATEGORICAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS ACTIVE
AT THE START OF SELECTED FISCAL YEARS: 1975-1984

1975 1977 1979 1981 1982 1983 1984
4,862 2,201 748 181 79 39 18

SOURCE. U.S. Department of HOUSTng ana Urban UEVE I0pMet, CommunTty PTannThg -
and Development, Office of Management, Budget Division. Compiled by

the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

At the start of 1983, 39 categorical projects were still active. Of these
projects, 21 were closed out during the year.  During 1983, 14 or 54 percent
of the remaining Urban Renewal Projects ‘were closed. “HUD also closed six or
(50 percent) of the remaining Resource projects and the last remaining Model
Cities project.

At the beginning of FY 1984, only 18 categorical projects remained in an
active state. The remaining active projects include 11 Urban Renewal
Projects, five Neighborhood Projects, one Code Enforcement Project, and one
Open Space Project.

HOLD HARMLESS GRANTS

The 1974 Housing and Community Development Act, as amended, created a category
of temporary entitlement recipients composed of smaller cities that, while not
qualifying for a formula entitlement, had participated in one or more of the
several categorical programs consolidated into the Title I CDBG program.

For the first three years of the CDBG program, hold-harmless communities
received a ‘?rant based wupon their average past categorical program
experience. he hold-harmiess allocation was reduced by one-third for each
such_grantee in FY 1978, by an additional one-third in FY 1979, and wes
eliminated in FY 1980. These smaller cities were also eligible to receive
grants under the Small Cities competitive program.
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The Department has made steady progress in closing out the five years of hold-
harmless grants. As of the end of FY 1982, 2,333 of these grants (66 percent)
had been closed, and 1,200 grants remained to be closed out. During FY 1983,
56 percent or 669 of the remaining projects were closed, leaving 531 active
grants as shown in Table 1-22 below.

TABLE 1-22
HOLD-HARMLESS GRANT CLOSE QUTS BY FISCAL YEAR CF GRANTS

FISCACVEARS S

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 TOTAL
Grants Made 740 729 716 682 666 3,533
Closed as of 9/82 506 482 473 443 429 2,333
Closed FY 1983 135 137 136 128 133 669
Active 99 110 107 111 104 531

SOURCt:  US. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of
Management, Data Systems and Statistics Division. Compiled by the
Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

PLANNING ASSISTANCE (701) PROGRAM

Since the Planning Assistance (701) program was repealed by Section 313(b) of
the Housing and Comnunity Development Amendments of 1981, HUD field offices
have continued to close out 701 projects as scheduled. Prior to its repeal,
the 701 program authorized grants to support State, areawide, and local
comprehensive planning and management programs for urban and rural
development. In Fy 1983, field offices closed out 222 or 84 percent of the
remaining projects. For FY 1984, 42 programmatic close outs and 371 audit
reviews remain to be completed.

NEIGHBORHOOD SELF-HELP DEVELOPMENT GRANT PROGRAM

The Neighborhood Self-Help Development (NSHD) program was authorized under
Title VII of the Housing and Comnunity Development Amendments of 1978 to give
grants and other forms of assistance to qualified neighborhood organizations
to undertake housing, economic and comnunity development, and other
appropriate neighborhood conservation and revitalization projects in low- and
moderate-income neighborhoods. Over 50 percent of the program activities
involved housing rehabilitation. The program was re?ealed by Section 313(a)
of the Housing and Comnunity Development Amendments of 1981.

Of 125 active Neighborhood Self-Help Development grants, 116 required
monitoring and close out at the beginning of Fiscal Year 1983. Programnatic
close outs were carried out for 82 grants and final close outs performed for
72 grants. With the addition of 12 grants closed out in FY 1982, a total of
94 programnatic and 72 final close outs had been carried out by the end of the

1983 fiscal year.
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NWW COMMVIUNITEES PROGRAM

Final close out of the Newv Communities program was initiated in FY 1983. Of
the 48 grants awarded to 11 Mw Communities to be serviced and closed out,
four grants were closed in 1983. There were $100,357,881 in grant approvals
made from FY 1975 to FY 1982. 0f this amount, $11,430,769 Temained to be
drawn down at the end of Fy 1983.

GOMMLNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT JOBS PROGRAM

The CDBG Jobs program was created as part. of the Emergency Jobs Appropriation,
Public Law 98-8, of March 24, 1983. The program Was funded by a one-time
appropriation of $1 billion for comunity development grants. The legislation
named the Department of Housing and Urban Development as the administering

agency.

PROGRAM  OPERATIONS

Objectives. In formulating the specifics of this program, Congress stressed
e Imporiance of getting useful projects underway quickly, targeting areas of

highest unemployment and persons out of work for some time, and opening

employment opportunities for women and minorities. The Congress recognize

hr]]at the ICommunity Development Block Grant program has features that address
ese goals.

Special Provisions. The Jobs program legislation contains special provisions
that focus _comnunity development jobs spending on the legislation's
objectives. These include the following:

1. Spending should support projects which create jobs, particularly for
persons who have been unemployed for at least 15 of the %6 weeks prior to
enactment of the legislation.

2. Spending is to be directed to areas of high unemployment.

3. The ten percent limitation on individual grantee spending for public
services which applies to regular CDBG expenditures is removed for these
additional funds only. In 1ts place is a $500 million limit on total
expenditures for public services.

4.  The appropriation has a one percent set-aside for Indian programs.

5.  Quarterly reports are required grantees to HUD and by HUD to Congress
on the use of CDBG Jobs program funds.

Equal Opportunity Requirements.  Since the creation of jobs is a primary
puUrpose of the CDBG Jobs program, Title M of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
applies to the jobs supported or created through the program. Therefore, the
statutorily-mandated Title. M certification requries that grantees certify
that they will not discriminate on the basis of race, ethnicity, or gender in
who recelves the jobs created.
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HUD is mandated to provide quarterly reports to Congress on the use of the
CbbG Jobs program funas. Because the current Grantee Performance Report (GPR;
used in the regular CbBG program does not require data on the jobs created and
on those persons who were employed with CDBG funds, OMB has approved
collection of these additional data for the CDBG Jobs program and tnese
reports will serve as part of the basis for required reportiny to Congress.
Furthermore, in the Notice of Fund Availability for the CbdG Jobs program,
grantees were advised that they wouid be required to maintain records whicn
contain information on employment opportunities dlrectI%/ supported by these
funas. These records cover jobs provided by the grantees and contractors.
The data must inciude separate identification of emp'loyees by race, sex and
ethnicity, and with the exception of the State CDBa Jobs program, grantees
must report this emplioyment data to HuD annually.

Allocation of CLBG Jobs Program Funds., CDBG Jobs program funds were alliocated
to grantees using a mu'lti-stage process. First, Congress appropriated $750
million to be shared among CDBa Entitlement and Smaii Cities program
participants with one percent set asiae for grants to Indian Tribes. Congress
also appropriated an additional $250 million exclusively for ailocation amony
entitlement comnunities.

The next stage invoived determining amounts to be aiiocated to each State.
The $742.5 million ($750 miliion 'less one percent) was allocated among the 50
?tatesl, the District of Coiumbia, aria Puerto Rico, accorainy to the following
ormula:

== one-half of the funds ($37i.25 million) went to States accordinyg to the
relative shares of at{ reyular cbBa entitlement arid non-entitlement funds

the States had receiveu;

== one-third of the funds ($247.5 miliion) went to States accordiny to the
relative shares of all unempioyed persons in those States; and

-- one-sixth of the funds ($123.75 miition) among States with [ong-term
unemployment (21 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Ricoy
accordm% to the relative share of the long-term unemployeu persons among
each of those jurisdictions.

The $250 miliion dollars appropriated exclusively for entitlement communities
wes ailocated using the same three factors except that in the first factor,
only the State's share of ali entitlement comnunity funds was considered..

After a State's total a'l'iocation was determined, it was divided into
entitlement and non-entitlement shares.  Non-entitlement areas in a_ State
received the same portion of the State's aliotment of the $74z.5 million as
the non-intitiement areas received under the reguiar CDBG program.
Entitlement areas in each State received the balance of the State's snare of
the $742.5 million anu the State's share of the $250 million appropriated
exciusiveiy for entitiement communities .

In the finai stage of the process, each entitlement community received a
percentage of Cbba Entitlement Jobs program funds equai to its percentage of
regular cDba funds allocated to the State.  hion-entitlement funds were
distributed by State governments, using methods tney designed to reflect the
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special provisions of the Jobs Bill. HUD administered the non-entitlement
funds in States that chose not to administer the program and also selected the
Indian Tribes to receive funds from the $7.5 million set aside for this
purpose.

Program Implementation: The Department of Housing and Urban Development

informed potential grantees and States of their preliminary fund allocations
on April 8th, two weeks after the Jobs program legislation was enacted. At
that time, local officials of entitlement comnunities could begin selecting
community development projects and holding public hearings on the use of
funds; States could begin planning to distribute funds to nonentitlement
communities. Final allocations, which differed only slightly from preliminary
estimates, were made known on April 21st. The following iInformation
summarizes when significant program implementation actions were undertaken:

March 24 - Legislation signed.

April 5 - Preliminary information disseminated.

April 8 - Preliminary allocation made known to grantees.

April 22 - Final allocations sent to field offices.

April 22 - Questions and answers made available.

May 12 - Reporting instructions distributed.

May 19 - Federal Register notice of fund availability published.
May 27 - Instructions on operating procedures disseminated.
July 1 - State, entitlement grantees final statements due.

July 15 - Indian Tribe final statements due.

August 26 - 50 percent limit on public service expenditures lifted.

Entitlement grantees and States administering nonentitlement grants were to
submit Final Statements of Community Development Objectives and Projected Use
of Funds by July 1, 1983. Indian Tribes' Final Statements were due by July
15th. All had public participation requirements to fulfill before submitting
a final statement with certifications. States, entitlement comnunities, and
Indian Tribes could submit a final statement upon completion of presubmission
requirements, although HUD could not approve it until the Notice of Funds
Available was published in the Federal Register on May 19th.

The level of participation in the program was quite high.  Seven hundred
sixty-three entitlement comnunities submitted final statements with
certifications covering the special provisions of the program and were issued
letters of credit. All States with the exception of Maryland, Hawaii, Kansas,
and New York elected to distribute funds to their nonentitlement
comnunities. HUD administered the nonentitlement Jobs program in those four
States. In addition, HUD funded 36 of the 181 Indian Tribe submissions.

PROGRAM PERFORVIANCE

Planned Activities with CDBG Jobs Program Funds. Public works and

Improvements activities were heavily favored by grantees in their budget plans
for the CDBG Jobs program, especially in the State nonentitlement component.
According to the Quarterly Status Reports submitted by CDBG Jobs program
grantees, over one-half of all CDBG Jobs program funds was budgeted for public
works and facilities projects. The proportion of Jobs program funds budgeted
for public works and facilities is almost twice that of the regular CDBG
entitlement program. For example, CDBG entitlement grantees in 1983 allocated
22 percent of their entitlement funds to public works and improvements.
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TABLE 1-23
DISTRIBUTION CF CDBG JOBS PROGRAM FUNDS AMONG PROJECT CATEGORIES

Public Works/ Public Housing tconomic Other
“'Facilities Services Rehabilitation Development Projects
517 21% 12% 97 %2

Entitlement grantees budgeted 21 percent of their CDBG Jobs program funds for
public services, while other grantee groups planned to spend only a minimal
amount on public services. For comparison purposes, entitlement grantees
budgeted 11 percent of their 1983 CDBG entitlement funds to public services.
As a group, grantees budgeted twelve percent of their CDBG Jobs program funds
for housing rehabilitation, nine percent for financial assistance to
businesses for economic development, and seven percent for other types of
projects. The percentage of CDBG Jobs program funds allocated for housing
rehabilitatisn, 12 percent, contrasts with the proportion of regular CDB
Entitlement program funds normally devoted to that activity. In 1983, for
example, 36 percent of the CDBG Entitlement Program money was budgeted for
housing rehabilitation.

Financial Performance through September 1983. By the end of September, most
_t—mTWT_‘%'—FPligran €es naa supmitted tinal statements, and HUD had obligated 95 percent of
he funds to grantees. In turn, the approved grantees obligated 21 percent of
their funds through contracts, purchase orders, and other binding
commitments.  This amounted to about $200 million committed for community

development projects and public services.

Furthermore, grantees actually spent over $19 million of the funds they had
budgeted by the end of September 1983. They spent six percent of the funds
budgeted for financial assistance to businesses for economic development and
four percent of the amount planned for public services. They spent three
percent or less of the planned amount in the other project categories. Most
of the spending was by urban counties and entitlement cities, the group which
got their projects underway more quickly than the other grantee groups since
they did not have to participate in competitions as did most other recipients.

Employment and Job Creation through September 1983. CDBG Jobs program
grantees reported that they made firm commitimenis involving the employment of
nearly 34,000 persons by September 30, 1983, providing approximately 245,000
weeks of employment. In addition, they reported having committed funds to
create approximately 10,000 rew permanent jobs by assisting businesses for
economic development. Public services and public works projects accounted for
80 percent of the employment commitments, even though these categories did not
have the highest levels of funds obligated during the quarter. It is
extremely difficult to predict the level of total employment support and job
creation which will be achieved in the CDBG Jobs program.  Assuming that
current trends continue, however, it can be projected that the program may
support over 171,600 persons in approximately 23,600 person years of direct
employment .
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FOOTNOTES

The following metropolitan cities chose to have their CDBG entitlement
grants included in an urban county entitlement grant: Chester and
Haverford, PA, (Delaware County) ; Troy, MI, (Oakland County); Wauwatose,
Wi, (Milwaukee County); Cerritos, CA, (Los Angeles County).

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.
Selected 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 OMB
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,
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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TABLE A-1: PART 1
ESTIMATED CDBG ENTTTLEMENT CITY FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES BUDGETED 1979-1983
(Dollars in Millians)

1983 T2 1981 1950 1979
PUBLIC FACILITIES AND IMPROVEMENTS $431.0 $48B.0 $594 §$6R6  $ 7124
Tpercent) o7l 0 &9 :
Street Inprovements .4 164.3 .1 6.8 278.5
Parks, Recreation, etc. RB,2 5.0 67.3 81.2 104.5
Water and Sewer 9.0 440 68.9 66.7 78.8
Flood and Drafnage 2.7 14.3 16.6 2.3 331
Neigiborhoad Facilities 62 194 490 702 67.9
Solid wasts Facilities 8.7 25 13 11 2.2
Parkirg Facilities 71 .7 94 238 21
Fire Protection Facilities 65 9.6 95 9.7 2.4
Removal of Arch. Barriers 6.0 6.8 1.0 132 134
Senior Centers 60 8.3 9.6 147 168
Centers for the Hudicapped 13 14 8.2 86 72
Ofther Public works and Facilities .0 %.7 0.1 5.4 79.8
HOUSING RELATED ACTIVITIES $8RS5 §$7681 $8160 $7R8 §RS6
(percent) (37.3) (%.3] {2 99) (32.0] (B3]
Rehab. of Private Property 548.0 54.2 610.7 5759 4716
Rehab. of Pub, Res. Structures 105.0 108.9 115.0 8.5 1336
Rehab. of Pub, Housing Mo, 183 12.5 270 28.4 2.7
Code Enforcement 548 25 8.2 475 534
Historic Preservation 9.2 99 .l 12,5 14.3
New Husirg: LICs 67.2 NA- A HA- WA
AQUISITION/CLEARANCE RELATED $ P9 $1760 § 204 $27187 §34.7
(percent] 4.8) 8.3) (11.0]
Axuisiticn of Real Property 254 923 1413 151.0 2.6
Clearance ¥.4 4.5 538 60.2 5.3
Relacation 79 31.0 545 538 68.8
Dispasition 112 12 10.8 8.7 80
PUBLIC SERVICES $ 2.1 §$1%1 §1&0.3  $1801 $1i9l.2
~(percent] -om 192 e ; 7T
ECONMIC DEVELOPMENT Sm.7 $1741 $121.5 $1154 § .2
~percerty 9% T8 5.1 5.0 (3:6)
Locai Develogment Corporation 904 73.7 748 68.5 B.4
Pblic Fx. and Impr, for ED 271 317 16.5 225 223
Com., and Ind, Fac. for & : 58.6 8.5 19.1 18.0 173
Acuisition for ED 8.6 16.2 111 104 112
COMPLETION OF CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS $ 19.8 § 3.6 § 198 §$ %8 §$ 4.1
“(pércent] (.9) (1.35) {.8) (1.6) (1.7}
OONTINGENCIES AND LOCAL OPTIONS $ B8 § 473 § 799 § %3 k4
H {percent} 2.5) 2.2) 4.1)
ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING $ .2 $§3IB4 X1 $255.0 §$I.2
(percent) 13.1) {14.3) 13.3) {10.8) 12.3)
Administration 2.8 3.4 i 25.9 250.0
Planning 544 8.0 56.0 41 542
TOTA. RESOURCES $2152,1  $2118.6  $2374.3  $23%0.7 $2471.1
Net Grant Amunt 1 1954.0 1963.9 21%.8 216.8 82,7
Other Progrem Resouces 1%8.1 1.7 1775 133.9 1834

A= Not available
Includes program ircare, surplus urban renewal funds, Tcan proceeds, and funds reprogrammed

fram prior years' grants.

T U.S. t Of HousTng and Urban Deve opment, Cammnity Plaming and Develognent,
Ofgce of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG Performance Monitoring and Evaluation
Data Bases.
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TABLE A-1: PART 2
ESTIMATED (DBG ENTITLEMENT CITY FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES

1975-1978
(Dollars in Millions)
(-7, I 977 0% 1975
PUBLIC FACILITIES AND THMPROVEMENTS $ A8 $80.2 $7%W4  §$AL5
(percent) OB TAE I (30.0)
Public Works, Facilities, and Sit?
Improvements L4 §%0.1 789.2 601.3
Payments for Loss of Rental Income 4 A 2 2
REHABILITATION $402.3 $3W5 $B.3 $28.0
percen 5 (3.7 T12.77 I1.3]
Rehabilitation Loans and Grants ¥6.8 24.0 5.4 195.7
Coce Enforcement 55 35 209 24
ACQUISTTION/CLEARMNCE RELATED $57.8 $40.0 $40.1 $4%.4
(percent] T2.6) “(B.0) (B3 “&.7)
Acquisition of Real P7.7 25.5 255 20.0
Clearance. Damlition, and .
Rehabilitation 234.8 125.8 112.5 105.8
Disposition of Real P 48 3.7 70 31
Reﬁtlon Payments armrs?ilstance 05 8.0 &1 g5
PUBLIC SERVICES $20.6 $146 $101 § 84
(percent] Tour (737 Te.) (4.3)
Provision of Public Services 0.5 163.1 154 22
Special Projects for the Elderly and
Handicapped a.1 15 2.7 152
COMPLETION OF CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS $113.9 $2044 $Xl.1 §$30.9
(percent) (4.7] {8.5) (11.7] (16.0]
Conpletion of Urban Renewal Land
Projects 0 5.9 154.3 158.1
Continuation of Model Cities Activities 24 76 6.4 2
Payment of Non-Federal share %.5 319 N4 3.6
CONTINGENCIES AND LOCAL OPTIONS $ &2 $1v3 $ VW6 $ 92
{percent) T35 TT&5] §.2) (4.9)
AIMINISTRATION AND PLANNING $3%0 $3X0.3 $2W6 $2R5
(percent) (13.7) 12.9) (1Z.1) {11.6)
Administration 1.5 220.5 201.4 1%0.6
. Planning and Managerent Development 83.5 ‘P8 ®.2 8L9
h TOTAL RESOURCES $2437.6 $23%5.3 $2%.2  $2013.9
Net Grant Amount 1 2958 2%3.3  2115.9 1986.9
Other Progrem Resources ms 19.0 13.3 70

1 Incluges program incame, surplus urban renawal funds, loan proceeds, and funds reprogrammed
fram prior years' grents.

T U.S. 0 Sing R i ami
Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics Division
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TABLE A-2: PART 1
ESTIMATED (DBG URBAN COUNTY FUNDING BY MAJGR ACTIVITIES BUDGETED 1979-1983
(Dollars in Miliions)

1963 082 TSI 1980 7R

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND IMPROVEMENTS $ 1612 $1556 $ 1711 §$17M5 §185.6

{percent) B 9% S TN V0 SR = ) IR 1 35 Y R €. 9 ]

Street Inprovements 61.6 512 61.2 b5 60.8

] Parks, Recreation, etc. 1.4 13.1 17.1 158 171
Mater and Sewer 3.0 32.3 425 426 476

flood and Drainage 9.7 93 m.7 99 1.2

Nei Facilities .9 n5 m.7 13.8 165

Solid Maste Facilities .5 19 2 — 2

Parking Facilities = 2.5 10 1.7 19 25

Fire Protection Facilities 45 32 42 36 39

Reowval of Arch, Barriers 5.2 38 58 6.9 6.0

Senior Centers 8.2 79 1.3 10.9 122

Centers for the Handicapped 17 11 9 18 1.3

Other Pulic Facilities 16.0 186 41 46 42

HOUSING RELATED ACTIVITIES $i191 $174 SE.7 $103.6 § 944

Tpercent) &2 TBS5) BL2) B0 232

Rehab of Private Property 0.6 10,1 19,1 97.2 84.0

Rehab of Pwb. Res. Structures 15 16 54 33 34

Rehab of Pub. Housing Mod. 2.2 11 2.2 2.1 1.6

Code Enforcement 32 30 6.6 438 29

Historic Preservation 20 1.6 24 2.2 25

Naw Hausing: LDCs 96 -N/A- NA- WA~ NA-

ACQUISTTION/CLEARANCE RELATED $ 71 §$ 189 §$ 329 $ 372 § 30

{percent) (1.5} 3.8) {7.6) 5.1

Acquisition of Real Property 14 133 .7 293 %.9

Ciearance 2.2 2.3 39 35 49

Relocation 34 3.3 4.1 44 49

) Disposition 9! —— 2 — 3
PUBLIC SERVICES $ 20 §$ 184 $ 76 § 73 § 80

(pen:enf) (3.7) 11.5) u.” (I.” (2 U)

“ ECONMIC DEVELOPMENT $ B/1 $ 32 $ W5 § 103 ¢ 82
] {percent) B o vic) R v 1 ) A O
Local Development Corporation 14.0 54 72 5.7 3.7

Pwlic Fac. and Impr. for ED 37 6.7 2.6 12 19

Comm. and Ind. Fac. for ED 250 n4 .5 18 19

Acquisition for ED 2.1 19 12 16 Vi

COMPLETION OF CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS § .2 s 78 7008 12 0§ 21

(percent] (%] (.2) (.2) {3 1.5)

i CONTINGENCIES AND LOCAL OPTIONS § 343 §$ 159 $ 219 §$ A1 $ 20
(percent; (7.3] 13.9) 15.0] 5.7] (5.4)

| ADMINISTRATION AD PLANNING § W4 $ B2 § M3 0§ M5 0§ 51
Tpércent) TEI U3E Tk UZer 12wy

Admnistration 478 41.3 55 464 401

Planning 226 13.9 8.8 8.1 1.1

TOTA. RESOURCES $4724 34126 $43%.0 §&LI.8  §46.2

MEMM‘ 4%.0 ax.3 4247 4173 6.0

Résources) 463 8.3 103 45 102

A= Not available
Includes program incare, surplus urban renewal funds, loan proceeds, and funds reprogrammed
from prior years' grants.

SUz: U.S. Department of HousTng and Urban Development, Cammnity Plaming and Development,
g:goe of Program Analysis and Evaluation, (DBG Performance Mnitoring and Evaluation
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TRBLE A2 PART 2
ESTIMATED (DBG ENTITLEMENT CITY FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES
19751578
(Dollars in Miltions)

1578 1977 19/6 19/5
PUBLIC FACILITIES AND IMPROVEMENTS $16.0 $15%.9 $1R9 §$ 4.8
(percent) &%.5] 47.2] 38.7) (37.3])
Pwlic Works, Facilities, and
Site Inprovenents 166.0 156.9 102 40.8
Payments far Loss of Rental Income
REHABILITATION $ 89 $ 1 §$ B2 § 137
{percent) 17.1) (13.2) ~(1Z5)
Rehabilitation Loans and Grents 60.6 8.6 58 1.7
Code Enforcement 3.3 25 2.4 20
ACQUISITION/CLEARANCE RELATED $ B3 §$ 48 $ X7 §$ 174
{percent) (13.2) RBE (B3] 1.9
isition of Real 8.7 3.2 21 112
tcgalrame, m]mm""ﬂg%w
Rehabilitation 14.8 11.2 7.1 4.2
Disposition of Real Property 1
Relocation Pyments and Assistance 5.8 54 35 19
PUBLIC SERVICES $ 65 $ K8 §$ 70 § 41
{percent] 34 U371 133

o
~
o
oo
w
o

Provision of Public Services
Special Projects for the Elderly

[(e]
o
o
o
w
~

L

s N I

N OO O

ad Handicapped
COMPLETION OF CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS $ 56 $ 39 §$ 49
{percent] {1.5] (1.2 { 2.3)
Campletion of Urban Renewal Land .
Projects 31 .9 2 15
Contiruation of Model Cities
Activities 1 — 9 43
Payment of Non-Federal Share 24 30 38 16
CONTINGNCIES AD LOCAL OPTIONS $ 186 §$ 194 §$ 120 §$ 64
—{percent) T30 (58] (5.6) (59
ADMINISTRATION AD PLANNING $ 7 $ 43 $ 57 §$ 194
“{percent) {13.1) 1Z3) (207 ~{17.87
Administration ¥.1 274 5.1 90
% Plaming and Management Development 166 13.9 10.6 104
TOTAL RESORCES $328 $33¢4 $235 §$ 8.2
Net Grant Amount 1 38.1 27.7 28.1 108.9
Other Program Resources 36 47 54 3

1 Ireludes progrem income, surplus urban renewa funds, Toan proceeds, and funds reprogramed
from prior years’ grants.

SOREI: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Lonmunity Plaming and
Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics Division
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METHODOLOGICAL APPEND| X

The data presented on the Planned and Actual Use of CDBG Entitlement Funds in
this report come from the CDBG Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data
Bases maintained by HUD's Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation. The data
bases contain data extracted by content analysis of the Applications,
Projected Use of Funds Statements, and Grantee Performance Reports for a
representative sample of 220 entitlement cities and all 98 urban counties.

The 220 entitlement cities were selected by a stratified random sample. The
sampiing strata used were the size of entitlement grant, whether the community
was a central city or non-central city, and whether the community received its
grant according to Formula A or Formula 6. (For a more detailed description
of the sampling methods employed, see the "Methodological Appendix, Section
1," pp. 143-146 in the Sixth Annual Report to Congress on the Community
Development Block Grant Programs).  Prior to 1982, the CDBG—Performance
Monitoring and tvaluation Data Bases were comprised of 200 entitlement
cities. In 1982, CPD began including all urban counties participating in the
Entitlement program in the CDBG Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data
Bases and included all urban county Applications from 1980 and 1981, the 1982
Statement of Objectives and Projected Use of Funds, and the most recent
Grantee Performance Report (1980). In 1983 the entitlement city sample was
expanded from 200 to 220 entitlement cities to reflect the increased number of
eh‘%ible entitlement cities which have participated in the program since 1978,
particularly those with populations less than 100,000. The table below shows
the composition of the 1983 sample of entitlement cities and the universe of
entitlement cities in each stratum.

CHARACTERISTICS OF 1983 CDBG PERFORMANCE MONITGRING AND EVALUATION
SAVPLE OF ENTITLEMENT CITIES

CENTRAL CITIES NON-CENTRAL CITIES
"FORMULAA FORMULAB FRUA A FORMUIAB
GRANT AVMOUNT N n N n N n N n
~$10,000,000+ 0 10 2 2 0 - 0 -
$4,000,000-
9,999,999 0 19 » 19 2 2 i |
$2,000,000-
3,999,999 29 15 41 16 8 316 8
$1,000,000-
1,999,999 H 14 B 15 5 5 ¥ 14
Less than
$1,000,000 117 18 66 15 9 0 2 4
Total 25 T 27 & 5 30 70 7

I N= Mmber of comunities in universe of Entitlement Cities
n= Nunber of comunities included in (DBG Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Sanple.
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CHAPTER 2: THE SVALL CITIES COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM
INTRODUCTION

This chapter reports on the activities and overall program performance of the
Small Cities Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. — The chapter
toles.tchrlbgst %he second year in a transition of program responsibility from HUD
0 the States.

Since 1974, the Small Cities program has been HUDs principal resource for
helping non-entitlement communities meet their community development needs
through housing, community, and economic development activities. In 1981
Congress, at the request of the Administration, radically altered the
program.  States were given the option of assumln(tg adninistrative
responsibility for the Small Cities program within their geographic
boundaries, in keeping with the Administration's New Federal ism initiatives.

Under the rew format in FY 1982, following issuance of rew HUD regulations, 36
States and Puerto Rico elected to assume program responsibility, determine
their own priorities, develop and operate their own competitions, make awards,
and administer grants to eligible Small Cities. B 1983 ten new States,
now a total of 46 States, and Puerto Rico, had assumed full program
responsibilities with only four remaining under HUD administration. esults
?:fh hte early stages of this intergovernmental initiative are described in this
apter.

OVERV IEW

This section summarizes recent legislative devel opments and program operations
in Fy 1983 and describes the objectives of the program. The Small Cities CDBG
program has the same objectives as other components of the CDBG Entitlement
‘program. Small Cities "program funds are allocated by State, based on a
ormula applied to all non-entitled areas. Awards weré mace by HUD through
competitions between applicants within each State. Small cities in non-
metropol itan and metropol itan areas competed separately. In addition,
comunities with canprehensive programs addressing several™ needs over one to
three year periods competed separatelly from communities addressing a single
need. ~ At that time, a two-stage application process was used by HUD. ~HUD
Field Offices ranked the prel imfnary applications in each State in accordance
with a national selection system. Hup then invited the highest ranking
gﬁ)plic(:ﬁz’;)s to submit full applications which included a Housing Assistance
an .

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 offered States the option of
administering the program. Other changes brought about by the Act
included:  elimination of the distinction between metropol itan and non-
metropolitan small cities; a larger share of funds available to small cities,
relative to entitlement communitres; and overall simplification of anl ication
procedures, including elimination of the HAP requirement. States electing to
adninister the program could replace HUDs program with their own without
affecting the amount of the Federal allocation to the State. However, they
were required to honor the multi-year commitments for small cities previously
HUD. FoIIowin? FY 1983, multi-year commitments by HUD will

mecke
Cﬁmgle ed and States wil _able to commit the full amount of each year's
allocation under their own distribution systems.
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The first year of the new State Sma]l Cities ram wes a period durin

ei(;h gtat s opting to assume responsibility 1?0 p'i?g.r own progra&s explored g
variety of Rrogrammatlc approaches and procedures. ~ HUB regulations
imp1 ementln% the amendments also reflected the Administration's strong desire
to enhance_the State role in resolving local problems == a concept central to
the Administration's Nw Federal sm initatives. Unlike most other block grant
programs, the HUD Small Cities proéqrzam permitted States to vol untarily assume

responsibilities at their own speed.

Summary ,of Overall Assessment and Conclusions. The data presented in this
‘h_t‘rL_cr_t_t'Ft_t_l_t‘_t_c_ap er indicaie that states electing to_join the State-administered Small
Cities program generally made a determined effort to create strong and
responsi\e programs designed to fulfill Zlegislative objectives.  Through
outreach, administering agencies sought to make more eligible communities
aware of the existence and potential of the program, and to encourage
appl ications. Through technical assistance, States sought to aid small cities
in the application process, guide than to an understanding of program
requirements and objectives, and aid them in meeting State and locally
determined priorities. Taken as a whole, the first two years of the State-
adnini stered pr(%%gnm has, for most of the 37 original participating States,
been fruitful the stance of creating a program that is a new and
innovative venture for State govermments., Each section of the chapter is
summarized below. The first three sections summarize the State-administered
Small Cities program.

Additional OVERALL PROGRAM OPERATIONS INFORMATION on both the HUD- and State-
administered programs are included 'in the final section of this Chapter.
Information on grant close-outs, program audits, drawdowns and expenditures,
and monitoring visits complete the Small Cities program profile.

JUMMARY:  THE STATE-ADMINISTERED PROGRAM

Recent Program Developments. Congressional actions amending the Housing and
Comnm?;f_ Development Act of 1974 through the Omnibus Budget and
Reconciliation Act of 1981 were followed by issuance of HUD regulations and
policy statements permitting great flexibility for States “electing to
adninister their own programs. e 37 original FY 1982 States created their
own systems of application, selection, award, and oversight within the broad
confines of HUD's regulations.  Because HUD did not issue the regulations
until mid-year, many States did not actually begin program award processes
until the end of FY 1982. Six of the ten new States entering the program in
Fy 1983 also began the process late in the year.

The FYy 1983 period, in contrast to FY 1982, was marked by the issuance of no
regulations or significant policy statements, and by consolidation and
restructuring of the program by States. The ten new States developed their
?\r/]vn_systems bgsed %n the eg(<per|ence of thet_37 pafrt|C| hatmg ﬁta(t:e_%, adding

eir ow S riorities. ropriations for Small Citjes CDRG
Brgqfan 1n B 1B wre ° 81,050 iR A indC total ABatopFiations Fs
$6,g88_million since the initiation of tx:e program in FY 1975, and remaining
essentially at the same level as Fy 1982.

Program Operations in FY 1983. The original 37 State programs generally

48




continued FY 1982 practices, although with sane redefinition of selection
factors and priorities. An example of this was the change in policy and
program design that took place in 32 of the previously participating States.
Generally, the changes include a de-emphasis on need, and an increased
emphasis on program effectiveness. 'Effectiveness' related to better serving
program objectives. Six States also made significant modifications of
policies and processes for distributing funds to local govermment grantees,
including redefining selection factors, eligible activities, administrative
processes, and attempting to reach cities that had not previously
partici pated. Many States sought to increase local knowledge of State
procedures, and emphasized meeting such State-local objectives as leveraging
of funds and increased private sector involvement.

The flexibility offered States in policies and processes also was mirrored in
program operations and application/selection timetables. Because many States
had different procedures and timetables, sane were also still in process of
completing their FY 1982 operations i n FY 1983. Several of the States decided
to combine their FY 1982 and FY 1983 allocations and offer awards through a
single canpetition.

I n each participating State, the Small Cities program was administered by an
agency having previous Federal grant experience. Thirty-three of the States
assigned the responsibility to their Departments of Canmunity Development or
Economic and Community Development. All the agencies also managed an active
technical assistance program, funded under Section 107, the Secretary's
Discretionary Fund. Their 107 programs generally included increasing their
own grantee in-house capabilities and resources, improving grantee program
administration, and setting up an active grantee information exchange.

Program and Project Characteristics. I n program and project characteristics,
the new State-administered program differed in both FY 1982 and FY 1983 from
the HUD-administered FY 1981 program. In FY 1981 housing for low- and
moderate-income persons and public facilities were the most common activities
funded by HUD. Forty-four State-admninistered priorities in FY 1982 and again
]icn I|:Y 1983 included economic developnent and housing, and 38 public
acilities.

The ratio of project activities and amount of funds allocated each activity
changed from the FY 1981 HUD-administered program. For housing activities,
the ratios for FY 1981 were 33 percent of fumds and 39 percent of grants, to
14 percent of both funds and grants in FY 1982, and 14 and 16 percent in FY
1983, respectively. Another change occurred in the FY 1981 public facilities
ratio. In FY 1981 the ratio was 24 of percent funds and 38 percent of
grants. I n FY 1982 the ratio had changed to 48 and 43 percent, and I n FY 1983
to 52 and 47 percent, respectively. Only four percent of funds and grants
were awarded for economic development in FY 1981. This ratio increased about
four-fold to 19 and 22 percent, respectively, in FY 1982, and 14 percent (for
both categories) in FY 1983. The total number of grqytees in each city
population size category increased i n FY 1982 and FY 1983.

49




SUMMARY: THE HUD-ADM ENESTERED PROGRAM

The FY 1983 HUD-administered Small Cities program was based on simplified
application and selection procedures initiated in FY 1982. Four States,
Hawaii, Kansas, Maryland, and New York, chose to remain in FY 1983, and were
allocated $67 million. New York had not completed the award process

at the time this' report was issued. Hawaii allocations to its small cities
were made on a formula grant basis.

THE STATE-ADMINISTERED SMALL CITIES PROGRAM

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS. This section summarizes the basic Congressional

and HUD framework Teading to implementation of the State Small Cities CDBG
program, and explains how States adninistered their FY 1983 programs. Two
major areas are included: regulatory changes and their effect on the program,
and State certifications to HUD.

Regulatory Changes and Their Effect on the Program. The FY 1982 HUD

regulations offered participating States maximum flexibility to design and
implement their individual programs. HUD's April 1982 regulations offered
“...maximum feasible deference to State interpretation of the statutory
requirements." States were allowed to design their own methods of
distributing funds to meet their owm objectives, and to establish their
program policies and processes. States were also given latitude in creating
their owmn definitions of low- and moderate-income, a key CDBG national program
objective, but States were required to assure that moderate-income persons
were not served to the exclusion of low-incane persons. HUD did not alter the
operational framework of the FY 1982 State-adninistered program in FY 1983,
but HUWD continued to provide technical assistance to aid States in
implementing statutory and regulatory requirements. HUD also encouraged
flexibility in meeting local needs, while conforming to tHe intent of
Congress .

‘State Certifications to HUD. If a State elected to administer its omn

program, 1t assumed the Dbasic responsibilities required by the Act and
subsequent regulations. The State was required to certify that, with respect
to non-entitled areas, it would:

0 plan for community development activities;

0 provide technical assistance to local communities;

0 provide, out of State resources, matching funds equivalent to at
least ten percent of the State's Community Development Block Grant
for use in the State's non-entitlement areas; and

0 consult with local officials in designing the method of fund
distribution;
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0 give maximum feasible priority to activities which will benefit 1ow-
and moderate-income families; aid in the prevention of dums and
blight; and meet other community development needs having a
particular urgency when existing conditions posed an immediate and
serious threat to the health and welfare of the community, where
other financial resources were not available.

Through the first four so-called "buy-in" provisions, Congress sought to
encourage the participation of "States which demonstrated an interest in local
community development and to discourage those_.whose only attraction to the
program i s the availability of Federal funds."™ The purpose of "buy-in" was
to promote additional investment of resources by States joining the system.
To assume responsibility for the program, the State submits to HUD a Notice of
Election and certifications relating to the first three provisions noted
above. Later a Final Statement is submitted i n which the State certifies that
local officials have been consulted, and which contains its community
development objectives, and proposed method of distributing funds. The State
must certify that this information has been made available prior to submission
for public review and comnent, and the proposed Statement must be published.
The 1981 amendnents required a public review.  HUD reviews but does not
approve Final Statements before award of grants to States to determine that
they include necessary elements, consistent with Congressional intent to
emphasize the post-grant review and audit process. Intheir Final Statements,
States must certify that they will distribute funds according to the methods
selected; must review and audit grantees to ensure that they spend money in a
timely manner; have a continuing capacity to carry-out approved activities;
comply with all applicable Federal, State and local laws and requirements, and
the objectives of Title I. States must also prepare and submit an Annual
Performance Report to HUD, and conduct reviews and audits of their grant
recipientsS.

Data Sources and Limitations. Each State's annual report for the fiscal years

examined form the basis for much of the data in this chapter. Reports fran
several States were not due until after completion of this chapter. Complete
data for these States were not, therefore, readily available. Tables reflect
the nunber of States, in each instance, for which data were available

pertaining to the subject of the table.

PROGRAM OPERATIONS IN FY 1983. ThiS section summarizes the administrative

gtructure, procedures and program designs utilized by the 47 participating
tates.

State CDBG Program Administration. The State i s responsible for selecting an

agency to administer its Small Cities program. The 37 States initiatin
programs in FY 1982 selected agencies experienced in administering bot%
Federal grants and State developmentﬁrograms. The ten States joining in FY
1983 continued this practice. In of the 47 participating States, the
Department of Comnunity Development Affairs was designated, while 12 selected
Economic and Community Development Departments. The remaining 14 designated
State Planning agencies, the Governor's Office or economic and industrial
agencies.
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Sane State agencies met new and expanded program responsibilities by
reorganizing, consolidating staff functions, and contracting with regional
agencies. In several States, sub-State regional agencies were the principal
source of technical assistance to smaller comunities offered through the
State's HUD technical assistance grant. State agency staff size varied from
one to 25 person-years. Many States with small central staffs of their own
relied on regional agencies to provide manpower. During busy periods, staff
members were often assigned on a part-time basis fran other State
activities. Regional agencies also provided local officialS advice on grant
application preparation, and assistance in grant administration.

States may budget up to two percent of their CDBG allocations for
administrative expenses, provided there is an even match of State to Federal
funds. Many met the match requirement by earmarking funds already
appropriated to their administering agencies while others received
appropriations, used cost allocation plans, or other means for providing
matching funds.

A State is also required to match ten percent of its HUD Small Cities
allocation. This match must be spent for comnunity development in non-
entitled areas, and may include State funds regularly appropriated for
comnunity development purposes. State officials usually indicated that, in
their judgement, State funds were already budgeted or appropriated for
housing, community development or other programs. The budgeted funds were
usually in excess of the required ten percent HUD Small Cities match. As a
result, in Fy 1982, about half the officials noted that on-going community
development programs already funded small cities. About one-quarter noted
that their on-going economic development programs were targeted to distressed
communities.  States apparently did not need to add any substantial budgeted
monies to ei;her economic or community development programs to meet the match
requirement,

Technical assistance to applicants and grantees was an important part of
State-administered programs. Most State technical assistance support funds
were drawn from HUD's Section 107 Secretary's Discretionary Fund grants.
Forty-nine States participated in the technical assistance program.
Nationally, assistance was offered to States and participating small
communities by HUD through contracts with several groups. One of these, the
Council of State Canmunity Affairs Agencies (COSCAA), maintained a national
clearinghouse for advice and information to States and grantees.

Civil Rights Requirements. States were given maximum feasible deference in

their interpretation of statutory requirements consistent with HUD's
obligations to enforce compliance with the Housing and Canmunity Development
Act and other applicable statutes. States must certify that they will conduct
their programs in accordance with the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Fair
Housing Act of 1968, and comply with other applicable civil rights and equal
opportunity laws. The civil rights and equal opportunity legal authorities
that apply to the Small Cities program are:

0 Title VI, Civil Rights Act of 1964;
o TitleVIIl. Civil Rights Act of 1968, as amended;
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Section 109, Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as
amended,

Section 504, Rehabilitation Act of 1975, as amended,

Age Discrimination Act of 1975, as amended;

Executive Order 11063, as amended;

Section 3, Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968, as amended;

Executive Order 11246, as amended.

(@)

[cNeoNoNola]

Each administering State was required to establish and maintain the records
necessary to facilitate HUD reviews and audits. Records had to be sufficient
to enable HUD to determine whether the program was being carried out in
accordance with the State's certifications and all applicable statutory
requirements. Local CDBG activities also must be administered and conducted
in conformance with the State's civil rights certifications, including Title
VI, Title VIII, and all applicable civil rights and equal opportunity laws,
executive orders, and regulations. States also were required to establish
recordkeeping requirements for grant recipients.

PROGRAM AND PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS. ThiS section summarizes and compares
changes between FY 1981, 1982, and 1983 activities funded and grantee size,
type and priorities; selection systems; applications and awards.

Program Priorities.  Three major areas were identified by the 47 State-
administering agencies for priority funding in FY 1983 (Table 2-2). Forty-
four noted economic development, and housing for low- and moderate-income
persons as priority areas. Low- and moderate-income benefits were addresssed
by almost every State as an important issue in terms of meeting both
legislative requirements and State-determined needs. The importance of thisS
issue, while not directly illustrated by quantifiable data at this stage of
the State program, is demonstrated by review of State documentation. Other
priority areas included public facilities (38) and funding of smaller
communities (4). States in their second program year tended to maintain FY
1982 priorities. New States adopted priorities similar to the continuing
States. The priorities identification process begun in FY 1982 continued in
FY 1983 among continuing States and localities public participation aspects of
the progran design process.

Selection Systems. State-developed selection systems for granting awards to
small cities changed relatively little from FY 1982 to FY 1983. Most States
used the the first year's experiences as a basis for changes designed to make
their systems function more smoothly. The most frequent modifications were
changes in the selection system to more accurately target CDBG funds to types
of coomunities or specific types of activities, and/or to include incentives
to encourage such local goverrment actions as Fair Housing. Only six of the
47 States made changes they considered important. These changes included
restructuring program selection processes, adninistrative procedures and/or
progran priorities, and outreach to grantees. The ten new States followed the
first-year participants' lead in designing their selection systems. Their

S)éstems were based on those ?f {he c ntinlgng States, utilizing similar
agninistrative processes and sefection systems.

Most States established competitive systems to allocate program funds. Of the
47 FY 1983 States, 42 held general competitions, or competitions grouped by
project activity such as housing and economic development. Two, Ohio and
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Puerto Rico, applied a combined formula and_ project activity format to
distribute funds. The formula wes based on applicant population 3ize, and the
project activity factors gave additional points to certain types of proposed
activities. Three States allocated funds through sub-State regional
overnnental units.  Table 2-1 illustrates the various award distribution
selection) systems.

TABLE 2-1

STATE CDBG PROGRAM
SELECTION SYSTEMS, FY 1983
(47 STATES)

States Using System Type

System Types Number Percent
Coampeti ti vel
General 20
Project Type 20
Single/Mul ti-Purpose 5
Popul ation-Based 5
Other 15
Subtotal (Competitive) 42 90%
SgRbipsdFTTgLaciag Prodect Activity? ; 6
Total a7 1007

1 sane States use more than one type of system. Therefore the number of
States usm% various combinations of competitive systems exceeds 42. For
example, a State may use a Population-Based fomula allocating a portion
of funds by city size, supplemented by a point system based on project
type, and a Single or Multi-Purpose grant use.

2 Formula determines part_ of the _allocation, while the remainder is
determined by type of project activity proposed (Ohio and Puerto Rico).

SOURCE: Urban Systems Research and Enﬁn’eérm?i Tnc. dafa collected for HUD
under Contract HC-5697 with the Office of Policy Development and

Research, HUD, January 1984.

Within each State's competitive awards process, various factors were used to
rate the applications received. Factors most commonly used in the selection
rocess were:  project impact, community need based on demographic and other
actors, benefits to low- or moderate-inCane persons, and leveraging of public
and/or private funds. These factors were usually combined in the competitive
process with other factors such as local _commitment, equal opportunity
concerns, and housing commitment. States utilized their selection process as
an important aid in meeting legislatively defined program. requirements,
emphasizing such objectives aS low- and moderate-income bénefits. ~ Selection
factors are displayed in Table 2-2.
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TABLE 2-2

STATE CDBG PROGRAM
SELECTION FACTORS FOR FY 1983 AWARDS
(47 STATES)

States Usina the Factor

§e1‘e'ct‘1"c.-'~.‘ Fa&Cr s.Used By-States Number Percent
Project Impact 40 85%
Benefits to 100 or moderate income persons 37 79
Communi ty Needs 36 77
Leveraging Private Funds 34 72
Leveraging Public Funds 30 64
Employment Created/Retained 24 51
Local Match Commitment 24 51
Urgent Needs 15 32
Prior CDBG Experience 5 11
Housing Commi tment 4 9
Equal Opportunity 4 9

Most States used multiple selection factors, therefore the total number
exceeds 47. Many States also used a variety of selection factors other
than those noted above. Sixty-nine of the latter were used.

SOURCE:  Urban Systems Research and Engineering, Inc. data collected for HUD
under Contract HC 5697 with the Office of Policy Development and
Research, HUD, January 1984.

App?ications and Awards. The numbers of applications and awards increased

significantly 1nFY 1982 over FY 1981in all participating States because most
State agencies wished to increase participation by encouraging applications
fran as many eligible jurisdictions as possible. In States where FY 1982
awards had been made at the time of this report, 81 percent more grants were
made by State-administering agencies in FY 1982 than were made by HW to
grantees located within the same States in FY 1981. (Ohio awards were made by
formula grant to most eligible jurisdictions. Ohio was excepted fran this
data because of the large nunber of awards made.)

The peak in applications normal to the start-up period of a new program, as
shown during HUD's own experience initiating the Small Cities program in FY
1975-77, appears to account in part for the peak in the first year of the
State-adnini stered program. The increase in numbers of applications received
in FY 1982 was followed in the second year by a decline in 19 of the 37
original States. An overall decline of seven percent in nunbers of
applications received marked a change fran the first year, and appeared to
demonstrate that HUD'S experience in start-up application peak and Zlater
decline would be matched by the participating States. The number of FY 1983
applications among the ten nsw States in FY 1983 reflected an overall increase
of 42 percent) over FY 1982.° Table 2-3 summarizes application and grant size
changes fran FY 1975 to the present. Tables 2-4 and 2-5 illustrate the

55




increase in applications and awards for the ten new States entering the
program in FY 1983, comparing FY 1982 against Fy 1983.

TABLE 2-3

STATE AND HUD-ADMINISTERED SMALL CITIES PROGRAMS
SUIMMARY TABLE: APPLICATIONS, GRANTS AND GRANT AMDINTS

FY 1975 = FY 1883
Fiscal Years
% Stafes and PuertO Rico
A HID-Administered 1
Progran 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 10 1®1
Nunber of Applications — 068 6119 5974 4754 4314 4973
Nurber of Grams 106 1958 2017 1606 1897 2104 182
Grant Anounts ($ Million) 059  $345 $438 $628 $797 $9%5  $926
Awrage Grat Siz ($000) 12 817/ 217 K9 8399 #58 H#P
FY 198 FY 1983
State-Adnini stered HD
STATE HWD Total —
B. State and HID- 35 14 35 9 10 45 2 4
Admristared Progiams  States’  States  States® states  States®  States
Nunber of Appl ications 6308 1466 5579 1083 692 330
Number of Grants _ 14% 517 1477 337 1814 87
Gart Amounts($ M Lion) 32 85 $405 $111 %16 $29
Average Grant Size ($000)  $216 $9 274 $328 $602 $333

1 Pppl ication data for Fy 1975 are not available.

2 These figures for FY 1982 and FY 1983 exclude HID mul ti-year camm tments; two
percent adninistrative costs; Puerto Rico, Alaska and sane State funds mot yet
H cammitted. Data for 35 of the 37 original State-admiristered programs are
di spl ayed separately for FY 1983 t0 permit compari son between those States’
Fy 198 and FY 1983 experiences.

SORRE: US. Department of Housing and Uen Develognent: FY 19/5-1983 KWD-
adnim stered, fran Small Cities FRM Data Base, FY 1982-1983, State

adninistered, fram State Smal1 Cities Data Base, canpiled by Office of
Progran Andlysis and Evaluation, 1984,
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STATE SMALL CITIES CDBG PROGRAM

TABLE 2-4

SUMMARY OF STATE SMALL CITIES PROGRAM APPLICATIONS AND AWARDS

Fy 1982 AND FY 1983

(37 CONTINUING STATES)

STATE

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Connecticut
De laware
Georgia
Idaho
111linois
Indiana
lowa
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Massachusetts
Michigan
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Jersey
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Ok 1ahoma
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Utah
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Subtotals

Number of Applications
R—1982.

402
44
52
46
24

323
76

233

115

384

174

525
24
51

% Change

31%
{45)
(2)
4
17
0
(18)
(8)
23

11
(7)%

Number of Awards

EY 1982 EY 1983 ¥ Change

93

1492

Both Fy 1982 and Fr 1983 awards were made by States.
made and/or HUD had not yet received data.
ratio of applications received to awards made by the State.

144

BR! | B ORRLIBINBELS ! RGN Bw

2
(8)
17
54

28
29
(1%

Applications/Awards Ratio

FY 1982 FY 1983 % Change
3 27 17%
64 55 (14)
39 35 (10)
54 54 --
16 2 38
13 29 23
19 3 100
30 - -
21 3 10
27 20 (26)
) 38 19
24 D 25
5 35 40
a % (37)
41 32 (22)
15 14 (7)
% 5 112
4 26 (24)
3 29 (7)
% 3 (12)
30 —- -
il 39 26
- 20 -

100 0 --
44 - -
4 37 (10)
67 29 (57)
% R 23
58 70 21
12 24 100
13 3 17
11 -- --
2 % (8)
19 23 21
24 25 (4)%

Average Amount of Award

FY 1982
($000)

153

Complete data for some States was not available because awards had not been
Numbers in parentheses represent negative figures.

FY 1983 % Change
—{3000)
149 (3)%
142 34
390 16
109 (8)
491 34
201 (6)
271 83
216 (57)
579 84
248 6
335 19
471 7
151 (32)
283 (17)
257 51
358 34
114 (5)
70 5
386 7
117 (9)
552 (10)
415 (15)
203
284 (9)
57 21
572 (8)
549 8
439 (14)
308 26
274 (27)%

Applications/Awards Ratio column is the ~

SOURCE = Department of Housing and Urban Development, Small Cities Data Base, Data Systems and Statistics Division, Office of Management;

compiled by Office of Program Analysis an

d Evaluation,
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SUMMARY OF STATE SMALL CITIES PROGRAM APPLICATIONS AND AWARDS

TABLE 2-5
STATE SVALL CITIES (DBG PROGRAM

FY 1982 AD FY 1983
(TEN NEW STATES)

Number—e+ _Applications Number of Awards Applications/Awards Ratio Average Amount of Award
HUD State . HU?QBZ State % Ch HD State . HD FState
STATE Fy 1982 R¥-1983 Change EY FY 1983 Change FYy 1982 FY 1983 FY 1982 1983 X Change
Arkansas 199 215 8% 43 37 (14)% 2 17 23;; $467 -- --
California 116 124 7 49 a7 (4) 42 38 10 21 $198 (505
Colorado 91 130 43 20 32 60 22 25 14 300 243
Florida 114 - -- 35 - - 31 - - 433 - (Ii)
' 5 22 (29) 481
MR 284 Bshire 138 179 8 1 38 ) G - . 17 - -
New Mexico 21 152 86 21 38 81 100 25 (75} \3’29 %gg (34)
Oregon 100 122 22 22 25 14 22 2} gS (29)
Texas 193 473 145 320 116 (64) 1 360 251
Vermont 21 54 57 12 —an 57 == s 214 - -=
Subtotals o3 1440 42% 575 333 (58)% 56 23 (59)% $407 $328 (19)%
Total All States 7321 7319 (0)% 2067 1810 (12)% 28 24 (14)% $293 $282 (4)%
HD awards to small cities for FY 1982 are grouped by States. FY 1983 represents State-administered program awards. Data for some
States were not available when this table was completed, because awards had not yet been made and/or HUD had not yet received the
data. Numbers in parentheses represent negative figures. Applications/Awards Ratio column is the ratio of applications to awards made
by the State.
SOURCE:

Department of Housing and Urban Development, Data Systems and Statistics Division, Office of Management; Small Cities Data Base,
1984.

compiled by Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation,




Shifte 0 different program activities irom —admnistered FY 1981 to
State-adninistered FY 1982 and FY 1983 program activities. As Table 26
indicates, in both Fy 1982 and FY 1983 public facilities and economic
development project funding increased over FY 1981, while housing, multi-
activity and other projects declined accordingly. Fy 1981 data for the
totally HUD-administered program indicates that both HUD funding and
allocations for housing were approximately double the State-administered Small
Cities funding allocated for housing in FY 1982 and FY 1983. Also, State-
administered economic development funding in FY 1982 and FY 1983 was
approximately four times FY 1981 HUD funding. Table 2-6 illustrates overall
distributions by project activity for FY 1981-83, and Table 2-7 by population
size of jurisdiction for FY and FY 1983, for States for which data were

available.
TABLE 2-6
STATE CDBG PROGRAM
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION O NUMBER OF GRANTS
AND AMOUNT OF FUNDS BY PROJECT ACTIVITY
______________________________________ Fr 1981, 1982 AND 1983
Fy 1981 Fy 1982 Fy 1983
(5T States) (3% States) (42 States)
Percent of Percent of Percent of
Grant $ Grant $ Grant $
Project Activity Grants Amounts Grants Amounts Grants Amounts
Public Facilities 2% 38% 48% 43% 52% 4%
Economic Development 4 4 19 22 14 14
Housing C ) 33 14 14 14 16
Mul ti-Activity
and Other 33 25 19 21 20 23
1007 1007 100% 1007 100% 100%

SOURCE : Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation,
Small Cities Data Base, 1984. FY 1981 information from Data Systems
and Statistics Division, Office of Management, compiled by Office of

Program Analysis and Eval uation,
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TABLE 2-7
STATE CDBG PROGRAM
DISTRIBUTION OF GRANT FUNDS, FY 1982 AND FY 1983
BY PROJECT ACTIVITY AND POPULATION SIZE
(in Millions of Dollars)

Fy 1982
(34 States)
_ Public Economic Multi-Purpose
City Size Facilities Deve lopment Hous ing and Other Total1
Under 1,000 $35 21% % ™ $8  15% $7 8% $56 14%
1,000-2,499 27 16 10 12 7 14 6 7 0 13
2,500-9,999 45 28 28 33 4 27 12 15 82 26
10,000-24,999 27 16 28 27 13 25 A 41 102 5
25,000 & Over 31 19 g_g 21 10 19 24 2 82 21
3165 100% $ $52 100% $83 100% 3389 100%
Fy 1983
g42 States)
_ Public Economic Milti-Purpose
City Size Facilities Development Housing and Other Tota]1
Under 1,000 $47 20% %6 P $11 1% $11 10% 75 15Y%
1,000-2,499 52 23 10 15 12 15 17 15 $91 19 0
2,500-9,999 0 22 25 37 24 32 40 36 139 2
10,000-24,999 39 17 15 22 17 23 25 23 9% 2
25,000 & Over 4 18 11 17 12 16 18 16 83 17

3230 100% $67 100% $76 100% $111  100% $484 1004

1 Excludes HUD multi-year commitments, States that have not awarded grants, and partial allocations
of States that have awarded grants. The latter typically are economic development or other

grants awarded quarterly, in two cycles, or continuously, and emergency grants made as the need
occurs. These awards may total one-half or more of the funds available for State distribution.

: epartment ol _Housng and grban_Development,  commun anning and Development, iCE O
Program Analysis and Evaluation, Small Cities Data Base, 1934




Distribution of Grants by Grantee Type. Activities of most States through
their HM-funded technical assistance programs mirrored State-administering
agencies’ desire to attract as many applicants as possible. Table 2-8
illustrates the apparent success of this aspect of the State Small Cities
program, through a comparison of the distribution of FY 1982 and FY 1983
grants and grant funds by grantee types. The percent change data i n the table
are derived by comparing grants made by 33 of the original 37 FY 1982 entering
States for whan data were available for both FY 1982 and FY 1983. An overall
net increase of seven percent in the number of awards for FY 1983 over FY
1982, for 33 of the 37 States in the State-administered system, also
illustrates that there were more applicants, and more awards offered.

The table also illustrates a change in types of clientele. The number of
townships awarded grants fell 35 percent in FY 1983 over FY 1982, and the
total amount of funds received by township clients decreased 40 percent. This
wes accounted for, in part, by the substantially greater number of
applications received fam cities and counties. Fewer applications were
rdecei_\{ed fran townships.  Table 2-8 presents distribution data in greater
etail.

Energy Activities. As in the CDBG entitlement program, no special provision
was made for systematic reporting on planned energy-related activity
expenditures. A canvass of State Energy and Canmunity Development offices
conducted for HUD by the National Governors’ Association (NGA) indicated that

PRy b of ¢l ahELETs JARS Rt iPgetld L& Hhas- TUIE fP UL he. H5ed to

ranote greater understanding of the legislation clarifying the use of coB8
unds for many types of activities that might lower energy costs and increase
energy resources, several States and small communities were invited to provide
examples of how to integrate economic development, energy conservation and
community development objectives in programs serving small communities.
Documentation on energy conservation prepared in FY 1983 based on their
suggestions was presented to representatives of State and local goverrmments in
a HUD-sponsored conference under the auspices of the NGA.

Conclusions. Available data indicate that all 47 State-administered programs
designed their competitive processes, selection factors and priorities to meet
legislative requirements and project objectives. For the 37 original States,
FY 1983 involved improvement of program effectiveness, efficiency and
outreach. The ten entering States modeled their programs largely on those of
the original States.
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TABLE 2-8
STATE CDBG PROGRAM
DISTRIBUTION COF GRANTS AND GRANT FUNDS
BY GRANTEE TYPE, Fy 1982 AND FY 1983
Grants
Number of Grants Percent of Grants
Comparison between 33 47 Comparison between 33 42
Original States States Original States States
Grantee Percent Percent
Type Fy 1982 Fy 1933 Change Fy 1983 Fy 1982 Fy 1983  Change Fy 1983
Cities 1057 1161 +10% 1390 9% 7% +3% 6%
Townships 75 52 -31 S 3 -40 3
Counties 226 _ 298 +4 338 20 20 21
Total 1418 1418 +7% 1725 100% 100% 100%
Grant Funds
Tatal Amount of Funds ($000) Percent of Funds
Comparison between 47 Comparison between 33 42
33 Original States States Original States States
Grantee Percent Percent
Type Fy 1982 Fy 1983  Change  Fy 1983 Fy 1982 Fy 1983  Change FY 1983
Cities $251,400 $301,400 +20%  $375,400 2% 7% +5% 76%
Townships 18 ,4?39 12,028 -35 12,782 5 3 ﬁ
Counties 80,3 76,167 -3 106, 700 23 20 -13 Ll
Total $350,232 $381,595 +12%  $495,500 100% 100% 100%
Average Grant Size
Comparison between 33 42
Original States States
Grantee Percent
Type Fr 1982 Evy 1933 Change Ey 1933
Cities _ $237,843 $259,603 +9% $270,072
TOWHSh Ips 246,120 231,308 -6 231,418
Counties 281,024 262,305 -7 277,260
Average for
all areas $246,990  $259,162 +50 $271,507
SOURCE:  Department oT Housing and Urban Development, Office of Community Planning and Development,

Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Small Cities Data Base. 1984.
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THE HUD ADMINISTERED SMALL CITIES PROGRAM

This section describes the Small Cities program as conducted under HUD
administration for Small Cities located i n the four States declining transfer
to State administration in FY 1983. Procedural changes initiated i n HUD's FY
1982 regulatory revision, program operations, and data on grant sizes and
other award character; stics are included for Hawaii, Kansas and Maryland.
Data on New York, with the exception of comprehensive multi-year grants, could
not be included because awards had not yet been made.

CHANGES "IN "PROGRAM OPERATIONS. As a result of the 1981 amendnents and 1982

regulatory changes impTementing the law, the HUD-administered program was
simplified and streamlined for FY 1982 to maximize local applicant flexibility
in decision-making.  Application requirements were substantially reduced,
easing the burden on many maller jurisdictions. The two-step application
process and the HAP were eliminated because of statutory changes.

The project selection system was modified and simplified to encourage local
flexibility in decisiommaking within the context of the three broad national
objectives. Applicants no longer were required to benefit low- and moderate-
income persons to the extent of 51 percent in each activity, however each
activity had to address one of the national objectives. Separate competitions
for comprehensive and single purpose grants were still conducted by HUD, but
separate funding areas for metropolitan and non-metropolitan jurisdictions
were discontinued as a result of statutory change. HUD no longer made multi-
year commitments, and all FY 1982-83 comprehensive grants were one-year
awards.  (Comprehensive multi-year awards included in the tables were made by
HUD in or prior to FY 1981.)

APPLICATIONS AND AWARDS . The four States remaining under HUD administration

were allocated $67 million. Applications received fran two of the four States
(Kansas and Maryland) whose competitions for FY 1983 were complete at the time
this chapter was written totalled 327, a 14 percent increase over FY 1982.
Average grant size was $274,000 for 94 awards. HUD did not run a competition
i n Hawaii. Each eligible Hawaii unit received a share of the State allocation
determined by formula. New York had not yet scheduled receipt of applications
at the time of this report.

Sixty-two single purpose grants were made to applicants in Hawaii, Kansas and
Maryland, totalling $15.1 million. The average size of single-purpose grants
was $244,000. Thirty-eight comprehensive awards were made, averaging $511,000
for a total of $19.4 million. The number of all awards to mall cities in the
HUD -adnini stered States was 100, averaging $345,000 each, for an overall total
of $345 million. Eighty-eight of the awards were made to municipalities
($30.3 million) and 12 to counties ($4.3 million).

Grant funds were distributed by population size as follows: fifty percent to
cities with populations under 10,000; 25 percent to cities of 10,000-24,999;
and 25 percent to cities over 25,000 population. The population profile for
FY 1983 thus differs somewhat from the FY 1982 profile for 14 HUD-adninistered
States. The data presented includes only multi-year comprehensive award
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cities for New York, since other awards had not yet been made for the State.
FY 1983 data represent three States and multi-year canprehensive grants to New
York rather than 14 States, because ten of the 14 entered the State-
administered system i n FY 1983. Data are presented i n Tables 2-9 and 2-10.

TABLE 2-9

HUD-ADMINISTERED SMALL CITIES PROGRAM
DISTRIBUTION CF GRANT FUNDS BY POPULATION
SIZE OF GRANTEES, FY 1983

Amount

Size Number of

of of Grants
Ccity Grants Percent ($000) Percent
Under 1,000 21 21% $3,959 11%
1,000-2,499 18 18 4,859 14
2,500-9,999 23 23 8,545 25
10,000-24,999 19 19 8,442 25
25,000 or more 19 19 8,726 25

Total 100 100% $34, 100%

The States are Hawaii, Maryland, Kansas, and New York. For New York, only
multi-year canprehensive grants are included.

SOURCE: Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office ot Community
Planning and Development, Data Systems and Statistics Division,
Office of Ma]r%;fment data compiled by Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation, .
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TABLE 2-10
HUD-ADMINISTERED SMALL CITIES PROGRAM,
AVIOUNT, CITY NUMBER AND PERCENT OF GRANTS APPROVED BY STATE AND
BY POPULATION SIZE CF CITIES, FY 1983
Number of Grants Approved by City
Population Size
Amount Number
of Grants of Grants Over 10,000- 2,500- 1,000 Under
Approved Approved 25,000 25,000 10,000 2,500 1,000
State (50000 %2 N % No 2 Mo % _No % M. %2 N 2
Hawaii $ 965 3% 2 2% 2 100% -- — - -- - ee e aa
Kansas 17,484 51 66 66 5 8 13 19%15 23% 12 18% 21 32%
Mary1and 8 314 24 18 18 8 44 3 17 3 17 4 22 - ==
New York 7,768 2 14 14 4 29 3 21 5 36 2 14 -- ="
Total $3,531  I00% 100 100% ht) I 3 18 2T
Hawaii has reported only two of three grants, and $965,000 of $1,896,000 funds allocated.
New York has reportedly only multi-year comprehensive grants of $7,768,000. The competition
was delayed because the State declined to administer the program late in 1983. The total New
York allocation is $39,315,000.
SUURLE:  Department of Housing and

of Management, data compiled by Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation,

Urban Development,

Data Systems and Statistics Division, Ottice
1984.




OVERALL PROGRAM OPERATIONS INFORMATION
HUD AND STATE-ADMINISTERED PROGRAMS
MONITORING VISITS AND FINDINGS DURING FY 1983. During FY 1983, HUD monitored

all 35 of the States entering the State-administered program where grant
programs actual ly were underway. During moni toring visits, 86 findings were
made in 19 State-administered programs, and 2,279 program area findings were
made on 8,547 program area monitoring visits to HUD-admini stered Small™ Cities
grantees.  The average number of findings wes 4.5 per State monitoring
visit. Findings identify inapparopriate procedures and/or expend! tures in
terms of statutOry and/or” regul atory requirements. The average percentage of
g ram area findings per program ‘area monitoring visit wes "29 percent. Of
,016 grantees under past or present HUD-administered awards with a total of
2,307 grants _and/or programs, 8,547 program areas were monitored. Data are
presented i n Table 2-11.

TABLE 2-11

HUD AND STATE-ADMINISTERED SVIALL CITIES PROGRAMS
ON-SITE MONITORING VISITS AND FINDINGS, FY 1983

Average
State-Administered Progran Numoer Numoe
States Visited 35
Monitoring Vislts . 75 21
Total Nwb& of Monitored
States with Findings 19
Nunber of Findings 86 45
HUD ‘Adnii histered P1 gram Grants/Pr grams
Single Comprehen-
Purpose sive Tota?
Grantees with Programs 960 1050 2016
Number of Grants/Prograns 1115 1192 2307
Grantees Monitored 619 739 1358
Grants/Programs Moni tored 694 806 1500
Program Areas Monitored 3592 4955 8547
rogram Area Findings = 807 1472 2279
Percent of Areas with Findings 22% 30% 2%

SOURCE Department of HouSING and Urban Development, OTTICE of FIEld
Operations and Moni tori ng, Commun|t¥ Planni nggand Devel opment,
CDBG Monitoring Tracking Data Base for Fy 1983, as compiled
by Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, 1984.
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GRANT 'CLOSEOQUTS. In order to insure a more efficient use of staff resources,

eliminate costs caused by delays, and ease the transition to State
adninistration, close-out of completed Small Cities grants has been a HUD
priority for several years. In FY 1983, HUWD closed-out 1,751 Small City
grants. In FYy 1982 2,069 were closed out, and 2,045 in FY 1981. The FY 1983
decrease resulted fam the lesser number of grants available for closure. HUD
will continue this emphasis on close-out of completed Small Cities grants in
the future. A grant cloeout is the process by which HUD determines that all
applicable adninistrative actions and a1l required work has been completed by
the grantee.

PROGRAM AUDITS. Every Small Cities grantee under the HUD-adninistered program

must have its program reviewed by an Independent Public Accountant (IPA) at
least biennially and, preferably, every year. [IPA audits are sent to HUD's
Regional Inspector General for Audit (RIGA) for review and acceptance. HWD
also audits all or part of selected grantee programs. An audit "Finding"
means a cost has been questioned or disallowed, or the local goverment's
procedures and systems of internal controls questioned. Audit findings are
reviewed by Field Office program staff. Under the State-administered Small
Cities program, small city grantee audits must be sent to the State for
review. States also determine whether State or independent auditors may be
used by the grantee. HUD requires an audit of the State program. The audit
may be done by the principal Federal funding agency, which will then submit a
copy of the audit report for HUD review.

During FY 1983 as indicated in Table 2-12, 644 audit reports on HUD-
adninistered Small Cities grantees were submitted to HUD for review. O f these
reports, 395 (61%) contained findings and 202 (31%) contained findings
questioning or disallowing costs. The number of reports submitted in FY 1983
was dowmn 32 percent from FY 1982. Because grantees falling under State-
adninistered Small Cities procedures in FY 1982 and FY 1983 were audited under
State-determined procedures, HUWD audited only the State, thus reducing the
total number of audits. The number of active grants also decreased
substantially because of HUD'S closeout emphasis.

In FY 1983, there were a total of 857 audit findings in 395 audit reports on
Small Cities grantee activities. The number of findings decreased 20 percent
from FY 1982. Approximately 39 percent of the FY 1983 findings involved
questioned or disallowed costs, a two percent decrease in the proportion of
monetary findings compared to FY 1982. The dollar amount also decreased 39
percent over FY 1982. There were $6.374 million i n monetary findings in FY
1983 reports, compared to $10.407 million in FY 1982. The decline in HUD
findings was due to the shift to State-administered programs i n FY 1982 and FY
1983, and subsequent reliance on State audits. See Table 2-12 for additional
information.
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TABLE 2-12

HUD AND STATE SMALL CITIES CDBG PROGRAM
AUDIT REPORTS AND FINDINGS, AND
TYPES AND AMOUNTS (F FINDINGS,

Fy 1982 ABD FY 1983

Reports and Findin%s
FY 198

A. Audit Reports and Findings FY 1982
Audit Reports 946 644
Audit Reports with Findings 460 395
Reports with Monetary Findings 249 202
........... Reports with Non-monetary Findings 337 282
B. Audit Findings Fy 1982 FY 1983
Number Percent  Number Percent
Audit Findings 1,017 857
Monetary Findings 380 3% 306 39%
Non-monetary Findings 637 63 551 61
| C.  Monetary Findings FY 1982 FY 1983
| Amount Percent Amount Percent
T3$000Y
¥ CDBG Monetary Findings $10,407 $6,374
Not Sustained 7,183 6% 3,376 53%
Sustained 3,199 31 1,055 17
Unresolved 25 1,943 30

SOURCE: Department ot Housing and Urban Development, Office of the
Inspector General-Audit, Audit Operations Division, compiled by the
Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, 1984.

DRAWDOWNS AND EXPENDITURES. States were permitted to enter the State-
adninistered Small Cities program on dates of their own choosing, after
complying with Federal statutory and regulatory requirements. |n some States,
legisiation was required. |n others, decision-making respecting entry into
the State-administered system was slowed until the issuance of HUD regulations
early in 1982. Fy 1982 and FY 1983 entrants began processing and award
procedures following differing schedules. No uniform set of dates applied.
Many States were permitted by HUD to combine their FY 1982 and FY 1983
awards. As of February 15, 1984, 59 percent of FY 1982 and twelve percent of
FY 1983 funds were drawn fom the US. Treasury by States in the State-
administered, and by cities in the HUD-administered, programs. Data for each
State, as of February 15, 1984, are presented i n Table 2-13.
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TABLE 2-13
HUD AND STATE SMALL CITIES CDBG PROGRAMS
DRAWNDOWN AMOUNTS AND PERCENT, FY 1982 AND FY 1983
(AS G- FEBRUARY 15, 1984)
FY 1982 FY 1983
($000) {3000}
ta

State Approved rawdown Pct. Approved JleDDr'a\mrdomm Pct. Approved g?a— own Pct.  Approved JjuBr‘awrdo\vm Pct.
Alabama $31,727 $19,437 61.3% $29,792 $1,758 5.8%
Alaska 1,315 78 59 1,504 3 02
Arizona 5,998 3487 58.1 6,849 882 129
Arkansas $22.870 $10,474 45.8% 21,215 167 08
California 24,708 12,934 52.3 27.142 5,139 18.9
Colorado 9,654 6,106 63.2 101128 2,680 26.5
Connecticut 9,978 6,035 605 10,120 14 0.1
De laware 1,587 1322 83.3 1,663 49
Florida 22,386 9,804 438 25,982 244 09
Georg 1a 36,676 25,107 685 36,408 12,772 35.1
Hawaii 1,633 39 24 $1,896 - -
Idaho 6,280 5,104 813 7102 3,900 54.9
I 1linois 33,713 28,313 84.0 33,450 10,570 316
Indiana 30,254 14,797 489 29.801 403 14
lowa 24,908 18,814 755 24,775 2,681 10.8
Kansas 17,885 11,053 61.8 17,484 $2,933 16.8%
Kentucky 30 639 24,773 805 29,316 6,779 231
Louisiana 30,837 15,069 489 27,787 241 09
Maine 10,090 8,210 814 10,524 4359 414
Maryland 8,640 2,068 239 8,314 1,121 135
Massachusetts 26,542 22,070 832 27,380 5613 205
Michigan 30,506 23,411 76.7 31,822 10,207 321
Minnesota 22,249 11,547 51.9 22,291 5,880 26.4
Mississippi 33,825 16,760 494 30,349 905 30
Missouri 26,218 15,490 59.1 25,803 1417 55
Montana 6,109 3,591 58.8 6,327 . 423 6.7
Nebraska 12,101 9,758 80.6 11,897 1272 101
Nevada _ 1,291 907 703 4,082 712 1,520 48 32
New Hampshire 5,731 4,082 71.2 6,015 - -~
New Jersey 11,381 3547 31.2 11,915 205 17
Naw Mexico 9,329 4,769 51.1 9,324 80 09 39,315 272 07
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TABLE 2-13 (Cont'd)
HUD AND STATE SVALL CITIES CDBG PROGRAMS
DRAWNDOWN AMOUNTS AND PERCENT, FY 1982 AND FY 1983
(AS OF FEBRUARY 15, 1984)
Fy 1982 Fy 1983
(3000) (3000)
State HUD HUID
State Approved Drawdown Pct.  Approved — Drawdown Pct. Approved Drawdown Pct. Approved Drawdown Pct.
New York $39,225 $21,405 54.8)
North Carolina $46,374  $20,985 45.3% $43.868 -- --
North Dakota 5,704 4,924 8.3 5,528 $1,830 3B.1%
Ohio 44, 34,185 7.6 44,927 5.68 127
Ok 1ahoma 18,517 4,997 21.0 17,719 528 30
Oregon 9,236 5,176 5.0 11,081 4,170 37.6
Pennsylvania 42,622 16,199 38.0 42,691 -- --
Puerto Rico 47,050 27.768 5.0 54,79% 2,188 4.0
Rhode Island 4,443 1,921 32 4,441 175 39
South Carolina 26,938 15,730 8.4 25,614 6,681 6.1
South Dakota 7,057 4,213 ;.7 6,754 469 6.9
Tennessee 30,105 14,496 482 28,531 1,776 6.2
Texas 57,619 27,088 47.0 ,886 859 15
Utah 4,235 3,649 8.2 4,728 924 195
Vermont 4,905 2,968 60.5 5,145 6 69
Virginia 25,520 9,748 33B.2 24,005 511 21
Washington 11,342 5,984 2.8 12,179 1,843 151
West Virginia 18,714 6,755 .1 17,743 0 04
Wisconsin 25,058 19,072 7.1 24,998 7,140 %g
Wyoming 2,921 1,456 4.8 2,970 1,092 :
Subtotal $882,316 $485,250 P06 $198,941 $102,425 51.9% §936.790 $114,947 12.1% $72,093 $4,326 6.06
Totals
Approved Drawdown Pct. Approved Drawdown Pct.
State $8§§’316 $485,250 0.0 $946.790 $1 1;1%4276 1%]6%
HUD 109,041 102,426 51.5 72,083 526 .
Total $1,021,257 $587,675 57.5% 11 ,07% 881 $110.273 11.7%
SOURCE: U. S. Department of Housin Urbam Development, Office of Managment, Data Systems Djvision, CDBG Progress Report on Program

? and
Status for FY 1982 and FY 1983,compiled by

ffice of Program Analysis and Evaluation, 1984.




—

1.

FOOT NOTES

Housing and Urban Development Amendnents of 1981, Title 111 of the
%rgmcbus&t%tgget Reconciliation Act of 1981, P.L. 97-35, % Stat. 384 (42

Ibid, footnote 1

Department of Housing and Urban Development - Independent Agencies
Appropriation Act of 1983, P.L. 97-272, % Stat. 1160, (42US.C. 5300).

See Table 1-1, Chapter 1, pp. 1-3 for a presentation of appropriations
for each year smchY 197@- P PRIoP

The data referred to in this para%raph, and other FY 1981 data
throughout the text of this chag er, my be found in tables in the 1983
Consol idated Annual Report to Congress on Cammunity Devel opment, HUD,
GPO, 1983, Chapter 2, "Community Development Block Grants, Small Cities
Program”, pp. 75.

Senate Report 97-87, 97th Congress, 1st Session 18 (1981).

Urban Systems Research and Engineering, Inc. , The State COBG Program:
The First Year's Experience, completed umder ontrac ; and
_dfi't_l_d—l'l'e&t_da itional_data CoOllecie g’ USRE "under Contract HC 5697, for the 0ffice
of Pol icy Development and Research, HUD, 1984.

Data based on Fy 1982 and Fy 1983 Final Statements collected by Urban
Systems Research and Englneermg, Inc. , under Contract HC-5697 with the
Office of Policy Development and Research, HUD, January 1984.

Ibid, footnote 8.

Based on_a report by the National Governors Association, under
Cooperative Agreement HA-10497, with the Office of Enviromment and
Energy, HUD, December, 1983.
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CHAPTER 3: THE URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTEON GRANT PROGRAM
ENTRODUCT BON

This Chapter reports on the activities of the Urban Development Action Grant
Program (UDAG) through September 30, 1983, the end of Fiscal Year 5983. The
Chapter begins with an Introduction and an Overview followed by sections on
Recent Program Developments, Program Operations, Program Benefits, and Program
and Project Characteristics. A description of each project announced during
FYy 1983, arranged alphabetically by State and city, is included in an Appendix
to the Report.

Legislative History. The Urban Development Action Grant program was

estabTished by Congress in 1977 as Section 119 of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974, as amended. 1 The Act authorized the Secretary of the
U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development to "make urban development
action grants to severely distressed cities and urban counties to heip
aileviate physical and economic deterioration through reclamation of
neighborhoods having excessive housing abandonment or deterioration, ana
through community revitalization in areas with population outmigration or
stagnating or declining tax base." The Act directed that Action Grants be

war n, mpetitiv |s_,to those cjties and urban, counties that et
ea gﬁg?bﬂaitflocr%erlaefgras Tc'str%ssa and {ﬁat afS0 nave demonstrate resmets

in providing housing for persons of low and moderate income and in providing
equal opportunity in housing and employment for low- and moderate-income
persons and minorities.

The statute was amended during 1979 to add a "Pockets of Poverty" provision
whereby non-distressed communities that contaiﬁ\ areas, or pockets, with severe
distress are allowed to apply for UDAG furrds: The Action Grant project must
primarily emphasize benefits to iTow and moderate-income residents of the
pocket, and a 20 percent match of the Action Grant amount must be provided by
the local government.

Section 119(a) of the Housing and ﬁommunity Development Act of 1974, as
amended, was further amended in 1981." ¥The Amendments redefined the purpose
of the UDAG program to be "to assist cities and urban counties which are
experiencing severe economic distress to help stimulate economic development
activity needed to aid in economic recovery" and also eliminated an earlier
requirement that there be "a reasonable balance" among commercial , industrial,
and neighborhood projects. The 1981 Amendments further included provisions
that simplified application/planning requirements. In addition, they required
that necessary assurances be given that Action Grant funds be the least amount
required to make a project feasible.

Appropriation History. From the inception of the Urban Development Action

Grant program in FY 1978 through FY 1983, Congress has appropriated a totai of
$3,025.1 million for the program's operation. For FY 1983 the appropriation
was $440 million.  This compares with $435.1 miilion for FY 1982,5 $675
million each for FY 1981 and FY 1980, and $400 million each for FY 1979 and FY
1978. The statute requires that no lTess than 25 percent of each fiscal year's
appropriation be set aside for small cities, 1i. e. cities under 50,000
population that are not central cities of Metropolitan Statistical Areas.
Since FY 1980, up to 20 percent of appropriated Action Grant funds have been
available for Pockets of Poverty projects.
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OVERVIEW

This section summarizes the issues and major findings of each of the major
topics in this Chapter. Included are: recent developments in the Action
Grant program; program operations, including applications, awards, and status
of projects; planned and actual benefits; and an in-depth look at project
characteristics.

Recent Program Developments.  Steps were taken in FY 1983 to extend the

economic development benefits of the UDAG, program to jurisdictions with long-
term, high levels of unemployment_bh/_ adding Tocation in a Labor Surplus Area
as a distress criterion for establishing eligibility.

Regional Offices were given a_ role in program administration through the
establishment of Senior Economic Development” Specialist (SED) positions. The
SED's are responsible for coordinating UDAG-relatea activities throughout each
Region.  An Application Review Checklist was introduced to assist HUD Field
Offices in determining whether applications are complete in order to
facilitate Central Office staff review. Traininy of HUD Field Office staff
was intensified with  particular emphasis © on project fundability
requirements.  Handbooks were revised to support increased project monitoring
and closeout activities by HUD Field Offices.

Extensive outreach activities by HUD Field Offices and by HUD-funded Technical
Assistance contractors together with an improved economy contributed to record
numbers of small city applications and awards during FY 1983.  These
circumstances produced a $36 million reduction in the carry-over of
unobligated, unannounced funds set aside for small cities.

Proyram Operations.  Over the life of the program 1,572 cities and urban

‘counties have submitted 4,232 applications requesting a total of almost $7.0

billion in UDAG funds. Just under 50 percent, or 2,080 of these applications
received no further consideration due to their failure to meet the selection
criteria. Preliminary approval was announced for 2,152 applications; however
of these projects, 229 subsequently were cancelled prior to the execution of
the grant agreement or terminated, either for mutual convenience or for
cause. The total planned investment in the 1,923 remaining projects, which
were still active or had been completed as of the close of FY 1983, was $21.8
billion.  Action Grant funds account for $3.0 Dbillion of this amount with
$17.2 billion in commitments leveraged from private sector investors and more
than $1.6 billion from other government sources.

During FY 1983, 542 projects involving $735.4 million of Action Grant funds
received preliminary application approval--the ‘largest numbers in the six-year
history of the program. During the course of Fy 1983, five of these announced
projects were cancelled or terminated. In the remaining 537 projects, $731
million in Action Grants leverageu private sector commitments of more than
$3.6 billion with an additional $749 million from other public sources. Total
planned investment in Fy 1983 projects was more than $4.5 billion.

Cumulatively, large cities and urban counties have submitted 53 percent of the
applications and have received 57 percent of the awards accounting for 78
percent of total UDAG dollars. wenty-seven Pockets of Poverty awards
Involving $46 million in Action Grant funds have been announced since 1980.
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Fifty-eight percent of all UDAG dollars are being used to support commercial
activities, 27 percent involves industrial development, and 15 percent is
associated with housing over the history of the program.

Moe detail on these and other activities mgludmg_cgaogress in UDAG
drawdowns, private expenditures and construction is_provi in the Program
Operations section of the Chapter along with a discussion of e1gg1‘bi ity
requirements and a description of the Action Grant selection process.

Program Benefits.  Since the beginnin? of the UDAG program, the 1,923 active
‘or completed projects have accounted for 405,000 planned rawv permanent jobs,
55 percent of which have been for low- and moderate-income persons. The 537
projects announced during FY 1983 provide for the creation of 77,000 rew
permanent jobs of which 45 percent are designated for persons of low and
moderate income. /A of the end of Fy '1983, 110,000 rew permanent jobs were
reported by grantees as having been created by UDAG projects.

For all 1,923 projects, the amount of planned additional annual tax benefits
resulting from UDAG projects is $471 million. Projects announced in FY 17983
are estimated to produce $108 million in additional annual revenue to local
overnments from property taxes and other tax sources. Grantees report that
63 million in rawv tax revenues were already being received annually by the
end of FY 1983. Cumulative paybacks (i.e. receipts from 'loans made with UDAG
funds) have provided an additional $45 million.

As of the end of Fy 1983, 88,000 housing units have been planned in UDAG
projects of which 39 percent are for low- and moderate-income persons with
17,800 units planned in FY 1983 projects. More than 27,000 units of housing,
both mawv and rehabilitated, are reported by grantees to have been created as
of the close of Fy 1983.

Sixty-six thousand raw permanent jobs are designated for minority persons in
UDAG projects, and communities report that over 25,000 of these jobs alread){
have been created.  Minority-owned firms have received 17 percent of al
contracts and sub-contracts reported as having been awarded in_UDAG projects,
with a value of $600 million. Minority individuals or minority-owned “firms
are identified as having a financial 'Interest of some nature in” 15 percent of
all UDAG projects. Additional information on ﬁ!anned and reported benefits is
contained in the Program Benefits section of this Cnapter.

Program and Project Characteristics. ~ The final section of the Chapter
describes the characteristics of projects funded through the Action Grant
program and reports on the sources and uses of UDAG project investments.
Commercial projects account for 38 percent of the number of UDAG awards,
industrial projects 36 percent, housing projects 15 percent, and mixed-use
projects the remaining 11 percent. The share of projects involving industrial
development activities has shown the highest increase in recent years, risin
from 3t1 percent in FY 1980-1981 projects to 43 percent in FY 1982-198
projects.

Commercial projects are largely concentrated on the provision of office and
retail space but include hotel development and the construction and
rehabilitation of a number of other types of facilities. _Industrial project
awards most often aid firms engaged in metal fabrication and machinery
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manufacturing, although chemicals and plastics enterprises, firms in the food
processing and textile industries, and concerns in a wide variety of other
industries have been assisted.

UDAG funds are increasingly used to provide direct incentives to private
sector participants, typically in the form of below-market-rate loans. The
repayment of these loans (and other means by which UDAG funds are ultimately
returned to the grantee, including public sector equity participation in
project benefits) results in the generation of revenue that is available for
reuse by local jurisdictions in support of community development activities.

investment. Of the funds derived directly from other public sources, 74
percent have been provided by Tlocal governments, 14 percent by Federal
agencies, and 12 percent by the States.

} Public funds other than UDAG account for five percent of the total project

HUD is required by law and regulation to give primary, but not exclusive,
consideration in selecting projects for preliminary approval to the
comparative degree of economic distress among applicants. In large cities and
urban counties two-thirds of the projects and funds have been awarded to the

— one-third of the eligible jurisdictions that are most distressed. In small
cities, 43 percent of the funds were awarded to the one-third most distressed
cities-:

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS

: Significant developments affecting the administration of the UDAG program

5 during FY 1983 occurred in three major areas. These areas, which overlap to

| some degree, are: program design, the role of HUD Field Offices, and small
cities' participation in the program.

L PROGRAM DESIGN

The Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1981 redefined the purpose

of the Urban Development Action Grant program to emphasize economic

development and encourage the funding of projects that have significant impact

on new job creation and local tax revenues. To make the program available to

more communities experiencing long-term, high levels of unemployment, the

> |/ Secretary in 1983 initiated a rule-making procedure that has added a new

/ distress criterion in establishing UDAG eligibility. The regulations require

"" thata jurisdiction must have a minimum of three eligibility points to qualify

as distressed as discussed further on page 78. The change, which takes effect

in 1984, gives one eligibility point to large cities and urban counties that

are designated as Labor Surplus Areas (LSAs) by the Department of Labor and

one eligibility point to small cities §fthe county or county balance in which

they are located is a designated LSA. An area receives a LSA designation if

i ts unemployment rate exceeds 120 percent of the national average unemployment

rate over the previous two years. The effect of this action is to make

eliglible 14 more large cities and urban counties and approximately 1,800 more
small cities.
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THE ROLE OF HUD FIELD OFFICES

HUD Field Offices continue to play an increasingly important role in the
administration of the _ Action Grant program. During FY 1983, mew
responsibilities were given to each of HUD's ten Regional Offices. The
position of Senior Economic Development Specialist (SED) wes estab'lished at
each Regional Office to coordinate the work of HUD Field Office staffs in
their initial reviews of UDAG applications and follow-up with applicants to
assure that all required documentation for each application is available
on schedule to Headquarters staff for its review.  The seps are also
responsibie  for coordinating the delivery of Technical Assistance
and identifying the training needs of HUD Field Office personne'l.

To insure that applications are complete, the use of an Agpllcatlon Review
Checklist by HUD Field Offices wes introduced during FY 1983. The Checkiist
enables HUD Field office staff to identify any missing or inadequate
documentation in the application and permits cities and the private sector to
make the information available on a timely basis. This procedure is designed
to facilitate subsequent application review by Headquarters UDAG staff.

Headquarters UDAG personnel provided increased on-site training to HUD Field -

Office staff. Selected, individuals from the Field Offices also participated
in one month on-the-job training sessions at Headquarters. Training
emphasized the requirements for project fundability, the UDAG application
review process, monitoring and closeout activities. The purpose of this
training is to enable Field Office staff to be more effective in working with
cities to help them develop better applications and in monitoring project
progress.

Project monitoring remains a major responsibility of HUD Field Offices as the
number of active projects continues to increase. While all projects are
monitored in-house quarterly, on-site monitoring is conducted only on projects
with approved Legally Binding Commitments and focuses on projects that are
large in scale, have major problems, or are reaching the closeout stage. To
strengthen and support these activities, revised UDAG Project Monitoring ana
closeout Handbooks were pubtished in Fiscal Year 1983.

SMALL CITIES PARTICIPATION

During Fy 1983, concerted efforts aimed at increasing the participation of
small cities in the UDAG program continued. These efforts involved a variety
of outreach activities by HUD Field Offices designed to inform ‘ocal
government officials about how Action Grants can be used and to provide
assistance in developing "fundable" applications. In addition, HUD-funded
rivate contractors such as Halcyon, the Mexican-American Research Center, the
ational Development Council, the National Association of State Development
Agencies, and McManis Associates sponsored workshops and gave technical
assistance in preparing applications to a number of individual communities,

The combination of these outreach activities and a significantly improved
economy contributed to a record number of rew applications from small cities
for consideration in the four competitive funding rounds of FY 1983. For
these rounds, small cities submitte s1ightl¥Ymore than 600 rew applications
as compared to just over 350 during the four Fy 1982 rounds. The total number
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of applications receiving preliminary application approval rose from 125
during FY 1982 to 241 in FY 1983 and the UDAG dollars for these announced
projects increased from $66 million in Fy 1982 to $170 million in FY 1983. As
a consequence, the carryover of the small city set-aside declined by $36
miliion during FY 7983.

PROGRAM OPERATIONS

This section summarizes the operation of the UDAG program from its inception
in FY 1978 to the end of Fy 1983. The section is divided into two major
subsections. The first subsection describes how cities become el igible for
the UDAG program and reviews the process by which projects are selected for
funding. It also provides information on the characteristics of all
applications submitted and the characteristics of funded projects which were
active or completed as of the end of FY 1983.

The second subsection discusses program progress through FY 1983.  This
discussion includes a review of financial progress as measured by UDAG

drawdown activities and private investment expenditures. It also provides an
analysis of project development as measured by progress on anned
construction activities and project closeout or completion status. 14t

concludes with a review of UDAG project monitoring activities and audit
findings.

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

To be eligible for the UDAG program, large cities and urban counties must meet
or exceed at least three of six criteria (increased to seven in 1984)
developed to assess economic distress. This requirement applies unless the
applicant's percentage of poverty is less than one-half of the median for all
large cities, in which case four of the thresholds must be met.  These
criteria include: age of housing, extent of poverty, population 1ag/dectine,
per capita income growth, unemployment, and job/lag decline with LSA location
added in 1984.

In general, the distress thresholds for small cities are the same as those
used for large cities. There are, however, two exceptions. First, since
unemployment data are not available for all small cities, this variable is not
used. Second, re7iable data on retail and manufacturing employment, which
measures Jjob/lag decline, are not available for cities below 25,000.
Therefore, this variable is used only for cities between 25,000 and 50,000.

Once determined to be eligible on the basis of distress, the city begins the
application process by requesting a pre-application determination of
eligibility from HUD Offices. Action Grant awards can be made only to cities
and urban counties that have, in the determination of the Secretary,
demonstrated results in providing housing for persons of low and moderate
income and equal opportunity in housing and employment for low- and moderate;
income persons and members of minority groups. |If results are determined to
be satisfactory, applications for funding are then accepted in HUD Offices.
Applications must be submitted during the first month of each quarter for
large cities and urban counties and during the second month of each quarter

for small cities.
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USES " G 'UDAG . FUNDS

Cities and urban countie@ uses Action Grant funds in a number of ways to
stimulate economic development and recovery. They can be used to provide
direct benefits to private sector parties in the form of below-market rate
loans, rehabi'iitation Toans, interest subsidies, 1and write-downs and on-site
improvements.  UDAG funds also can be used to provide public infrastructure
development or improvements necessary to stimulate private investment. They
can also be used to make relocation payments to individuals and businesses
affected by project activities.

The private sector must commit to invest in the project at least two and one-
half times the amount of the UDAG funds requested and must state that without
the provision of the UDAG funds, the project could not proceed.

PROJECT SELECTION

HUD Field Offices have 30 days to prepare an Application Review Checklist,
which must be supplemented with a position paper, for each application
received. The Checklist provides for a systematic review of the completeness
of applications and supplementary documentation. The review includes .an
inspection for technical application requirements, including evidence of site
control, statements that "but for" the receipt of the UDAG funds requested the
project would not be undertaken and letters of intent from private sector
participants, including lenders and developers, to finance and carry out the
proposed project. While HUD Field Offices do not make final decisions on
Action Grant applications, their assessment is important to the selection
process because of their specialized knowledge about applicants within their
jurisdictions.

Applications and Checklists, together with HUD Field Office comments, are
forwarded to HUD Headquarters for further review. In Headquarters each
application receives a detailed and comprehensive analysis of its financial
feasibility and consistency with selection criteria. Given the importance
attached to the requirement for firm up-front private commitments, particular
attention is devoted to assessing the strength 0f such commitments.

During the period of final review, there is constant communication between the
UDAG staff at Headquarters, the applicant, and private sector parties
primarily involving negotiations about project financing, the amount of the
Action Grant required, and the terms and conditions of UQAG loans and
paybacks. The purpose of these negotiations is to increase the- "fundability"
of applications and to assure that the UDAG amount is the minimum required to
make the project feasible.

After projects have been reviewed for basic threshold and financial
feasibilmy, they are assessed against a series of additional selection
criteria. These criteria include the primary one of the applicant's
comparative degree of economic distress as wel'l as demonstrated performance in
carrying out housing and community development programs, the ratio of UDAG
dollars to new permanent jobs, the leveraging ratio of private investment to
UDAG dollars, other public expenditures, the project's estimated impact on the
physical , economic, and fiscal conditions of the applicant, and its potential
Impact on low- and moderate-income persons and minorities. Projects selected
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for funding are those which best meet the selection factors as described in
the regul ations.

DETERMINATIONS OF ELIGIBILITY

From the beginning of the UDAG program through the end of FY 1983, HUD had
received 3,253 requests for eligibilit determination  from local
jurisdictions.  0f that number, 2,241 (69%)were determined to be eligible
including 23 Pockets of Povertg communities. ¢ the balance, 701 (22%) were
found to be ineligible on the basis of not meeting the distress criteria, 177
(?%ghad not demonstrated satisfactory performance in respect to the provision
0

ousing and employment opportunities to minorities and to ‘low- and
r_noderalte—lncome persons, and 134 (4%)were either withdrawn or returned as
Incompl ete.

CHARACTERISTICS OF APPLICATIONS

Distribution of Applications.  After six years of program operation, 1,572
Cities have submitted 4,232 applications for UDAG funds in the total amount of

almost $7.0 billion.

The requests for Action Grant dollars, as measured by the number of rew
applications submitted by both large and small cities, reached the highest
level in the E\r{ogram's history in FY 1983. The 1,088 applications that were
submitted in 1983 account for 26 percent of total applications over the
life of the Erogram. These applications, totalling $1.5 billion, represent 22
percent of the total dollar amount of $7.0 billion requested as of the close
of FY 1983.

A Table 3-1 shows, large cities and urban counties comprise only 24 percent
of the total number of jurisdictions that have submitted UDAG applications.
However, they account for 53 percent of the number of applications submitted
and 74 percent of the total UDAG dollars requested. The 374 large cities and
urban counties submitted an average of SIX applications per jurisdiction
compared to an average of 1.7 per city from 1,198 small cities.

Over the history of the program, commercial projects account for 43 percent of
the total number of applications submitted, industrial progcts for 30 percent
with 27 percent involving neighborhood activities. In 1983, commercial
rojects were 49 percent of the total number submitted, 32 percent were
industrial and 19 percent neighborhood. This shift toward proportionally more
commercial and industrial applications reflects the greater emphasis being
placed on the funding of projects that stimulate economic development.
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TABLE 3-1

DISTRIBUTION G~ UDAG_APPLICATIONS
(Dollars in Millions)

FY 1983 Percent Fy 1978-1983 Percent

Number of Cities Applying

All Cities 631 100% 1,572 100%
Large (219) (35) ( 374) (24)
Small (412) (65) (1,7198) (76)
Number of Abplications H
A1l Applications 1,088 100 4,232 100
Large Cities ( 558) (51) (2,234 (53) :
Small Cities ( 530) (49) (1,998 (7 |
Commercial ( 535) (49) (1,801) (43)
Industrial ( 348) (32) 1,291) (30)
Neighborhood ( 205) (19) (1,140) (27)
Dollar Amount Requested
A1l Applications $1,548 100 $6,980 100
Large Cities (1,137) (73) 15,149) (74)
Small Cities ( 411) (27) (1,831) (26)

SOURCE: U, S. Department of Housm% and Urban Development, Community
P1anning and Development, Office of Mana}gement_, Data Systems
and Statistics Division, Action Grant Information System.

Disposition of Applications. Since the beginning of the UDAG program, just
_cfp—h_IT_E%Wun er one-nalf, or 2,080, ot the 4,232 applications submitted have received no
further consideration--and usually for more than one reason. As Table 3-2
shows, 35 percent of the reasons involved lack of firm or insufficient
financial commitments, 30 percent because the city withdrew the application,
12 i)_ercent because the "but for" test was not met, 12 percent because the
application wes incomplete, and 11_Eer(_:ent for other reasons. There wes no
significant difference in the distribution of reasons between large city and

small city applications.
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TABLE 3-2

REASONS FCR NO FURTHER CONSIDERATION
(F UDAG APPLICATIONS

Reasons All Large Cities Small Cities
Insufficient 35% 33% 36%
Financial Commitment
City Withdrew 30 32 28
Application
Did not meet 12 11 13 Q
"But-For" Test
Application was 12 13 12
Ihcomplete
Other n m1 n
Total 100% 100% 100%

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.

CHARACTERISTICS CF ANNOUNCED PROJECTS THAT ARE ACTIVE OK COMPLETED

UDAG Funds Obligated. As of the end of Fy 1983, a total of 2152 Action Grant
projects had received preliminary application approval. 0f those projects,
the Fiscal Year 1985 Budget for HUD shows that 1,946 had grant agreements
which had been signed by HUD thus obligating appropriated UDAG funds in the
amount of $2,941,136,000. In FY 1983, budget records indicate there were 542
grant announcements for $735.4 million in UDAG funds. In that same period,
obligations of $528.9 million were incurred for 474 projects.

Financial Characteristics of Active or Completed Projects. This report relies
on the number of projecis that are active or completed for its analysis. Of
the 2,152 announced projects, 229 have been cancelled or terminated, leaving a
balance of 1,923 active or completed projects. As shown in Table 3-3, these
1923 projects account for $21.8 billion in total planned investments. Action
Grants contribute 14 percent or $3.0 billion of this amount with 79 percent or
$17.2 billion expected to be leveraged in private investment and seven percent
or $1.6 billion from other Federal, State, and local government sources.
Basic information on the financial characteristics and planned benefits of the
1,923 active or completed projects, by fiscal year and in total, is shown in
the Exhibit at the end of this Chapter.
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In FY 1983, 537 active projects were announced involving $731 million in
Action Grant funds. These funds are expected to leverage over $3.6 hillion in
private investment and $149 million in other public funds, bringing total
planned investment to $4.5 billion.

TABLE 3-3

ANANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF ACTIVE AND COMPLETED PROJECTS
(Dollars in Millions)

Ttem FY 1983 Fr 1978-1983
Number of Projects 537 1,923
Action Grant Funds $ 731 $ 2,993
Private Investment $ 3,623 $ 17,191
Other Public Funds $ 149 $ 1610
Total Project Costs $ 4,503 $ 21,794
Action Grant Funds $ 1.361 $ 1.556
Per Project
Total Project Costs $ 8.385 $ 11.333
Per Project
Ratio: Private Investment 51 5.7: 1
to UDAG $

SOURCE: U, 5. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community
PTanning and Devel opment, Office of Management, Data Systems
and Statistics Division, Action Grant Information System.

The ratio of Action Grant funds to private investment for all projects is
5.7:1, somewhat higher than the ratio of 5:1 for FY 1983 projects.  Action
Grant dollars per project average $1,556,000 for all projects compared to a
lower average of $1,361,000 for FY 1983 projects.  Total investment per
progect over the six-year history of the program averages $11.3 million and
$.3 million for FY 1983 projects.

Distribution of Projects and Action Grant Dollars by City Type. For all
project years large clties have received 57 percent of the awards and 78
percent 0f the UDAG dollars as shown in Table 3-4. In FY 1983, large cities
received 55 percent of the number of awards announced and 77 percent of the
UDAG funds. Conversely, small cities account for 43 percent of the announced
awards and 22 percent of the UDAG dollar amount over the life of the program;
this compares to 45 percent of awards and 23 percent of Action Grant funds in
FY 1983 projects.

Prior to FY 1983, there were never enough fundable projects submitted small
cities to use the full 25 percent of appropriated UDAG funds as mandated by
Congress.  However, in FY 1983, and for the first time in the program's
history, the amount of UDAG funds announced for small city projects exceeded
25 percent of that fiscal year's appropriation and produced a reduction in the
carryover of the small city set aside.
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Pockets of Poverty. Pockets of Poverty projects are characterized by
substantial _direct benefits to 1o~ and “moderate-income residents of the
Pocket, particularly in regard to employment opportunities.  Twenty-seven
Pockets of Poverty awards have been made since the statute was amended in 1979
to include this type of project. Total Action Grant funds involved in Pockets
of Poverty projects amounted to $46 million with an average of $1.8 million
per project. In Fy 1983, nine Pockets of Poverty awards were announced with a

total value of $18 million.
TABLE 3-4

DISTRIBUTION OF PRQECTS AND UDAG DOLLARS N ACTIME AND COMPLETED PROJECTS
(Dollars in Millions)

Ttem FY 1983 FY 1978-1983
Number of Projects--Total 537 1,923
Large Cities (296) (1,101
Small Cities (247) 822)
Percent of Projects 100% 100%
Large Cities (55) (57)
Small Cities (45) (43)
UDAG Dollars--Total $731 $2,993
Large Cities $561) ($2,3302
Small Cities é$170) (§ 663
Percent of UDAG Doll ars 100% 100%
Large Cities (77) (78)
Small Cities (23 (22)
Pockets of Poverty
Number of Projects . 9 27
UDAG dollars $ 18 $ 46

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.

For Fy 1982-83 projects, the percentage of UDAG funds accounted for by
commercial activities declined to 50 percent from an average of 59 percent for




The distribution of UDAG funds in support of the three types of activity
differs significantly between large and small cities. As shown in Table 3-5,
in large cities the largest share of UDAG funds (65%) was for commercial
activities. In contrast, in small cities the largest share (57/%)was for
industrial development. A somewhat larger share of total funds (16%)in large
cities was for housing than in small cities (12%).

TABLE 3-5
DISTRIBUTION CF UDAG FUNDS BY ECONOMIC ACTIVITY, 1978-1983

Projects Industrial Commercial Housing
A1l projects* 2% 58% 15%
1978-81 25 60 15
1982-83 40 48 12
Large 19 65 16
Small 57 3 12

Basgd ggpigmggwgajs]ggﬂ ,379 projects with signed grant agreements

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

FINANCIAL PROGRESS

UDAG Drawdowns.  Table 3-6 shows over $1.5 billion or 51 percent of the
obl mgated UDAG funds had been drawndown by grantees as of the end of FY 1983
as reflected in the President's 1985 Budget Request.

TABLE 3-6

UDAG DRAWDOWNS G- OBLIGATED RUNDS
(Dollars in Millions)

Obl1 gated Drawndown Percent
2,941 $1,507 51%

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 0ffice of
Administration, Office of Finance and Acccounting.
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Private Investment Expenditure. A down in Table 3-7, there is almost $17.2
biTTion in planned private investment associated with active and completed
_rolj_ects. % the end of Fr 1983, grantees reported that mor than $11.6
ilfion, or percent of that amount, had been expended. That the rate of
planned private investment (68%) is significantly higher, than the UDAG
drawdown rate (51%)is because private investment can begin before Legally
Blndlng_ Commitments” from project participants to undertake the activities
identified in the grant agreement are approved by HUD and because most UDAG
grant agreements are written to stipulate that a specific proportion of the
private funds must be spent before UDAG funds can be drawndown.

The reported private expenditure rate in small city projects is 81 percent of
ptanned private investment,  This record reflects the predominance of
Industrial projects in small cities. Industrial projects show an 83 percent
rate of expenditure. In large city projects, the oveérall private expenditure
rate of 64 percent reflects the greater proportion of commercial and
neighborhood projects in large cities. These latter project types had private
expenditure rateS of 61 percent and 62 percent respectively.

Grantees report that for projects which were awarded during Fy 1978-1980
actual expenditure rates have  exceeded 107 percent of the planned private
investment. In contrast, projects announced in the Fr 1981-1983 period report
a private expenditure rate of 40 percent.

TABLE 3-7
EXPENDITURE RATES OF PLANNED PRIVATE INVESTMENT
N ACTIVE AND COMPLETED PROJECTS
(Dollars in Millions)

Proj ect s PTanned Actual Percent

All Projects $17,191 $11,640 68%
Large (13,164) (8,384) 64
Small ( 4,027) (3,256) 81
Industrial (5,170) (4,283) 83
Commercial 58,911) (5,425) 6l
Neighborhood 3,110) (1,932) 62
Fy 1978-1980 (7,165) (7,667) 107

Projects
FY 1981-1983 (10,026) (3,973) 40

Projects

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

Construction and Completion Status. Table 3-8 shows that as of the end of FY
1983, grantees reported that construction wok had not yet started on 34
percent of all projects, that it wes underway in 31 percent and was completed
In another 14 percent.  Thirteen percent of gl projects had reached the
closeout stage and 8 percent had been completed.

Fewer large city projects (38%) had not begun construction wok as compared to
small cities (30%)while 16 percent of all large city projects had been closed
out or completed as ocmpared to 26 percent in small cities.

Construction wok had not started in 40 Ipercent of all commercial projects as
compared to 30 percent in industrial and 31 percent in neighborhood
projects. Fifteen percent of all commercial FrOjeCtS were either closed out
or comﬁleted while 27 percent of industrial projects and 20 percent of

neighborhood projects had reached the closeout or completion stage.
TABLE 3-8
PROJECT COMPLETION STATUS

_ Not Yet Construction ~ Construction  cTosed  Projects
Projects Started Underway —_Completed Out  Completed
All Projects 34% 31% 14% 13% 8%
Large 38 12 4
Small 30 %% ﬁ 14 12
Industrial 30 27 16 16 1
Commercial 40 32 13 9 6
Neighborhood 31 35 15 13 7

SOURCE: US. Department of H_ousmg? and Uroan Development, Community Planning
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics

Division, Action Grant Information System.
¥

MON I'TCR ING

HUD Field Offices reported that durin% FY 1983, on-site monitoring visits were
meck to 420 UDAG grantees and that 728 individual grants were monitored during
the visits. The numbers of grantees and projects in Fy 1983 are very similar
to those for Fy 1982. Monitoring efforts, while cowering a wide variety of
activities, were focused on O|or ram progress, accountability, program
benefits, management systems and financial management.  The findings that
resulted from the monitoring requiring grantee action to correct or improve a
condition were concentrated in thé 'general areas of program progress,
management systems, and financial management plus the more specialized areas
of environmental , acquisition and reiocation activities.
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AUDITS

Every UDAG grantee must be audited at least biennially and, preferably, every
year. Almost all of these audits are conducted by Independent Public
Accountants (IPAs). The IPA audit is sent to the Regional Inspector General
for Audit (RIGA) for review and acceptance. The RGA nmey also undertake
audits of part or all of the UDAG program of a selected grantee. A "Finding"

In FY 1983, there were a total of 104 findings in the 57 audit reports with
findings which compares to a total of 67 findings in 38 reports with findings
in FY 1982. Thirty-eight percent of the Fy 1983 findings involved questioned
or disallowed costs as compared to 45 percent of FY 1982 findings. The
monetary findings in FY 1983 involved $3.8 million of UDAG funds questioned or
disallowed. This was a decline from $5.6 million in FY 1982 audits.

Almost one-half ($1,808,000) of the dollar amount of the monetary findings
resulting from audits conducted during FY 1983 was unresolved as of September
30, 1983. The reason for this condition is that audits are conducted
throughout the course of the year and HUD standards allow up to six months for
the final resolution of findings. This accounts for Table 3-9, which was
prepared in the latter part of 1983, shows that the dollar amount of
unresolved findings from FY 1982 audits had reached zero ($0) by that time.
Of those FY 1983 monetary findings which had been resolved, eighty percent
($1,586,000) of the dollars involved were non-sustained while twenty percent
($398,000) were sustained. For all FY 1982 monetary findings, 81 percent of
the doliar amount ultimately was non-sustained.
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TABLE 3-9
UDAG PROGRAM AUDIT ACTIVITIES

ITEM Fr '1982 Fr 1983
A. Audit Reports and Findings Number  Percent Number Percent
Audit Reports 187 100% 24 100%
Audit Reports with Findings I 20 57 27
Reports with Monetary Findings (22) (12) (27) (13)
Reports with Non-Monetary (16) (8) (30) ' (14)

Findings Only

B. Audit Findings Number  Percent Number Percent
Total Findings 67 100% 104 100%
Monetary Findings (30) (45) (40) (38)
Non-Monetary Findings (37) (65) {64) (62)

FY 1982 Fr 1983
C. Monetary Findings Dollars Percent Dollars Percent
UDAG Funds $5,625,000 100% $3,792,000 100%

Questioned/

Disallowed
Non-sustained 4,554,000 (81) (1,586,000) (42)
Sustained 1,069,000 (19) ( 398,000) (10)
Unresolved ( 0) ( 0) (1,808,000) (48)

SOURCE: U. S. Department o1 Housing and Urban Development, Office o1 Ihe
Inspector General, Planning and Research Division. Compiled by
Community Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and

Evaluation.
PROGRAM BENEFITS §
This section discusses the planned benefits from the Action Grant program in
the areas of jobs, taxes, housing, and for minority persons and firms. It
also describes the actual progress achieved in those areas. It should be

noted that the grantee performance reports for closed-out and com%eted
projects are not current. Thus some benefits may well be undercounted.

PLANNED BEVPLOYMENT BENEFITS

For all 1,923 projects, there are 405000 new permanent jobs to be created of
which 55 percent are intended for low- to moderate-income persons and 16
percent for minority persons as shown in Table 3-10. The 537 projects
announced in FY 1983 are expected to provide 77,000 new permanent jobs of
which persons of low to moderate income are designated to receive 45 percent
and minority persons 2L percent.
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The average number of UDAG dollars per planned rew permanent job has shown a
steady rise since the beginning of the program due largely to the combined
effects of the impact of inflation on project-related coStS and more accurate
estimates by cities of the number of jobs to be created. The average for all
1,923 projects 1S $7,400 UDAG dollars per planned rew permanent job compared
to $9,500 for Fy 1983 projects. The average number of planned new permanent
jobs per project has been eclmmg steadily also reflecting more accurate {:ob
estimates as well as a generally downward trend in average project size. For
all progects, the average is 211 mew permanent jobs per project which compares
to 146 for Fy 1983 projects.

TABLE 3-10
PLANNED EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS

Ttem Fy 1983 FY 1978-1983
Nw Permanent Jobs 77,156 405,019
Low/Moderate Income Jobs 34,417 224,004
Percent Low/Moderate 45% 55%
Minority Jobs 16,053 65,728
Percent Minority 2% 16%
Nwv Permanent Jobs 146 211

per Project
UDAG Dollars per Nw Job $9,498 $7,389
Construction Jobs 59,441 310,781

Pianning and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems
and Statistics Division, Action Grant Information System.

Over the history of the UDAG program, the project type with the lowest average
number of Action Grant dollars per planned new permanent job occurs in
industrial projects. The average is $5,700. Such projects have a higher
leveraging ratio than other project types and are focused more specifically on
job creation--they account for about one-third of all planned rev permanent
Jobs. In comparison, the average for commercial projects is $6,900 and the
average for neighborhood projects Is $14,300. The high cost per_job in
neighborhood projects is due t0 the fact that many involve housing activities,
which create few, if any, rew permanent jobs. By city type, the average of
$5,960 UDAG dollars per planned rew permanent job in small city projects
compares to $7,930 for projects in large cities. The difference probably
reflects lower construction costs and a larger proportion of industrial
projects in small cities.
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Some Action Grant proﬂects are designed to retain existing permanent jobs that
might otherwise be [ost by distressed cities. Almost 115,000 jobs were
identified for retention in all UDAG projects and it was expected that 5,800
jobs would be retained in projects announced in FY 1983. As more emphasis was
Placed on economic development and mew job creation in the administration of
he UDAG program, the ratio of rew jobs to retained jobs of 13.3:1 for FY 1983
projects compares to a ratio of 3.5:1 for all projects (FY 1978-1983).

Construction Jobs. An additional employment benefit from the program is the
construction jobs provided during PrOJect development. Almost 311,000
construction jobs are expected from all UDAG projects and over 59,000 from

FY 1983 projects.

ACTUAL JOB CREATION

At the end of FY 1983, Table 3-12 shows that almost 110,000 rew Permanent jobs
had been created by the Action Grant program--27 percent of all planned
jobs. O these jobs, 73,000 are in large cities and 37,000 in small cities.
Forty-three thousand of all new jobs were industrial positions; the rest,
67,000, are in projects related to commercial and neighborhood activities.
Sixty-'six thousand ‘of the mw permanent jobs created were designated for
persons of low or moderate Income.

Those Action Grant projects that had reached the closeout stage or had been
completed created 66 percent of all planned jobs, 80 percent of those for Tow-
and moderate-income persons and 76 percent of planned minority jobs.  This
information was reported by grantees at the time of closeout or in their last
progress report submitted prior to closeout. B/ the end of FY 1983, grantees
also reported that 232,000 construction jobs have been created.

TABLE 3-12
NEW PERMANENT JOBS CREATED

PT1anned Created Percent

All Projects:

Nw Permanent Jobs 405,019 109,846 27%

Low/Mod Jobs 224,004 66,183 30

Minority Jobs 65, 729 25,322 39
Projects at Closeout or Completion:

Nwv Permanent Jobs 58,753 38,038 66

Low/Mod Jobs 33,808 26 ,664 80

Minority Jobs 6,134 4,649 76

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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PLANNED' 'FISCAL BENEFITS

Another major objective of the use of UDAG funds is to generate nev revenue
for distressed cities from proiect activities. In Table ,3-13, total tax
increases to be provided by Fy 1983 projects from all sources were projected
at $108 million annually.” The principal source of rew revenue would be
derived from taxes on real estate. About $68 million in annual revenue
increase was expected from this source from FY 1983 projects once they are
completed. An additional $23 million in annual revenue was to be derived from
other tax sources such as the local portion of sales taxes, local income taxes
and inventory taxes, and $17 million from payments in lieu of taxes (PILOT)

TABLE 3-13
PLANNED ANNUAL FISCAL BENEFITS
(Dollars in Millions)

Item FY 1983 FY 1978-1983
Protﬁ)erzly T?x Increase $ 68 $303
Other Tax Increase $ 23 $150
Payments in Lieu of Taxes $ 17 $18
Total $T08 47T
Tax Increase Per UDAG $ $0.15 $0.16

SOURCE: U. 5. Department ot Housing and Urban_ Development, community
Planning and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems
and Statistics Division, Action Grant Information System.

For all projects, $303 million in projected property tax increases together
with $168 million from_ other sources was expected t0 produce annual revenues
for recipient communities of over $470 million.

For all projects, each UDAG dollar was anticipated to generate 16¢ per year in
additional revenue from all tax sources from project-related activities. The
average was 15¢ per UDAG dollar for FY 1983 projects.

Tax Abatements. About 23 percent of all projects receive some form of tax
abatement--a proportion that has varied only slightly from year to year.
About 26 percent of PI’OjeCtS in large cities and 18 percent in small cities
receive some degree of abatement and the percentage is high in both industrial
(27%) and commercial projects (25%). The amount of abatement and its impact
on expected tax revenue increases vary widely among affected projects. About
two-thirds of the abatements gre provided by "local governments with about one-

quarter by State governments.
Actual Tax Revenue. Table 3-14 shows that in FY 1983, communities with UDAG

projects reported receiving $63 million in actual tax and related payments--
$35 million in property taxes, $21 million from other taxes and $7 million in
ayments in lieu of taxes. The total is 13 percent of planned tax revenues
rom all projects. Large cities received $49 million of those payments, and
$14 million was received by small cities.
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TABLE 3-14
TAX AND RELATED REVENUES RECEIVED
(Dollars in Millions)

Planned Received Pércent
AT1 Projects:
Property Tax $303 $35 12%
Other Taxes 150 2 14
PILOT 18 7 39
Total $471 $63 3%
projects ‘at Closeout O ‘Completion
Property Tax $38 $14 37%
Other Taxes (inc. PILOT) 24 9 1 '38"
Total $62 $23 37%

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

Another source of revenue to distressed jurisdictions from UDAG projects is
the payback of UDAG loans by private sector participants. Grantees report
that cumulative paybacks amounted to $45 million by the end of FY 1983. Of
that amount $25 million had been paid to large cities while small cities had
received $20 miliion.

HOUSING.

Over its first six years, the UDAG program had planned to provide close to
88,000 housing units as shown in Table 3-15. O0f these, almost 42,000 were to
be new units while more than 46,000 involved rehabilitation.  Thirty-nine
percent of all housing units were intended for persons of low to moderate
income. Eighty-five percent of all planned housing units are located in large
cities. ‘

TABLE 3-15
PLANNED HOUSING UNITS

Kem FY 1983 FY 1978.1983
New Construction 13,371 41,782
Rehabilitation '4,460 46,078
Total 17,831 87,860
Percent New Construction 75% _4_8_°_/o

SOURCE: U. S. Department oT Housing and Urban Development, Community
Planning and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems
and Statistics Division, Action Grant Information System.
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Planned Housing. The average number of units planned in Action Grant projects
has remained relatively constant throughout the program at about 14,650 units
per year. The 17,800 planned units associated with FY 1983 projects reflect
the overall increase in program activity during that fiscal year. In Fy 1983
there was a sharp reversal in the relationship between planned new units and
units to be rehabilitated. While new units account for 48 percent of all
planned units over the life of the program prior to FY 1983, they represent 75
percent of total planned units in FY 1983 projects. The average of housing
for low- and moderate-income persons for all program years is 39 percent.

Housing Performance. Table 3-16 shows that 27,300 units had been completed by
the end of FY 1983 . Of this number, over 12,300 new units of housing had been
constructed and 14,250 units had been rehabilitated. The total of completed
units is 31 percent of all planned units. More than 14,000 (over one-half) of
the completed units had been designated for persons of low to moderate income.

TABLE 3-16
COMPLETED HOUSING UNITS

PTanned mle't'ed Percent

All Projects :

Housing Units 87,860 27,329 31%

Low/Mod Units 33,937 14,243 42
Projects at Closeout

or T e jon

Housing Units 8,995 5,070 56

Low/Mod Units 4,582 3,286 72

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

BENEFITS TO MINORITIES

Action Grant projects provide permanent employment and other benefits for
minority persons and opportunities for the involvement of minority-owned Erms
and businesses in project-related activities as sumnarized in Table 3-17.

Minority Employment. Grantees in about one-half of all UDAG projects have
designated almost 66,000 planned new permanent jobs for minority persons.
This is 16 percent of the total of all planned new jobs. Communities reported
that over 25000 (38 percent) of the planned permanent jobs for minority
persons actually had been created.

Minority Contracts. Cities reported that in 770 (60 percent) of the 1,300
UDAG projects that had reached the stage of letting contracts by the close of
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Fy 1983, there was an involvement of minority-owned firms as contractors or
sub-contractors. The activities of these firms include construction
contracting and the provision of architectural, engineering design, consulting
and other services.  Minority-owned firms have received 17 percent of the
number of all contracts and sub-contracts awarded, the total value of which is
more than $600 million or seven percent of the dollar amount of all awards
made to private sector businesses.

Other Minority Participation or Benefits. Minority individuals or minority-
owned firms are 1dentified as having a financial interest in 285 projects--15
percent of all projects. The financial interest can involve an ownership role
or equity position in the project, a specific set aside of space to be leased,
or a specific set aside of construction contracts. In addition, almost -one-
quarter of all projects include planned benefits for minorities, other than
jobs and ownership, such as loans to minority persons to purchase or
rehabil state residential structures.

TABLE 3-17

MINORITY BENEFITS

ltem Percent

Percent of Projects with PTanned New Permanent 4%
Jobs for Minority Persons

Percent of Planned New Permanent Jobs Designated 16
for Minority Persons

Percent of Planned New Permanent Jobs for Minority 38
Persons Actually Created

Percent of Projects with Involvement of 59
Minority Contractors in Projects Which Had
Awarded Contracts

Percent of the Number of Contracts Awarded 17
to Minority Firms

Percent of the Value of Contracts 7
Awarded to Minority Firms

Percent of Projects with Minority Financial 15
Interest

Percent of Projects with Other Benefits for 24
Minorities

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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PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

This section describes the characteristics of projects funded through the
Action Grant program. Included is information on the distribution of projects
by type of activity, the sources of funds contributing to total project
development costs, the location of projects within communities, and energy-
related projects.

TYPES F PROJECTS

Action Grant projects contribute to industrial, commercial and housing
development. Each Action Grant project may undertake these development
activities singly or in combination--the latter typically a mix of housing and
commercial development.  Historically, commercial and industrial activities
are shown in Table 3-18. Commercial projects account for 38 percent of the
number of grant awards and industrial projects for 36 percent. Fifteen
percent of awards assist the production of new or rehabilitated housing, and
the remaining 11 percent aid mixed-use development projects.

TABLE 3-18
DISTRIBUTION OF UDAG PROJECTS, 1978-1983

Ttem Industrial Commercial Housing Mixed
A1l Projects* 36% 3% 159% 11%
1978-1979 b 33 13 18
1980-1981 3l 43 16 10
1982-1983 43 3 14 7
Large 27 45 16 12
Small 48 30 14 9

Based on an analysis of 1,379 projects with signed grant agreements
_____ as of September 30, 1983.
SOURCE - U. S. Department oTf Housing and Urban Development, Community

Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation, Grant Agreement Data Base.

Industrial projects, despite a slight decline in the percentage of awards
granted in the 1980-1981 period compared to 1978-1979, registered the sharpest
Increase in the percent of awards made in 1982-1983 and constituted the
highest proportion of grants made in that period. |In contrast, the relative
share of awards made in support of commercial and housing projects increased
through the early and middle years of the program, but has subsequently
declined. Mixed use projects have experienced a steady decline in the share
of awards over the life of the program.
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Small city projects are more likely to be industrial than any other project
type, while large city projects, on the whole, are more apt to be commercial
in nature. Nearly half of all Action Grant projects located in small cities
are industrial and forty-five percent of all large city projects involve
commercial development.

Average total development costs per project and the average amount of UDAG
funds that contributed toward this total vary widely among project types and
program years. Although the program-wide average project cost iIs $12.6
million, 1including $1.6 million in UDAG funds, commercial and mixed-use
projects are typically larger than industrial or housing projects. Average
total development costs for commercial projects are about $16.2 million with
UDAG funds comprising $2.1 million of this amount. Housing projects average
only $8.0 million in total costs, supported by $940 thousand in UDAG funds.
Since the inception of the program, total development costs per project,
including the Action Grant component, have steadily declined. P1anned
expenditures per project in the 1978-79 program years averaged approximately
$14.0 million, with Action Grant funds accounting for $1.9 million of the
total. Projects funded in 1982-83, however, averaged $8.9 million in total
cost with an average $1.0 million in UDAG funding.

Commercial Projects. The 38 percent of Action Grant projects contributing to
Tocal commercial development involves the planned new construction or
rehabilitation of retail and office space, hotel facilities, and a number of
other types of for-profit and non-profit enterprises. These projects range
from large downtown complexes embracing muitiple commercial uses to
neighborhood nursing homes. Almost two-thirds of commercial projects include
a retail component and about 45 percent of the projects provide for the
development of commercial office space. Action Grant awards to this type of
development plan to produce over 44 million square feet of retail space and 86
million square feet of office space. Twenty-one percent of the commercial
projects involved the construction or renovation of hotel facilities, to
result in the development of 39,000 rooms. Fully 29 percent of all commercial
projects, however, involve other types of facilities including cultural
centers and theatres, or those which provide specialized services such as film
and sound studios, or social services such as job training, sheltered
workshops, and nursing homes.

Commercial project development occurs through the construction of entirely new
facilities, the expansion of existing facilities, or the renovation of
occupied or previously-vacant buildings. Almost 70 percent of commerical
projects include the construction of new facilities, and the expansion of
existing commerical facilities is characteristic of 15 percent of commercial
projects. Nearly one-half of all commercial projects include some degree of
rehabilitation. This renovation involves the upgrading of facilities
currently employed for commerical purposes, or in the creative re-use of
abandoned structures, sometimes incorporating a historic preservation
component, as shown in Table 3-19.
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TABLE 3-19

HISTORIC PRESERVATION
(Dollars in Millions)

IT'tem AT1 Projects With HP Percent
Projects* 1,379 135 10%
UDAG $ 2,176 $ 91 4
Private 14,838 449 3
Other Public ©.. 918 38 "4

Total $17,932 $578 3%

Based on an analysis of 1,379 projects with signed grant agreements as
of September 30, 1983.

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

One-tenth of the 1379 UDAG projects with signed grant agreements have
contributed to the rehabilitation and preservation of historic structures.
Over $91 million, or four percent of UDAG funds, have been planned to be
expended in support of the renovation of buildings deemed to have local
historic significance, often in conjunction with downtown revitalization
projects. Private dollars involved in such activities total $449 million, or
threg¢ percent of planned private funds. Funds from other public sources
devoted to this use comprised four percent of total other public fund
commitments. |n total, over $578 million in project funding has included some
historic preservation component. This three percent share of total project
expenditures has remained fairly constant over the life of the program.

Industrial Facilities. Over one-third of all Action Grant awards aid in the
creafion of new production capacity in a wide range of industries. As shown
in Table 3-20, thirty-seven percent of the over 700 individual firms assisted
with Action Grants are metal fabrication and machinery and equipment
manufacturing enterprises. Fifteen percent of the firms are engaged in the
production of chemicals, plastics and other synthetic materials, thirteen
percent are wood and paper products companies, and 11 percent are in food and
food processing. The remaining firms are distributed across a broad spectrum
of economic sectors.
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TABLE 3-20
FIRMS IN INDUSTRIAL PROJECTS, 197/8-1983

Economic Sector Percent of 'AWa'f‘d"s*
Metals/Machinery & Equipment 3%
Chemicals/P1astics 15
Wood/Paper Products 13
Food & Food Processing 11
Textiles/Appare 17
Wholesale Trade 7
Agriculture/Mining/Transport 6
Other "4
Total 100%

*

Based on an analysis of 1,379 projects with signed grant agreements
as of September 30, 1983.

SOURCt:  U. 5. Department oT Housing and Urban Development, Community
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation, Grant Agreement Data Base.

Approximately one-half of the firms participating in the program are new to
the community in which the facilities are located, thus contributing to the
expansion of the economic base of the community, or serving to softeh the
impact of plant closings. The assistance provided to firms already located in
the city receiving an Action Grant may be used to expand existing facilities
and provide jobs new to the area or induce firms contemplating relocation to
remain in the community and continue to provide employment locally.

Analysis of recently-funded industrial projects indicates that about one-
third of these projects included the start-up of completely new firms or the
creation of new branch plants by parent corporations. Fifty percent of all
firms assisted were independent firms rather than corporate branches. Firms
assisted are, in general, medium-sized, employing a pre-UDAG award average of
305 workers.

The construction of completely new production facilities was an aspect of 43
percent of the awards benefitting industrial firms. Twenty-six percent of the
awards provided for plant expansions, and about one-third of the awards
included the rehabilitation of existing facilities. These activities plan for
the development of more than 7 million square feet of industrial space, 43
percent through renovation.

Action Grant assistance contributes not only to the immediate expansion of
production capacity, but in some cases provides for future industrial
development. In addition to a number of structures to be constructed or
rehabil itated on a speculative basis, the provision of grant funds will enable
the site and infrastructure improvements necessary for the development of over
4,000 acres of industrial park land.
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Housing Projects.  Approximately one-quarter of all Action Grant projects
inclTude the construction or rehabil tation of housing units. In 15 percent of
UDAG projects, this is the only activity undertaken with project funds. An
additional 11 percent of the projects incorporate mixed-use development
activities, typically including a housing component coupled with some form of
commercial development. Over the life of the program, two-thirds of all
planned housing units have been associated with projects which involve only
housing while one-third of the planned units have been created or
rehabilitated in conjunction with some other activity.

As shown in Table 3-21, housing development projects differ widely in terms of
the construction and occupancy characteristics of their units. Housing-only
projects are far more likely to involve the rehabilitation of existing units
rather than the production of new housing. Rehabilitated units account for 72
percent of all housing units in housing-only projects in contrast to 43
percent in mixed-use projects. In addition, the bulk of the units funded
through housing-only projects are owner rather than renter- occupied, whereas
the reverse is true in mixed-use projects. Sixty-four percent of the housing
units assisted in housing-only projects are owner-occupied. I n mixed-use
projects, 69 percent of the units planned are intended for rental use. These
differences reflect the purposes and types of structures likely to be assisted
in each project type. Most often, the primary purpose of mixed-use projects

is commercial revitalization.  The housing units supported through such
projects are typically located in multi-story structures partially devoted to
commercial use. In contrast, single-purpose housing projects generally are

intended to contribute to the revitalization of neighborhoods through the
rehabilitation of existing, owner-occupied structures.

TABLE 3-21
CHARACTERISTICS OF PLANNED HOUSING UNITS BY PROJECT TYPE

Units Mixed-Use Housing=-0nly
New Construction 5% 28%
Rehabilitation 43 72"
100% 100%
Owner-Bccupied 3 64
Renter-Occupied '69 36
T00% 100%

SOURCE: U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community
Planning and Development, Office of Prog'ram AnalysiS and
Evaluation, Grant Agreement Data Base.
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Table 3-22 provides additional information on the occupancy characteristics of
planned housing units in UDAG projects. Since the inception of the program,
69 percent of all planned units have been owner-occupied while 31 percent have
been intended for rental ﬁurposes. However, the relative proportion of owner-
occupied to rental units has shifted dramatically over time. In the first two
program years, the housing assisted was almost equally divided between owner-
occupied” and renter-occupied units. By FY 1982-83, over 80 percent of all
planned units were owner-occupied. In part, this reflects the decline in the
share of UDAG awards made in support of mixed-use development projects.

Of the planned rew units, somewhat over half, or 54 percent, have been
intended for sale to eventual owners. In contrast, 79 percent of the
rehabi litated units have been owner-occupied.  The average sale price of
newly-constructed owner-occupied units has been approximately $51,000, which
was ‘substantially less than the nation-wide average over the same time
period. ~ The planned rehabilitation cost of owner-occupied dwellings has
averaged $22,000, indicating a fairly high percentage of projects involving a
moderate-to-substantial level of rehabil itation.

TABLE 3-22
OCCUPANCY CHARACTERISTICS OF PLANNED HOUSING UNITS

urii ts Owner-Occupi ed Rental Total
A11 Projects* 63% 31% 100%
1978-79 ol 49 100
1980-81 70 30 100
1982-83 84 16 100
Nw Construction 54 46 100
Rehabil itation 79 21 100

* Based on an analysis of 1,379 projects with signed grant agreements
as of September 30, 1983.

SOURCE:  U. S. Department of Housin and_Urban Development, Community

Pianning and Devel opment, Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation, Grant Agreement Data Base.

FUNDS N UDAG PROJECTS

This subsection discusses the sources and uses of  Action Grant project
funds. Findings are based on an analysis of 1,379 projects with signed grant
agreements as of September 30, 1983.

Sources of Funds.  UDAG projects must include funds from private sector
sources in addition to the Action Grant itself, and may include funds from
other Federal and State agencies or local public sector sources.
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Table 3-23 shows that, historically, the private sector has provided 83
percent of the total planned development costs of Action Grant projects, far
In excess of the minimum program standard of a Ieveragm% ratio of private
investment to UDAG dollars of 2.5:1. Action Grant dollars have contributed an
additional 12 percent of total funding, and other public funds comprise the
remaining five percent.

TABLE 3-23
SOURCES OF PROJECT FUNDS, 1978-1983

Projects Private UDAG Other public
A1l Projects* 83% 12% S
1978-79 84 11 6
1980-81 82 13 5
1982-83 84 12 4
Large o7 12 6
Small 83 13 4
Industrial 89 9 2
Commercial 80 13 7
Housing 80 17 3
M xed 79 14 7

*

Based on an analgsis of 1,379 projects with signed grant agreements
asi of September 30, 1983.

SOURCT.  U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Communi ty
PT1anning and Devel opment, Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation, Grant Agreement Data Base.

There is onQ/ minor variation in this pattern in respect both to fiscal year
of award and city type. There is some variation by project type, however.
Private investment "provides 89 percent of total planned iInvestment in
industrial projects as compared to 80 percent each for commercial, housing,
and mixed projects. A a consequence, industrial projects rely less on UDAG
funds (9%Eand other public monies (2%) than other project types. Housing
projects show the highest proportion of UDAG funds (17%) and a lower than
average use of other public sources of financial assistance (3%). Commercial
and mixed projects display a pattern close to that for all projects.

Sources of Private Investment, The private investment in UDAG projects
CONSISTS of thoSe funds obligated to be expended by private sector parties,
whether it be private equity, loans from private sector lenders, or (non-UDAG)
loans subsidized by public agencies. (See Table 3-24.)

Unsubsidized private expenditures have averaged 76 percent of the total
private sector share in UDAG projects, while 24 percent of the private sector
contribution has received some form of public sector subsidy.
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TABLE 3-24
SOURCES CF PRIVATE INVESTMENT, 1978-83

Unisubsidized Subsidized

A1l Projects* 76% 24%

* Based on an analysis of 1,379 projects with signed grant agreements
as of September 30, 1983.

SOURCE: U S. Depariment of Housing and Urban Development, Community
PTanning and Development, Office of Program AnalysiS and
Evaluation, Grant Agreement Data Base.

Local city and county agencies account for 68 percent of the total subsidized
private debt. In addition to Industrial Revenue Bonds, subsidy mechanisms
include Housing Development Bonds, and direct below-market-rate loans to
private investors. State agency subsidies constitute an additional 15 percent
of subsidized private funds. Federal agencies, most notably the Small
Business Administration and the Economic Development Administration, are
providing 17 percent of this type of funding, generally-through direct loans
or loan guarantees.

Uses of Action Grants. Action Grant funds may be used in several ways: to
directly benefit private sector parties through below-market-rate Zloans,
rehabilitation loans, interest subsidies, land write-downs and on-site
improvements; to provide infrastructure development or improvement which,
while project-related, generates additional public benefits; and to make
relocation payments to individuals and businesses affected by project

activities.

TABLE 3-25
USES CF UDAG FUNDS, 1978-83

Direct Infrastructure
I tem Incentives Development Relocation
ATl Projects* 72% 26% 2%
1978-1979 53 43 4
1980-1981 84 15 2
1982-1983 87 12 1

Based on an analysis of 1,379 projects with signed grant agreements
as of September 30, 1983.

SOURCE: U. S. Department ot Housing and Urban Development, Community
PTanning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation, Grant Agreement Data Base.
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As Table 3-25 shows, direct incentives account for 72 percent of total planned
Action Grant expenditures. Twenty-six percent i s earmarked for infrastructure
improvements and two percent for relocation payments.

UDAG for Direct Incentives. Over the life of the program, the percentage of
UDAG funds employed as direct incentives has increased steadily. In contrast
to early program years, the share of UDAG monies expended to directly benefit
private sector participants has risen from 53 percent in 1978-1979 projects to
87 percent of the funds awarded in 1982-1983. Funds devoted to infrastructure
or relocation uses have consequently declined, from a combined 47 percent of
funds in 1978-1979 to 13 percent for projects announced in 1982-83.

UDAG Funds as Direct and Repayable Incentives. In total, UDAG funds extended
as loans to private entities, or used for the construction of facilities from
which lease revenues will be derived, account for 56 percent of all Action
Grant funds awarded. These loan or lease repayments are then available for
reuse by recipient jurisdictions in the pursuit of community development
objectives.

The use of UDAG funds as a repayable incentive has increased dramatically
since the early years of the program. Whereas approximately one-quarter of
UDAG funds awarded in 1978-79 included an obligation to repay on the part of
the private sector developer, 82 percent of Action Grant funds in projects
announced during 1982-83 was to be recaptured. Funds otherwise to be used for
direct incentives consist largely of project site improvements, rehabilitation
grants, and interest subsidies. The two latter uses are generally in support
of the rehabilitation or financing of housing for low- and moderate-income

persons.

Based on an analysis of recent project awards, approximately one-quarter of
such grants have provided for an additional mechanism for the recapture of
UDAG funds. This involves the taking of an equity position by the city in the
project under development. As consideration for the use of UDAG funds to make
the project feasible, the sponsoring jurisdiction can be guaranteed a
percentage of the revenues generated by the project. Typically, private
sector developers are granted several years grace before such payments are to
be made, and only those revenues over a preferred rate of return to the
developer are subject to local participation. Thus, in return for sharing in
thef_project‘s risk, the public sector directly shares in the project's
profits.

UDAG for Infrastructure Development. UDAG funds for infrastructure are
divided fairTy evenly among the construction or improvement of water and sewer
lines, streets, parking facilities, and a combined category of "other off-site
improvements” including pedestrian mallS and walkways and other public-access
facilities. Although the use of UDAG funds for infrastructure development has
declined over time as a proportion of total funds used, the distribution among
uses has remained relatively constant.

Sources of Other Public Funds. Project funds in the form of grants from
public agencies comprise five percent of total project costs taken over the
life of the Action Grant program, as was shown in Table 3-25. Table 3-26
shows that, as is true of private loan subsidies, the bulk of other public
grant funds are local contributions, totalling 74 percent of all non-UDAG
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rant funds. An additional 14 percent of other public funds is contributed by
ederal agencies, and the remaining 12 percent is being provided by State
programs.

TABLE 3-26
SOURCES OF NON-UDAG PUBLIC INVESTMENT, 1978-83

T'tem Federdl State Local
A1l Projects* 14% 12% 74%
Industrial 18 30 2
Commercial 13 9 78
Housing 3 3 94
Mixed 19 13 63

* Based on an analysis of 1,379 projects with signed grant agreements
as of September 30, 1983.

R 0T HOUSING an , _community
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and
Evaluation, Grant Agreement Data Base.

Industrial prolsc_:ts relgl more heavily on State (30%)and Federal (18%)sources
of non-UDAG public funds than other project types. In contrast, local public
agencies account for 94 percent of other public funds in housing projects.

pattern for commercial and mixed projects is reasonably close to that for

all projects.

Ue of Local, State, and Non-UDAG Federal Funds. The changing pattern of use
of Other public grant funds varies somewhat from that of UDAG funds. Other
public funds used for direct incentives comprise Onle:lsess percent of total
public funds in contrast to 72 percent of UDAG funds. of public funds has
recently shifted away from the provision of direct incentives. In the last
two program years, direct incentives constituted 28 percent of other public
funds as compared to 42 percent in 1981-82. This trend is _Iargel?/ in
consequence of the ch?/r\ml?]e in the investment pattern characteristic of local
funds expenditures.  While direct incentives have risen from an initial 15
percent of State-provided project funds to almost 50 percent and with Federal
Grant funds now almost_solely employed as direct incentives, the use of local
funds as direct incentives in 1982-83 comprised 22 percent of local funds in
contrast to 43 percent in 1980-81.

LOCATION OF PROJECTS

This subsection describes the locational characteristics of Action Grant
projects, reporting the distribution of projects among distressed communities
receiving Action Grant awards, distribution among regional parts of the
country, and the location of projects within communities.
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Distribution of Projects Among Distressed Communities. = Only those
jurisdictions meeting minimum standards of pnysical and economic distress are
eligible to submit applications for project funding in the UDAG program. To
this extent, all awards are targeted "to cities experiencing higher than
average rates of population growth lag or decline, per capita Income change,
persons in poverty, and older housing stock. In addition, when considering
project applications once submitted, HUD is statutorily required to give
?rlmary consideration to the comparative community distress levelsS in making
unding decisions.

Among large cities, the one-third most distressed communities received the
bulk of Action Grant awards and dollars, as shown in Table 3-27. Sixty-four
percent of UDAG funds and 62 percent of grant awards have gone to the most
distressed  communities. Moderately-distressed  communities received
approximately one-quarter of the funds™ and projects, the 7east-distressed
commanities were awarded the remaining 13 percent of funds and 12 percent of
awards.

TABLE 3-27
DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS AMONG ELIGIBLE LARGE CITIES BY DISTRESS

One-Third One-Thi rd One-Third
Most Moderately Least
Distressed Distressed Distressed
Percent of
Awards 64% 24% 12%
Pejcent of
DoTlars 62 B B8
SOURCE: US. Department of Housing and Urtan Development, Community Planning
and Devel opment, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics

Division, Action Grant Information System.

Small city awards displayed a similar, though less strong, pattern of funds
tar etl_n?. Forty-three percent of these funds were directed to the one-third
most distressed of the small cities eligible to participate and 29 percent of
funds were awarded in moderately-distressed cities of the same size. Thirty-
four percent of funds, but a somewhat smaller share of the number of awards,
were distributed to the least-distressed communities.

Regional Distribution.  Although community distress is considered as the
primary criterion to be considered in the review of those project applications
meeting minimal funding criteria, no such preference is given to project
regional location. However, the proportion of Action Grant funds awarded in
various regions has corresponded roughly to each region's percentage of the
;I_otbail go 8u ation residing in UDWG-eligible jurisdictions as shown in

able 3-28.
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TABLE 3-28
COMPARATIVE REGIONAL DISTRIBUTIUw

North- North
East Central th west
Percent of Total UDAG- 28% 28% 30% 14%
Eligible Population
Percent of Total 35 28 27 10
Action Grant Funds
S, 0 _ousin% and Urban DEV ,_community PTanning
and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics

Division, Action Grant Information System.

Cities located in the Northeast, with 28 percent of the total UDAG-eligible
C|tpro%uIat|on, have received 35 percent of UDAG funds awarded. Cities in
the North Central and South received 28 percent and 27 percent of Action Grant
funds, respectively, while the remaining 10 percent of funds were awarded to
cities in the West--the latter two regions receiving somewhat less than their
proportion of the UDAGH igible popul ation.

Location Within Communities. Approximately one-third of UDAGHuUkEd projects
are focated in the Central Business DistriCt (¢D) of the community sponsoring
the project. The remaining projects are located elsewhere in the community,
including in some cases, sites beyond jurisdictional boundaries. Large city
projects are more apt to be located in downtown areas than are small, city
developments, due in part to the commercial thrust of large city projects.
Thirty-nine percent of large Cit)ﬁ projects are undertaken within the Central
Business District, contrasted with only 24 percent of small city projects.

Over 60 percent of the commercial projects, and one-half of the mixed-use
projects ﬁtyplgally characterized by heavy commercial components) are found in
downtown locations while only five percent of the industrial projects are
located there. Housing projects are also far less likely to be located in
downtown areas.

There has been a slight, but noticeable trend away from awards mece in support
of projects located in th Central Business Districts. Owver one-third of
awards “announced in the early years of the program are located in CBDs, while
only 26 percent of recent projects have this characteristic.

Status of Project Land.  Approximately two-thirds of UDAG projects have
required site improvements prior to dévelopment.  These improvements have
entailed the clearance of substandard structures or the provision of basic
infrastructure services to sites previously undeveloped.
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However, since the inception of the program, clearance activities have become
substantially less likely to be characteristic of project development. About
44 percent of projects in early program years included demolition of existing
structures.  Only 17 percent” of projects undertaken in recent years have
required clearance prior to construction, in part due to a decline in the
proportion of downtown commercial development projects as well as to a general
Increase in projects involving rehabilitation rather than rew construction.

Thirty-seven percent of commercial projects and 44 percent of mixed-use
projects have involved clearance of existing structures, and only 10 percent
of such projects are sited on previously undeveloped land. In contrast, 17
percent of industrial projects have required some clearance, while 22 percent
are located on previously "unused sites.

The demolition and clearance activities discussed above have resulted in the
relocation of 6,900 households and 2,400 businesses over the life of the
program.

ENERGY-RELATED PROJECTS

Three percent_of a1l active and completed projects include some energy-related
component.  These projects range from residential and commercial bU|Id|_n?
weatherization loan pools to district heating systems to the industria
roduction of gasohol. Energy-related projects are about evenly split between
arge and small city locations. Neighborhood projects (including housing and
some commercial development) constitute 46 percent of energy-related awards,
industrial projects 41 percent, and commercial projects 13 percent.
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FOOMOTES

Section 110(b) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1977,
Public Law 95-128, approved October 12, 1977. Amended Title | of the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 and added Section 1109.

Distressed communities are those cities and urban counties which meet the
appropriate criteria of economic distress as specified in HUD regulations
at 24 CRR, Part 570, Subpart G Section 570.452. The minimum standards
used by HUD are derived by using the best and most recent available data
for the community as a whole, allowing for comparisons between cities and
urban counties of the same size class. The following categories are used
as indicators of economic distress: (a) percentage of housing
constructed prior to 1940, (b) per capita income change, (c) percentage
of poverty, (d) population growth lag/decline, and when available, (e)
job Tag/decline, and (f) unemployment. Location in a Labor Surplus Area
was added in 1984. To qualify as distressed, a jurisdiction must meet
the specific minimum standard established by HUD for at least three of
those categories which apply to its population size.

Section 104(a), Section 119(b) of the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974 as amended, Public Law 96-153, approved December 21, 1979.

Housing and Community Development Amendments of 1981, Public Law 97-35,
Section 308(a) (1981), amending Section 119(a) of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, as amended.

Although Congress initially appropriated $458.0 million for the UDAG
program for FY 1982, it also authorized HUD to use up to five percent of
that amount for other purposes. The Department fully exercised that
option which accounts for the figure of $435.1 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
obllilgated. Thus, the total budget authority for FY 1982 was $473.7
million.

Program regulations should be consulted for more information on how the
UDAG program is administered. See Subpart G of 24 GR Part 570. The
currently applicable regulations were published in the Federal Register
on January 23, 1982.

The characteristics of projects at the time of the announcement of
preliminary application approval 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 file also contains information on project status
and accomplishments as reported quarterly by grantees.
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The characteristics of projects for which both HUD and the grantee have
signed a Grant Agreement are contained in the Grant Agreement Data Base
which is updated annually by the Economic Development Analysis and
Evaluation Division, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Community
planning and Development. ~ The™ Grant Agreement Data Base contains
information on 1,379 active or completed projects for which Grant
Agreements had been mutually- executed as of the end of FY 1983.

An Action Grant project is "Closed Out" when HUD and the grantee
determine that the activities to be carried out by both the grantee and
private sector participants, as defined in the grant agreement, are
complete and that all costs to be paid with grant funds have been
incurred. At that time the grantee enters into a Grant Closeout
Agreement with HUD. Projects are "Complete" and a Certificate of Project
Completion is issued when a final audit has been approved, "all
responsibil ities and requirements under the grant agreement and
applicable laws and regulations have been carried out satisfactorily, and
?]ny pbeergormargce requirements called for in the Grant Closeout Agreement
ave been met.

Tre UDAG Closeout Procedures Handbook, published in April 1983, now
requires that once a project is closed out, grantees are to submit an
Annual Post Grant Closeout Report until such time as a Certificate of
Project _.Completion is issued. This Report will provide information on
the "attainment of project benefits as of September 30 of each year.

Information on the level of government providing tax abatements is
derived from an analysis of 40 recent UDAG projects with signed grant
agreements in which tax abatement occurs.

Minorities include the following racial and/or ethnic groups: Black,
Non-Hispanic; Amencan Indian or Alaskan Native; HspaniC; and Asian or
Pacific Islander. Minority-owned firms or businesses are those in which
58 percent or more of the ‘company is owmed by minority persons as defined
above.
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EXHIBIT
URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT PROGRAM

PLANNED INVESTMENT AND BENEFITS

PROGRAM TOTALS BY FISCAL YEAR

Management, Data Systems and Statistics Division, Action Grant Information System.
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IMEM FY 1978 FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 Fy 1982 FY 1983 TOTAL
Numbber o f
Projects 123 257 289 371 346 537 1,923
Large é#) 75 121 164 224 221 296 1,101
Small (#) 48 136 125 147 125 241 822
Large (%) 61 47 57 60 64 55 57
Small (%) 39 53 43 40 36 45 43
UDAG Dollars $§ 276Mm $  420M $  565M $§  602m $  398M $ 73IM $2,993M
Large ($) $ 226M $ 323M $ 435M $ 457™ $ 326M $ 561M $ 2,330M
Small ($) $ 50M $ 9M $  130M $  145M $ 7™M $ 170M $  663M
Large (%) a2 77 77 76 82 77 78
Small (%) 18 23 23 24 18 23 22
Private Investment ($) $1,745M $ 2,557M $ 2,863M $ 4,038M $ 2,365M $ 3,623M $17,191M
Ratio to UDAG Dollars 6.3 6.1 5.1 6.7 5.9 5.0 5.7
State and Local ($) $ 195M $  205M $  201M $ 333M $ 124M $ 109 $ 1,167M
Other Federal ($) $  104M $  130M $  6IM $ 5 $ 5M 0§ 4M $  443M
Total Investment ($) $ 2,320M $ 3,312M $ 3,691M $ 5,028M $ 2,940M $ 4,503 $21,794M
New Permanent Jobs 48,416 70 ,869 76 804 80 p44 51,100 76 ,986 405,019
UDAG $ Per Job $ 5,705 $5,929 $ 7,362 $ 7,449 $ 7,792 $ 9,493 $ 7,390
Low/Moderate Income (%) 62 54 59 56 59 45 55
Construction Jobs 43,218 59,774 45,441 66,682 36,225 59,441 10,781
Total Housing (Units) 13,139 12,279 16,317 13,981 14,313 17,831 87 ,860
New Construction (%) 55 38 43 37 31 75 48
Low/Moderate Income (%) 64 49 43 39 25 19 39
Total Taxes ($) $ 33m $ 86M $ 70M $  132Mm $ oM $  108M  $  47IM
Note: Totals are adjusted relative to previous annual reports to account for project terminations.
SOURCE: U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and Development, Office of







CHAPTER 4: REHABILITATION FRORAVE
INTRODUCTION

This chapter contains information on the FY 1983 operation of the major
housing rehabilitation programs administered by HUD's Office of _Community
Planning and Development. ~ The chapter is divided into three major parts:
Part Oe describes the Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration; Part Two describes
the Urban Homesteading program; and Part Three describes the Section 312

Rehabilitation Loan program.

ORVEN
RENTAL REHABILITATION DEVICNSTRATION

Tre Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration is a precursor of the Rental
Rehabilitation Grants program enacted bf) Congress in the Housing and Urban-
Rural Recovery Act of 1983.  The Demonstration encourages States and
localities to develop rehabilitation strategies to deal with small rental
properties. The Demonstration is also founded on the premise that the rental
subsidy to lower-income tenants should be separated from the subsidy for
rehabilitating the property.  This separation of subsidies marks a major
departure from most other publicly-funded housing programs.

Fourteen States and 185 local governments are currently administering locally-
designed  Demonstration  programs. These comnunities have allotted
approximately $46 million from their CDBG grants to the Demonstration and
propose to renovate more than 11,000 rental units. HUD, in turn, has
comnitted moe than 6,500 Section 8 Existing Housing Certificates in order to
minimize displacement of existing low- and moderate-income tenants in the

renovated units.

A of November 30, 1983, participating comunities had selected 1,303
properties with 6,706 units for inclusion in the program, had closed loans on
754 properties with 3,778 units, had begun construction of 678 properties with
3,341 units, and had completed rehabilitation on 332 properties with 1,273
units.  These figures represent a sharp acceleration in program progress
during the 1983 calendar year.

The typical propert%/ in the Demonstration IS small, at least partially
occupied prior to rehabilitation, and in need of moderate rehabilitation. The
median number of units in completed Demonstration buildings in the first 148
completed Demonstration projects is 2.2, and the average number is 3.6.
Before rehabilitation, the average occupancy rate for Demonstration units was
77 percent; the average rate after rehabilitation for those same rehabilitated
units waes 95 percent occupied. The average per unit rehabilitation cost of
completed properties wes $8,013, the average per unit public subsidy wes
$3,488, and $1.81 of private funds were leveraged for every public dollar
invested. The average per unit rehabilitation cost varied considerably from
groperty to property and from comnunity t0 comnunity. For instance, in about
0 percent of the cases, the average ‘rehabilitation cost per unit was above

$10,000.
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Tenants in Demonstration buildings tend to be poorer, older, and are more
likely to be members of racial minorities than the American population as a
whole.  Nine-tenths of the pre-rehabilitation tenants had incomes below 80
percent of the median incomes in their respective SMSAs, 36 percent were
minority group members, and 20 percent were elderly. There was almost no
change in the relative proportions of each of these groups living in
Demonstration properties before and after rehabilitation.

Only about ten percent of the households living in Demonstration buildings
prior to rehabilitation had moved by the time rehabilitation had been
completed. One reason why little permanent relocation has apparently occurred
Is that actual post-rehabilitation rents in the Demonstration rehabilitation
buildings have generally not exceeded the Section 8 Existing Fair Market Rents
(FMRs) in the participating communities. Eighty-two percent of the
Demonstration units after rehabilitation had rents below the FVMRs, and only
six percent of the actual rents after rehabilitation were more than $50
greater than the fair market rents. The average post-rehabilitation rent
increase for all completed Demonstration units was $42 per unit.

URBAN HOMESTEADING PROGRAM

The Urban Homesteading program (Section 810) permits the transfer (without
payment) of unoccupied one-to-four unit Federal properties to communities with
approved homestssaiing programs. Local governments, in turn, offer the
properties at nomlna? or no cost to homesteaders who agree to repair them
within three years and to live in them for at least five years. Since 1975,
Congress has appropriated $67 million, including $12 million for FY 1983, to
support the acquisition of Federal properties for local Urban Homesteading
programs. Those monies so far have reimbursed the HUD mortgage insurance and
housing loan funds, the Veterans Administration, and the Farmers Home
Administration for 7446 properties in 102 comnunities. In addition, 53
localities have incorporated 855 locally-acquired properties into their
homesteading programs, and 19 communities have purchased 287 Federal
properties other than through Section 810 for homesteading. Of the 8,588
homesteading properties that have been obtained from both Federal and Tocal
sources over the life of the program, 1,185 were added during FY 1983.
Section 810 properties and especially HUD-owned Section 810 properties remain
the dominant source of suitable properties, comprising 83 and 74 percent
respectively of all properties acquired during the year. So far, few VA- and
FmHA-owned properties have been transferred to communities for homesteading.
Only 164 VA and 14 FmHA properties have been conveyed.

Fifteen communities entered the program during FY 1983, making 122 communities
in all with HUD-approved Urban Homesteading programs. Of the approved
programs, 94 localities actually operated programs during the year. Four of
the remaining programs had been suspended, and 24 were currently inactive,,
principally due to the absence of appropriate Federal and/or - local
properties.

Homesteading communities have so far conditionally transferred 7,532

properties to homesteaders.  Homesteaders actually reside in 6897 of the

buildings. Rehabilitation has begun on 7263 properties and has been

comgleted on 6177 of them. Communities have conveyed fee simple title to
5 homesteaders who had completed their residency requirements.
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Rehabilitation finance information for a large %roup of ap;lt)_rove_d communities
indicates that almost half (49 percent) of the rehabilitation flnancm%
rovided for Section 810 properties in those communities was in the form o
ection 312 loans.  Another 28 percent came out of CDBG funds, and the
remainder derived from a variety of sources, both private and public. CDBG
funds are also the principal source of administrative assistance for most
local programs and have also been used frequently to buy local properties for
homesteading .

The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 authorizes the Department to
conduct two Demonstration programs during 1984 and 1985 that directly affect
Urban Homesteading.  Ore Demonstration is intended to test the use of HUD-
owned multifamily properties for homesteading. The other is intended to
determine the Tteasibility of providing assistance to State and local
overnments in purchasing one-to-four-family properties for conveyance to
ower-income families.

SECTION 312 REHABILITATION LOAN PROGRAM

The Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan pro&qram provides low interest loans for
the rehabilitation of single-family and multifamily residential, mixed-use,
and non-residential properties. Since its inception, the Section 312 program

has awarded 90,170 loans totalling $1.162 biliion. = Prior to Fr 1982, the
Section 312 program_ primarily assisted owners- of single-family properties;
since then, most assistance has gone to multifamily properties.

During Fr 1983, the program awarded 811 loans amounting to $44.864 million to
pr_oi)_erty owners in 145 communities. Of that sum, 205 loans totalling $33.41
million” were distributed for multifamily housm% rehabilitation. The priority
for distribution of multifamily monies for Fr 1983 wes to support communities
making good progress in the Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration.. The other
598 loans, amounting to $11.455 mil lion, were distributed for smgle-famlly
residences in homesteading areas.  Three-fifths of this amouni went t0
homesteaders for property rehabilitation.  The remainder went to other
homeowners in homesteading areas to promote neighborhood revitalization.

The Fy 1983 ‘loans will support the renovation of 3,541 dwelling units,
including 720 single-family and 2,821 multifamily units. The average per unit
Section 312 loan amount was $11,843 for multifamily loans and $15,909 for
single-family loans.

Until Fy 1982, all Section 312 loans were made at a three percent interest
rate. At that point, HUD instituted variable interest rates dependent on the
type of housing and owner income. In Fr 1983, only borrowers whose incomes
were at or below 80 percent of the median income for that metropolitan area
were to obtain loans at the three percent rate. All other single-family
owner-occupant borrowers received Toans at nine percent. Loans to renovate
multifamily and _ investor-owned smq_lr%-famlly rental _properties also bore a
nine percent interest rate. only” exception ‘was where private
rehabilitation fundmgf_equalled or exceeded ‘Section 312 support, in which case
the rate was to be five percent. Available information indicates that 52
percent of all Fr 1983 loans were made at three percent, 43 percent at nine
percent, and five percent at the five percent rate. That 70 percent of the
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single-family loans were made at three percent indicates that at least that
proportion of single-family loan recipients met the CDBG criterion for low-
and moderate-income benefit.

Congress has appropriated no funding for the program since Fr 1981, so the FY
1983 program was supported entirely from loan repayments, recovery of prior
year commitments, and the uncommitted balance which wes left from the previous
year. The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 extended authority for
the program for another year, through Fr 1984. Given the recent enactment of
the Rental Rehabilitation Grants program, the Department has proposed to
terminate the Section 312 program during Fy 1985 and to transfer the program's
%ssets ?nd liabilities to the Departmental Revolving Fund (Liquidating
rograms) .

PART ONE: THE RENTAL REHABILITATION DEMONSTRATION
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

This section of the chapter describes the Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration,
Its background and current status and the recent developments that will affect
its future. This section is divided into seven parts: principal features of
the Demonstration, recent program develgaments , proy@n participation, program
progress, current status of the program .in terms of the characteristics of

c%mpleted_ units, —investgr and “subsidy characteristics, and tenant
characteristics and issues.

Since the late 1970s, local governments have been actively involved in
proper_tP( rehabilitation programs, but most of this effort has béen directed to
rehabilitating owner-occupied properties. Small rental properties represent a
significant portion of the deteriorating housing stock in many localities and
comprise a major source of housing for low- and moderate-income households.
The Demonstration offers States and Tocalities the opportunity to develop
rental rehabilitation strategies to address these properties.

Tre Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration was a precursor of the Rental
Rehabilitation Grants program enacted by Congress in the Housing and Urban-
Rural Recovery Act of 1983. There are two essential precepts of the
Demonstration. First, it separates financial subsidies for property
rehabilitation from rental subsidies to lower-income tenants. Second, it
permits local rental markets to operate freely without any rent restrictions

Data in _this section concerning local participation and E)rogress 1ar¥e1y
derive from monthl¥_progress information collected by HUD field staff and
sent to the CPD Office of Urban Rehabilitation. Information about
completed units, tenant characteristics, rents, and reiocation are taken
from forms submitted to HUD Central Office by HUD field offices upon
completion of a rehabilitated property. This information is supplemented
by findings from field visits to 33 participating communities and
telephone discussions with community development officials in 131

participating communities conducted during the Summer of 1983.
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or similar controls imposed by HUD, State, or local governments that differ
from those applicable to structures undergoing comparable rehabilitation
without assistance. Under the Demonstration, State and local governments may
use CDBG or other State or local public funds within their control to provide
front-end subsidies to projects so that operating costs, debt amortization,
and reasonable profit can be achieved at market rentals. The Section 8
Existing Housing regulations, which forbid the targeting of such certificates
to specific properties, are waived to permit eligible lower-income tenants
residing in these properties to receive Section 8 Existing Housing
certificates from a special allocation and thus to remain in the rehabilitated
units, or find alternative housing, subject to all other Section 8 Existing
Housing regulations.

The Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration has no funds associated with 1t other
than what participating communities commit to it, usually from their CDBG
allocation, and the Section 8 certificates that HUD has specifically set aside
for the Demonstration. HUD has thus far conducted two rounds in the
Demonstration. The 23 localities of the first round, which began in 1981,
consigned $7.5 million of their Block Grant funds to subsidize conventional
rehabilitation financing of rental properties. HUD, in turn, made a special
allocation of approximately 715 Section 8 Existing Housing certificates for
tenant subsidies. O0f these certificates, 205 had been used as of November 30,

1983.

Fourteen States and 162 local governments entered the program in 1982 for
participation in the second round. Those jurisdictions committed about $38.5
million of their CDBG funds to the Demonstration. HUD, in turn, allotted
approximately 6,000 Section 8 Existing certificates to them of which 1,064

have been used.

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS

Two major developments occurred during 1983 that have implications for the
future of the Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration, passage of a new Rental
Rehabilitation Grants program and announcement of a Third Round of the
Demonstration program.

THE RENTAL REHABILITATION GRANTS PROGRAM

On November 30, 1983, President Reagan signed into law the Housing and Urban-
Rural Recovery Act of 1983. This Act contained provisions for two new rental
housing programs, the Rental Housing Development Grants program and the Rental
Rehabilitation Grants program. The latter program, for which the Rental
Rehabilitation Demonstration is a prototype, is intended to provide standard
affordable housing for lower-income tenants in areas where there is an
inadequate supply of such housing. The Act requires the allocation of funds
by formula to cities over 50,000, urban counties, and States. It stipulates
that the formula should incorporate such factors as low-income renter
population, overcrowding of rental housing, and the extent of physically
Inadequate housing stock.

As in the Demonstration, cornunities are encouraged to design their local
programs in response to local needs. Grantees should, in particular, exercise
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wide discretion in determining the type and level of subsidy to be offered
property owners. The program is designed to maximize the leveraging of
private capital and other private resources through efficient program design
and management.

The legislation includes specific restrictions concerning the amount and kinds
of rehabilitation permitted, the kind of properties and neighborhoods that
should be assisted, tenant protection, and low- and moderate-income benefit,

such as:

1 Communities must restrict rehabilitation to work needed to correct
substandard conditions, make essential improvements, and repair major
systems in danger of failure.

2. Assistance must be given only to properties which will be used
principally for rental residential purposes.

3. Assisted properties must be located in neighborhoods in which the median
income is no greater than 80 percent of the SMSA median income.

4. Grant funds may not finance more than 50 percent of the development costs
of an individual rehabilitation project; neither may grant funds exceed
$5,000 per unit except for adjustments that may be made for high cost
areas.

5. Rehabilitation must not produce involuntary displacement of very low-
income households (e.g., for a family of four, less than 50 percent of
area median income) by households that are not very low-income.

6. Owners may not convert units to condominiums for at least ten years.

7. Owners must agree not to discriminate against tenants receiving housin
assistance or (except for elderly housing projects) tenants wit
children. Benefit is measured at the time of initial tenant occupancy of
the unit.

8. All assistance should benefit lower-income (i.e., less than 80 percent of
area median income) households. This requirement may be reduced from 100
percent lower-income benefit to 70 percent if the community certifies

that a program cannot be developed without the reduction. 1t may be
lowered to 50 percent if HUD determines that a further reduction is
necessary.

9. The Department must assure that an "equitable share" of grant funds is
allocated to provide housing for families, including large families with
children, and that priority is given to projects with substandard units
occupied by very low-income families.

10. No rent control requirements may be imposed on units assisted by this
program unless they were imposed prior ,to the enactment of this
legislation and they applied generally both to units affected and
unaffected by this legislation.
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The subsidy for low-income tenants is separated from the subsidy to the owner
in order to ensure that the owner bears some risk in his or her investment.
Section 8 Existing Housing certificates and vouchers will be made available to
participating comnunities to help Tower-income persons who cannot afford the
rents after rehabilitation. The amount of assistance for tenants receiving
vouchers will be based on a payment standard (based on existing housing fair
market rents) rather than on actual unit rent.

Like the CDBG program, States, if they so choose, may administer Rental
Rehabilitation Grant funds available for nonformula areas within their
jurisdictions. HUD will administer funds for such areas within a State if the
State elects not to participate in the program.

The 1983 Act authorized $150 million annually for FYs 1984 and 1985 for the
Rental Rehabilitation Grants program. The Rental Rehabilitation Grants
program is expected to assist in the repair of at least 60,000 units during

FYs 1984-1986.
ANNOUNCEMENT OF A THIRD DEMONSTRATION ROUND

In January 1984, the Department published a notice inviting applications for
the Third Round of the Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration. This final round
of the Demonstration is open to States and units of general local government
that are currently participating in addition to those applying for the first
time. The Department will make approximately 8,000 Section 8 Existing Housing
certificates available to the comnunities that commit CDBG or other public
funds to leverage private investment in the repair of smaller (usually one to
30 units) rental properties. Ore Section 8 certificate will be allocated for
about every $5,000 in public funds committed, subject to the availability of
Section 8 Existing funds.

The Third Round is, in all important respects, a continuation of the
Denionstration begun three years ago. There are no substantial differences
between this round and earlier rounds. The only new provision requires that a
property, in order to be considered eligible for assistance, must be
substandard (i.e., fail to meet the Section 8 Housing Quality Standards or a
locally determined standard) before rehabilitation and requires a minimum
expenditure of $1,000 per unit to correct substandard conditions.

DEMONSTRATION PARTICIPATION

There are currently 199 States and general units of local government
participating directly in the Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration. (See Table
4-1). Twenty-three comnunities entered the Demonstration in 1981 as First
Round participants. Those comnunities committed themselves to budget a total
of $6.7 million in CDBG funds to the Demonstration and planned to rehabilitate
about 1,200 units in the program. HUD, in turn, agreed to provide enough
Section 8 Existing Housing certificates to help 714 low- and moderate-income
households living in buildings rehabilitated in the Demonstration and to offer
technical assistance for program design.
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TABLE 4-1

DIRECT PARTICIPATION IN THE
RENTAL REHAB ILITATION DEMONSTRATION

FIRST ROUND SECOND ROUND
COMMUNITIES COMMUN IT |IES

Ent t1anent
Metro City 20 118
Urban County 2 20
Non-Entitlement
City/Town 1 23
County - 1
States == 14
Total 23 176

SOURCE: U S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Commun ity Planning
and Development, Office of Urban Rehabilitation. Compiled by the
Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation.

In 1982, 176 communities, including 14 States, were added to the roaram as
part of the Second Round. These participants agreed to budget 8DB funds
totalling $38.5 million in order to rehabilitate approximately 10,000
Demonstration units. HUD, in turn, committed 6,000 Section 8 certificates to

them for the Demonstration.

As Table 4-1 suggests, the Demonstration is predominantly a larger city
program.  Seventy-eight percent of the communities directly participating in
the program had 1980 populations greater than 50,000; 27 percent had
populations greater than 250,000; and 13 percent contained more than 500,000

people.

Entitlement communities that have entered the program are somewhat more likely
to be economically distressed than entitlement communities as a whole. While
approximately half of all entitlement communities (metropolitan cities and
urban counties) meet the UDAG criteria for city distress and, thus, are
eligible to receive UDAG funds, 59 percent of the participating communities do
S0. Thirty-four percent of the Demonstration comnunities meet the UDAG
criteria for high distress (i.e., a UDAG distress ranking of five or more), as
compared with 23 percent of all entitlement communities.
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Approximately 96 communities* are currently participating as part of the 14
State programs.  State-based participants tend to be smaller jurisdictions.
Eighty-six percent of the communities taking part in State programs are small
cities, towns, boroughs, or counties. In addition, 16 entitlement communities
(13 metropolitan cities and three urban counties) participate within State
programs.

DEMONSTRATION PROGRESS

This section provides information on progress for the Demonstration as a
whole.

As of November 30, 1983:

0 1,303 properties with 6,706 units had been selected for processing in the
Demonstration.

0 Loans on 754 properties with 3,778 units had been closed.
0 678 properties with 3,341 units had reached the construction phase.

0 Rehabilitation of 332 properties with 1,273 units had been completed.

Like most new programs, progress in the Demonstration began s'lowly but
accelerated sharply during 1983, its second year of existence. For example,
at the end of January 1983, loans had been closed on properties with 505
units, rehabilitation had begun o0n properties with units, and
rehabilitation had been completed on properties of 106 units. By the end of
the next ten-month period, the number of units for which loans had been closed
increased 648 percent, the number of units on which rehabilitation had begun
increased 934 percent, and the number of units on which rehabilitation had
been completed increased 1,i04 percent.

Although there has been significant progress in the Demonstration as a whole,
there is still a sizeable group of program participants that have not
progressed beyond the first stages of their rental rehabilitation processes.
As Table 4—% indicates, almost one-third of the Demonstration comnunities
still had not moved beKond project selection. As would be expected, Second
Round communities, which started later, were, as a group, behind their First
Round counterparts. For example, while 83 percent of First Round communities
had completed the rehabilitation of some units, 41 percent of Round Two
comnunities had completed units as of November 30, 1983.

This figure Is considered approximate because there is still some change
in State program participation as some communities enter and others drop
out of various State programs.
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TABLE 4-2

PROPORTION CF DEMONSTRATION COMMUNITIES WHICH HAVE REACHED
VARIOUS STAGES CF PROGRAM PROGRESS, AS OF NOVEMBER 0, 1983*

Stage of Activity Round Ore Round Two Total
I 7z 7)
Units Selected 91 93 93
Units with Loans Closed 87 70 73
Units Under Construction 87 66 69
Units Completed 83 41 47
(n=23) (n=152) (n=175)

Does not include communities in State programs.

SOURCE: Monthly Progress Reports. Compiled by the Office oT Program
Analysis and Evaluation.

CHARACTERISTICS OF COMPLETED DEMONSTRATION PROPERTIES

PROPERTY AND UNIT SIZE

As originally designed, the Demonstration was to involve the rehabilitation of
investor-owned rental properties of five to 30 units. The notice for Round
One specified that smaller properties could not be assisted through the
Demonstration. Subsequent practice permitted smaller properties, however, and
the notice for the Second Round set no size requirement at all.

The Demonstration, thus far, has principally rehabilitated very small rental
properties.  Completed Demonstration properties contain an average of 3.6
rental units. The median number of rental units in those buildings is 2.2 and
the most frequent sizes of properties were two and one units, comprising 28
and 27 percent of the completed buildings respectively. Only eight of the
first 148 properties rehabilitated had more than eight units. The largest
building so far rehabilitated through the Demonstration is a 38-unit project.

The great majority of the completed Demonstration units (n=533) are either
one- or two-bedroom wunits, comprising 47 and 34 percent of the total
respectively. In contrast, one-bedroom units make up 32 percent of the
nation's rental units (based on data from the 1978 Annual Housing Survey), and
two-bedroom units comprise another 41 percent. Both efficiencies and larger
units are proportionally less common in the Demonstration than in the nation
generally. Efficiencies, three-bedrooms, and four- or more bedroom units
constitute three, 12, and one percent respectively of completed Demonstration
units and six, 17, and four percent respectively of the national inventory.

The Demonstration is, of course, primarily a residential rehabilitation
program, but commercial units may be rehabilitated as part of a larger
residential property. Thus far, very few commercial units have been
renovated. Of the 148 completed properties for which there are data, only
four buildings with five total commercial units have been rehabilitated
through the Demonstration.
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Only in a few instances has the Demonstration produced any increase in units
through physical restructuring of buildings. Only 14 units in six structures
have been added to the housing stock through division of larger units.

OCCUPANCY STATUS

Ore initial premise of the Demonstration was that it should focus on occupied
and partially occupied buildings. Rehabilitation of vacant buildings was to
be permitted but not encouraged. The original notice for First Round
applicants made that explicit statement.  Supplementary guidance indicated
that, as a general rule, 50 percent or more of selected properties should be
occupied. The Second Round notice reiterated the same focus but specified no
policy on vacant buildings.

Prior to rehabilitation, the average occupancy rate for completed
Demonstration units was 77 percent. The average occupancy rate after
rehabilitation for those same units was 95 percent. Twenty-eight of the 148
completed structures for which information is available were totally vacant
prior to renovation. (Half of those were single-unit rental properties).
Fifteen additional buildings were partially vacant prior to rehabilitation.
After rehabilitation, only eight structures remained partially unoccupied, and
five structures, including three single-unit properties, were totally vacant.

COST OF REHABILITATION

The Demonstration set no explicit limits, high or low, on how much
rehabilitation could be done on Demonstration properties. This absence of
explicit limits was based on the premise that communities should be able to
design their programs in response to local perceptions of need. n the other
hand, some of the basic goals of the program (i.e., minimization of
displacement, minimization of windfall profits for investors, and the 50
percent guideline on the amount of public subsidy) did place certain practical
limits on how much renovation could be done.

Table 4-3 provides detailed information on the costs and leveraging ratios
associated with the first 148 properties that were rehabilitated through the
Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration. For those completed properties, the
average per unit rehabilitation cost was $8,013, the average per unit public
subsidy provided was $3,488, and $1.81 of private funds were leveraged for
every public dollar invested.

The mean rehabilitation cost per unit indicates wide variation in how much
rehabilitation was done on Demonstration units. Tables 4-4 and 4-5 present
distributions of average rehabilitation costs for all Demonstration properties
(n=148) and cornunities (n=50) for which information was available on
completed units. Average per unit rehabilitation costs on Demonstration
buildings ranged from $117 to $47,500. Average per unit rehabilitation costs
by community ranged from $945 in one middle-sized city in the Midwest to
$28,500 in a large Southern city. If "moderate rehabilitation” is assigned an
average cost of $10,000 per wunit, about 30 percent of the average
rehabilitation costs for both properties and communities are above that
average. Of course, local housing costs and conditions affect the
appropriateness of that $10,000 limit.
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TABLE 4-3

SUMMARY COST FIGURES FOR THE FIRST 148 PROPERTIES
COVPLETED IN THE DEMONSTRATION... .. .. ...

Number of properties 148
Average per unit rehab cost $8,013
Median per unit rehab cost $6,300
Average per unit public subsidy for

rehabilitation construction $3,488
Median per unit public subsidy for

rehabilitation construction $2,572
Average amount of private money leveraged

per public dollar invested $1.81

o

For 137 projects that used CDBG funds:
Average per unit rehab costs paid

from CDBG funds _ $3,654
Median per unit rehab cost paid
from CDBG funds $2,250

Average amount of private money
‘leveraged per CDBG dollar invested $1.80

SOURCE property uafa Sheets. Compiled by tne Utifice or program Amalysis
and Evaluation.

TABLE 4-4

AVERAGE REHABILITATION QOST PER COMPLETED UNIT
FOR DEMONSTRATION COMMUNITIES

AVERAGE REHAB L TATION FREQUENCY CF
QOST PER UNIT PARTICIPANT COMMUNITIES
($) (n) (%)
$1 - 2,500 9 18%
2,501 - 5,000 10 20
5,001 - 10,000 17 34
10,001 - 15,000 7 14
15,001+ 7 14
Totals 50 100%

SOURCE:  Property Data Sheets. Compiled by the Office of Program Analysis
and Evaluation.

124




TABLE 4-5

AVERAGE REHABILITATION COST PER COMPLETED
UNIT FOR DEMONSIRATION PROPERTIES

Q08T PER UNIT COMPLETED PROPERTIES QOSTS FROM PUBLIC  SOURCES
€30 (n) (%) €3)
$1- 2,500 33 22% 29%
2,501 - 5,000 2 19 20
5,001 - 10,000 42 29 29
10,001 - 15,000 2 19 30 \
15,001+ 17 11 32
Totals 148 1007 30% 4

SOURCE:  Property Data Sheets. Compiled by the Offlce of Frogram Analysis
and Evaluation.

Although there are a variety of ownership patterns in the Demonstration, data
from various sources (forms filled out on completed projects, site visits, and
telephone discussions) yield a predominant type. This type is the small,

LOCAL SUBSDY NMECHANSVIS

Ore of the key principles of the Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration is that a
subsidy for the cost of renovating rental property be provided so that the
E{operty can rent at the prevailing market rents (which are within Fair Market
ents) and still cover the cost of the debt service and be profitable to the :
property owner. The Demonstration offers communities broad latitude regarding
the structure of their subsidy mechanisms but does encourage them to leverage
atbl_edast one dollar of private morey for every public dollar provided as a
subsidy. |

The most prevalent forms of rehabilitation subsidy employed by participating
Demonstration communities are ones involving reduction of the principal needed
for rehabilitation financing. In 81 percent of all communities (n=164),
public morey 1S offered to property owners to pay for some of the costs of
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fixing their properties. These owners thus need to borrow a smaller portion
of the total cost from commercial lending institutions. Most cities employing
principal reduction as a method use loans (83 percent); fewer conmunities
utilize grants (11 percent) or some combination of grants and ioans (6
ﬁrercent). Almost two-thirds of the conmunities using principal reduction
oans provided for deferred repayment. Another third had direct loans
requiring repgyment commencing immediately after rehabilitation was
complete. Participation loans, which are similar to direct loans except that
a lending institution administers a community's portion of the overall
financing, have so far been seldom used.

The other basic form of rehabilitation subsidy is the interest subsidy, used
by 12 percent of the participating communities. In offering interest
subsidies, communities enter into formal agreements with one or more financial
institutions. The lender lends the full amount that the property owner needs
to repair the property, and the community pays the lender a portion of the
interest that would be due on the loan. Thus, the property owner receives one
ioan from the lender at below market interest rate.

The remaining seven percent of Demonstration communities have not yet
formalized a specific type of subsidy mechanism. However, because officials
in these cornunities want to achieve some progress in the Demonstration
immediately, they are attempting to negotiate subsidies with interested owners
on a case-by-case basis. In practice, these individual subsidies ordinarily
take the form of some type of principal reduction subsidy.

TENANT ISSUES
TENANT CHARACTERISTICS BEFORE AND AFTER REHABILITATION

Tenants in Demonstration buildings tend to be poorer, older, and are more
likely to be members of racial minorities than the American population as a
whole. Nine-tenths of the tenants who lived in such properties prior to
rehabilitation were below 80 rpercent of the median incomes in their respective
SMSAs. Thirty-six percent of the tenants before rehabilitation were minority
group members. That proportion is more than twice the comparable proportion
(17 percent) for the total national population (based on 1980 census
figures). One-fifth of the tenant population before rehabilitation were more
than 65 years of age. This compares to an elderly population of 11 percent
for the nation at large.

The aggregate differences in the income, minority, and age characteristics of
Demonstration tenant households before and after rehabilitation are very
small. (See Table 4-6). As proportions, post-rehabilitation households are
slightly more likely to be minority and slightly less likely to be elderly
than their pre-rehabilitation counterparts. Almost no change is apparent in
the income distribution of tenants before and after renovation.
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TABLE 4-6

S0C 10-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS IN
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS BEFORE AND AFTER REHABILITATION

PRE-REHABILITATION POST-REHABILITATION

(%) (n) (%) {n)

INCOME*
Less Than 50% of Median 53 227 51 257
50-80% of Median 37 158 35 175
80%+ of Median 11 46 14 69

(n=431) (n=501)
MINORITY 36 159 38 193
ELDERLY 20 87 17 87

(n=439) (n=509)
*

Under the CDBG program, low income is defined as less than 50% of the
median income of that SMSA. Moderate income is defined as 50 to 80% of
the SMSA median income.

SOURCE: property uata Sheets. Compiled by ULLIiCE OF Program Analysis and
€valuation.

RELOCATION IN THE DEMONSTRATION

One of the principal objectives of the Demonstration was to show that CDBG-
funded rental rehabilitation can be undertaken without causing substantial
involuntary displacement of low- and moderate-income tenants. Section 8
Existing subsidies constitute the principal Demonstration resource for
preventing involuntary displacement resulting from escalations of post-
rehabilitation rents.

Thus far, only about ten percent of the people living in Demonstration
buildings prior to rehabilitation have moved subsequently for any reason."
Forty-two households out of 439 households prior to renovation had
subsequently moved. All of these moves took place in 21 buildings in 13
communities.  The other 37 communities reporting finished projects indicated
that no permanent moves had yet occurred.

X The—HYD—farms used in the Demonstration from which this information is

taken do not distinguish between voluntary and involuntary moves. As a
result, there is no basis for determining whether "displacement” in the
Department's definition (i.e., involuntary movement resulting from
rehabilitation) has actually occurred.
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Of the households that had mowved, all were low- and moderate-income and 76
percent had incomes less than 50 percent of the area median.  Thirty-one
percent of those who mowed out received Section 8 Demonstration certificates,
another 21 percent received other re?ocation assistance, and the remainder
were reported to have received no assistance.

ACTUAL AND FAR MARKET RENTS IN THE DEMONSTRATION

Table 4-7 illustrates how post-rehabilitation rents for Demonstration units
compare  with pre-rehabilitation rents. For the first 148 properties
rehabilitated through the Demonstration, three percent of the units had lower
rents after rehabilitation had been comPIeted, 29 percent of the rehabilitated
units had the same rent, and 68 percent of the units had higher rents after
rehabilitation had been completed.* Post-rehabilitation rent increases varied
somewhat by bedroom size, but the average post-rehabilitation rent increase
was $42 per unit. Prior to rehabilitation,_ the average rent for Demonstration
units wes $210 per unit, and after rehabilitation WS completed, this average
rent increased to $252 per unit.

TABLE 4-7

COMPARISON OF POST-REHABILITATION MONTHLY RENTS FOR DEMONSTRATION
UNITS WITH PRE-REHABILITATION MONTHLY RENTS

NUMBER UF UNITS WITH

POST-REHABILITATION AVERAGE RENT INCREASE
TYPE OF UNIT RENTS THAT WERE: AFTER REHABILITATION
1gher
Efficiency 8 2 0 +$8
1 Bedroom 136 73 9 +$33
2 Bedrooms 111 33 3 +$52
3 Bedrooms 39 15 0 +$57
4 Bedrooms ) 6 2 0 +$64
Total Number of Units 7300 130 12 +$42
Percent of Units 68% 29% 3%

Average rent before rehabilitation == $210.00
Average rent after rehabilitation -- $252.00
N= 132 completed projects.

SOURGE. Property Data Sheets. Compiled by the OTfiCe of Program Analysis

and Evaluation.:

rhree percent of the post-rehabilitation rents were lower. Loner post-
rehabilitation rents resulted in most instances from_the_separation of
utility payments from rents. N systematic information is available,

however, on the utility costs in those buildings.
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Ore reason why little permanent relocation has apparently taken place in the
Demonstration is that actual post-rehabilitation rents in the rehabilitated
buildings have generally not exceeded the Section 8 Existing Fair Market Rents
(FMRs) in the participating communities. As a result, the Section 8
certificates can work to minimize displacement. Comparison of actual and fair
market rents before and after rehabilitation yields several conclusions. (See

Figures 4-1 and 4-2).

The majority of actual rents of Demonstration units prior to rehabilitation
were well below FMRs. Ninety-three percent of the units had rents below the
FMRs.  Sixty-eight percent of the rents were more than $50 below, and 42
percent were more than $100 below Fair Market Rents.

Not only did the proportion of rents below the AVRs decrease somewhat after
rehabilitation, but the percentage of rents well below the AVRs decreased
dramatically. Eighty-two percent of the units after rehabilitation had rents
below the FMRs. Forty-seven percent were more than $50 below, and 20 percent
were more than $100 below the Fair Market Rents.

On the other hand, a small but perceptible portion of the actual rents both
prior to and after rehabilitation were above the AVRs for the area. About
seven percent of the rents prior were greater than the FMRs, and 19 percent of

the rents after were greater.

A very small percentage of the actual rents before and after rehabilitation
(about one percent before and six percent after) were more than fifty dollars
greater than the fair market rent. Eight percent of the total units carried
rents prior to rehabilitation that were more than 10 percent greater than the
FMRs. Sixteen percent of the completed Demonstration units (n=180) for which
there is information had rents above the AVRs for those areas. Of those 28
units with rents exceeding FMRs, rents exceeded 10 percent of the AVRs in 13
of them. All 13 units were in four comunities.

FAIR HOUSING REQUIREMENTS
Where CDBG funds are used to help finance rehabilitation in the Demonstration

program, the recipient must comply with all of the CDBG program requirements,
including civil rights requirements.

The Second Round of the Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration included
requirements for affirmative fair housing marketing. That is, the property
owner assisted through the Demonstration had to ensure that rehabilitated
units would be marketed for rental in a manner to affirmatively further fair
housing and that he/she would carry out the marketing efforts consistent with
the advertising and other outreach approaches described in the Affirmative
Fair Housing Marketing regulations as described in 24 CFR Part 200. The
requirements for affirmative marketing apply to all units advertised for
rental in properties rehabilitated. Furthermore, the affirmative marketing
requirements apply to vacant units and to units that become available throug
turnover.
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FIGURE 4-1
CWARISON GF FAIR MARkET RENTS
AMD ACTUAL RENTS BEFORE REHABILITAT]ON>

DOTTar UTTTEFences DEVEDT Fail Rriet REMS

an a ents ena
, (n=233]
Percentage of Units $1 - $50 $51 = $100 $101+
40%
Actual Rent 3%
Above FMRs
20%
10% Z 7% Z
<! Z
Fair market Rents ° pd
10%
Actual Rent
Below FHRs 20%
0% 247 217
40%

* i e
This table reflects Fair market Rents in existence before reviSton
announced in Octooer 1983. This table also does not take into account
exceptions to the FMRs which may have been granted by mUO Area Offices.

10N nsLration an
Data Sheets.
FGURE 4-2
COMPARISON OF FAIR MARKET RENTS
AND ACTUAL RENTS AFTER REHABLITATION*
Do 1ar DiTierences DAWWean tall RaTKet ke
and ACtual Kenis aller rRenadyligation™
) (n=383)

percentage of Units $1 - $50 $51 - $100 $101+

A0%
Actual Rent  30%

FHR s

20% I'370

10% 27 gg.
Fair Market Rents < K

10%
Actual Rent
Below FMRS 20% .

207,
30% 2_7z
40% 35

*  This table reflects Fair marxet Rents in existence before revisions
announced in October 1983. Th|s table also does not take into account
exceptions to the FeRs which sy have been granted by HUD Area Officer.

**  There was 0 difference between actual rent and fair market rent for
three percent of the units.

Rental Renapiiitation Demonstration Apalications and Property
Data Sheets.

130




While requirements of the Uniform Relocation Act are not applicable to
displacement occurrmlg as a result of this program, policies and procedures
for displacing and relocating tenants from properties to be rehabilitated must
be consistent with Title VI, Title VIII, and Executive Order 11036. Displaced
tenants must receive information on replacement housing resources consistent
with these nondiscrimination requirements. Moreover, grantees must provide a
choice in housing for displaced persons consistent with the grantee's
responsibility to affirmatively further fair housing in its CDBG program.

PART TWO: THE URBAN HOMESTEADING PROGRAM
INTRODUCTION

Section 810 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended,
authorizes the transfer (without payment) of unoccupied one-to-four family
residences omed hy HUD, the Veterans Administration (VA), and the Farmers
Hne Administration (FmHA) to communities with homesteading programs approved
by HUD. Local governments, in turn, offer the properties at nominal or no
cost to homesteaders who agree to repair tem within three years and to live
in tem for a minimum of five years.* Approved Urban Homesteading programs
must be part of a coordinated approach toward neighborhood improvement which
includes the upgrading of community services and facilities. Section 810
funds are used to reimburse the respective Federal agencies for the value of
the units transferred to communities for homesteading.

This section of the chapter reports on Urban Homesteading progiram activity
both during Fy 1983 and since the inception of the program. 1t is divided
into five parts: introduction, recent program developments, program_ fundin
and expenditures, homesteading properties, and local participation an
progress .

*

Prior to ¥ 1984, the time limits were 18 months for repair and three
years for occupancy.
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RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS

HOUANG AND URBAN-RURAL RECOVERY ACT OF 1983

The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 took several steps to broaden
the range of properties available or_homesteadmg, to narrow the eligibility
for households "obtaining homesteading properties, and to enhance the
possibility that sweat equity, 1i.e., homesteader T[:r)]grtlmpatlon in the
rehabilitation process, could be used in the program. Act:

1. Authorizes $12 million for the program for Fy 1984.

2. Extends the rehabilitation deadlines and occupancy periods for
homesteading, thereby allowing the kinds of time that sweat equity
projects might require. The Act lengthens the required occupancy period
for  homesteaders from three to five years and the deadline for
rehabilitation completion from 18 months"to three years after initial

conveyance.

3. Requires HUD to ensure that localities establish homesteader selection
procedures that give special priority to applicants whose current housing
fails to meet health and safety standards, who currently pay more than 30
percent of their income for shelter, and wo have little likelihood of
obtaining. improved housmﬁ within the foreseeable future without
homesteading. = The Act_ further requires that communities exclude current
homeowners ~ from participating as potential homesteaders and that
communities give positive consideration in the selection procedures to an
applicant's =~ capacity to do substantial rehabilitation  work
himself/herself and the applicant's ability to secure assistance such as
materials, labor, or financing from "~ private sources, community
organizations, or other sources.

4. Authorizes the establishment of a multifamily homesteading demonstration
program during 1984 and 1985 using HUD-omed multifamily properties.
Community participants must ensure that 75 percent of the occupants of
the renovated buildings will be lower-income families.

5. Authorizes, up to $1 million annually for FYs 1984 and 1985 for a
demonstration program to test the feasibility of providing assistance to
State or local governments for the purchase of one-to-four family
properties to be conveyed to lower-income families.

MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES

During Fy 1983, the Department took several specific actions to improve future
management of the program. All the actions were to become effective during FY
1984. In order to enhance internal controls in the program pursuant to OMB
Circular A-123, HUD developed rew program management systems on a HUD Regional
basis in the areas of fund control, resource allocation, performance
evaluation, and monitoring, The Department also established more streamlined
application procedures which place greater_ reliance on local certifications
and HUD monitoring to ensure compliance. Finally, close-out procedures were
instituted to drop local programs which have become inactive or infeasible
from the rolls of active localities.
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FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY REQUIREMENTS

Under the Urban Homesteading program, a participating community must submit
certifications that it will:

1 Not discriminate upon the basis of race, creed, color, handicap, sex, or
national origin in the sale, lease, or rental or in the use of occupancy
of the property conveyed in accordance with 24 CFR Part 590;

2. Comply with the requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968; and

3. Comply with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 which prohibits
discrimination against the handicapped in any program or activity
receiving Federal financial assistance.

Furthermore, if the local urban homesteading agency acquires real property for

an urban homesteading program approved under 24 CR Part 590, it must also
comply with HUD relocation and acquisition regulations at 24 CR Part 42.

PROGRAM FUNDING AND EXPENDITURE

Communities use Section 810 funds to reimburse HUD, the VA and the RrHA for
the value of Federally-owned properties transferred to localities under
Section 810. The Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan program, the CDBG program,
other public programs such as loans from State housing finance programs, and
private monies have provided the principal sources of rehabilitation financing
for homesteaders. CDBG funds also support local homesteading program
administration and property acquisition.

SECTION 810 FUNDING AND EXPENDITURES

Since 1975, Congress has appropriated $67 million to support the acquisition
of Federal properties for Urban Homesteading programs.  This includes $12
million Congress appropriated for the program in FY 1983. An additional $12
million has been appropriated for Urban Homesteading in FY 1984.

By September 30, 1983, the Department had allocated a cumulative total of
$65.5 million in Section 810 funds to approved communities. The size of a
community's allocation is calculated on the basis of the expected number of
available HUD, VA, and HrHA properties in the community which would be
suitable for homesteading, the average "as-is" value of such properties in the
jurisdiction, and the timeliness and cost-effectiveness of the community's
past homesteading performance.

As of the end of FY 1983, $55.678 million of Section 810 funds had been
expended or 83 percent of cumulative appropriations to that point. Of that
amount, $9.039 million was spent during FY 1983.
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REHABILITATION FINANCING

While the Urban Homesteading program transfers properties to homesteaders
without substantial _cost, the homesteader is obligated to pay for or do
whatever renovation is necessar%/ to bring the_Tproperty_ up to required local
standards. Throughout most of the program's life, Section 312 Rehabilitation
Loan funds have constituted the principal source of rehabilitation assistance
in the program. In recent years, however, conmunities have sought out other
forms of assistance, both public and O|qr|vate, to replace Section 312, since
the future of Section 312 as a funding source for urban homesteading is
uncertain.  The Department concentrated all Section 312 single-family loan
funding in FYs 1982 and 1983 in HUD-approved Urban Homesteading areas. During
Fy 1983, 598 Section 312 single-family loans totalling $11.5 million were made
in Urban Homesteading areas.  Sixty percent of those loans were made
specifically to homesteaders; the remainder went to non-homesteaders in
homesteading areas to  further  neighborhood revitalization efforts.
Homesteading-related Section 312 activity occurred during the year in 70 Urban
Homesteading™ conmunities, 73 percent of the communities with active
programs. The average Section 312 loan per property was $19,155, and the
average 1oan per unit was $15,909.

Rehabilitation finance information for a large group of Urban Homesteading
participants* indicates that almost half (49 percent) of the rehabilitation
financing. provided for Section 810 properties in those communities wes in the
form of Section 312 loans, . Another 28 percent of renovation support came out
of CDBG monies, The remaining 21 percent came from a variety of sources, both
private and_public: personal funds, conventional 1o0ans, State housing finance
agency monies, bond funds, and other local sources.

CDBG ASSISTANCE

Community Development Block Grant funds are used in a variety of ways in
addition” to rehabilitation financing to assist homesteading programs. ~ CDBG
monies comprise the principal source of administrative support for most local
programs. ~ Moreover, some localities used CDBG funds to purchase 1ocal

properties which were used for homesteading purposes.

HUD field offices now_submit annual reports to HUD Central Office on
rehabilitation financing sources for Section 810 properties. Fy 1983
data had been submitted thus far by 19 of the 25 Area Offices in which
there had been Section 312 homesteading-related activity during that
fiscal year. The field offices reporting accounted for 76 of the 122
approved homesteading conmunities and 49 percent of all Section 312
financing for Section 810 propertles during the year. Area Offices do
not report financing sources for rehabilitation of non-homesteading
properties in homesteading areas.
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HOMESTEADI NG PROPERTIES

FEDERAL INVENTORY

Until 1980, the HUD inventory of single-family properties was the sole source
of properties available for transfer at no cost to local homesteading programs
under Section 810. The national inventory of HUD-owned properties has
decreased dramatically from its high point of 75000 properties at the end of
FY 1974 to 16,304 properties by the end of FY 1983. The transfer of HUD
properties to local homesteading programs has accounted for a very small (less
than 3 percent) part of all HUD properties disposed of since 1975, although
the proportions are considerably greater for some homesteading cornunities and
areas.

The HUD inventory of acquired properties has declined in absolute numbers, but
many properties are still acquired each year and thus are potentially
available for homesteading. During FY 1983, for example, the artment
acquired 27,772 properties. The overall inventory still declined, however,
because sales surpassed acquisitions.

Depending upon circumstances, HUD-owned properties may be too few, too quickly
sold on the open market, situated outside designated homesteading areas, or
simply inappropriate for homesteading. For example, of the 24 inactive

HUD is currently working with both agencies to identify what other steps might
be appropriate to promote the transfer of VA and HArHA properties. In this
vein, several State governments are initiating their own homesteading programs
in order to take advantage of FmHA properties, and several other States are
considering establishment of such programs. In addition, the Veterans
Administration has sent directives to its field offices to encourage their
participation in homesteading and to enhance coordination between the VA and
localities with suitable VA-held properties.

PROGRAM-WIDE PROPERTY ACQUIS ITION

By the end of FY 1983, Section 810 funds had been used to reimburse the HUD
mortgage insurance and housing loan funds, VA, and AHA for 7,446 properties
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in 102 of the participating localities. (See Table 4-8). In addition, 53
participating localities had incorporated 855 local ly-acquired properties into
their homesteading programs.  Nineteen communities utilized 287 Federal
properties purchased from sources other than Section 810.  Homesteading
communities have, over the life of the program, accumulated 8,588 properties
for homesteading purposes.

TABLE 4-8

NUMBER AND SOURCE OF HOMESTEADING PROPERTIES
FY 1976 - FY 1983

_ FYs 1976.1982 FY 1983 TOTAL
Section 810 6,457 939 7,446
(HUD) (6,387) 5881) (7,268)

(VA) (60) 104) (164)
(FmHA) (10) (4) (14)
Other Federal 256 31 287
Locally Acquired 690 165 855
Totals 7,403 [,185 8,588

SOURCE:  Urban Homesteading Quarterly Reports.

During the 1983 fiscal year, 1,185 additional properties became available for
homesteading from all sources. Section 810 properties and especially HUD-
owned Section 810 properties remained the dominant source of suitable
properties.  Section 810 properties made up 83 percent of all newly-acquired
phro]pertles, and HUD-owned Section 810 properties made up 74 percent of that
whole.

The average value of the Section 810 homesteading proPerties transferred to
communities during FY 1983 increased only slightly from the corresponding
value for the previous fiscal year, from $11,005 to $11,366.*

LOCAL HOVESIEADNG PROPERTY SOURCES

Most urban homesteading communities currently depend on Federal, principally
HUD, properties for their homesteading production. Fifty-four percent of the
approved programs have used no properties other than Federal ones for
homesteading.”  Thirty-two percent of homesteading communities have used
Federal and local properties in various proportions to advance their
homesteading goals. Eleven percent have employed only local properties, and
the remainder (three percent) have acquired no properties thus far.

¥ The average value reflects the relationship between funds obligated and
properties transferred. This figure is based on Section 810 property
figures provided gy the Office of Finance and Accounting. These data are
based on closing documents received as of September 30, 1983.
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LOCAL PROGRAM SIZE AND PROPERTY ACQUISITION

Local homesteading programs are roughly of three sizes (See Table 4-9). About
one-third of local programs are very small with ten or fewer properties
acquired for homesteading over the life of their programs (n=42
communities). May of these localities have only entered the program in the
last two vyears. Others, either for lack of suitable properties for
homesteading or for other reasons, have not moved beyond this point. Another
third of local programs (n=38) have obtained moe than ten but fewer than 50
properties. The final third of homesteading communities (n=42) have sizeable
rograms with more than 50 properties. Thirteen communities had processed at
east 200 properties since the inception of their respective homesteading

efforts.

Communities also have acquired properties during FY 1983 at varying
magnitudes.  Oe quarter obtained no homesteading properties throughout the
year. Another 29 had acquired less than five properties. The rest had
secured from 11 to 54 properties for homesteading purposes.

TABLE 4-9

LEVELS OF PROPERTY ACQUISITION FOR
LOCAL HOVESTEADNG FROGRAIVE
FY 1983 AND QUMULATMALY

NUMBER OF PERCENTAGE OF APPRQVED
PROPERTIES HOMESTEAD ING ARORAVG
ACQUIRED FY 1983 CUMULATIVELY

(%) (%)

0 25% 3%
1-5 29 20
6 - 10 18 1
-2 14 16
26 - 50 12 16
51 - 100 2 11
101 - 200 -- 13
201+ - 11
Totals 100% 101%

(n=122) (n=122)

URBAN HOVESTEADING PARTICIPATION AND PROGRESS

LOCAL HOMESIEADING PARTICIPATION

As of the end of Fy 1983, HUD had fbp%roved 122 communities, 110 cities and 12
counties, for participation in the Urban Homesteading program.

Fifteen communities, 14 cities and one county, entered the program during FY
1983. The rewv entrants tended to be medium-sized and distressed. They ranged
in population size from 18,000 to 541,000 with a median population of
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94,000. Twelve of the 14 rew cities met the UDAG threshold of community
distress, and five qualified on that basis as highly distressed. O the 15
v communities, nine had received HUD properties, three had received VA
ﬁropertles, and two had used local properties to begin their programs. Oe
ad not yet received any properties.

Of the 122 approved communities, 94 actually operated programs during FY
1983. Of the 28 inactive programs, four had been suspended by HUD and the
remainder had not signed annual program participation agreements with HUD.*

LOCAL HOMESTEADING PROGRESS

Once a community receives a property for homesteading, the property must move
through a series of steps before the homesteader actually owns it.” The steps
need not always follow in this order, bhut each milestone must be reached: (1)
homesteader selection; (2) conditional transfer of the property from the
community to the homesteader; $_3) commencement of renovation; (4) occupancy by
the homesteader; (5) completion of rehabilitation; and (6) fee simple
conveyance, the permanent transfer of the property to the homesteader after
five years of occupancy. Table 4-10 gives the status of the ﬁropertles that
have mowed through the 'homesteading process from FY 1976 through FY 1983.

The differences in the number of properties at various stages of the process
reflect the on-going nature of local homesteading programs and the duration of
each property's course through the homesteading procéss. In communities with
effective programs and continuing streams of appropriate properties,
properties are continuously being acquired even ‘as_ others ‘are bein
renovated. In addition, thé three year span between original occupancy an
fee simple conveyance (which applied to these homesteaders)qplus whatever time
elapsed before original occupancy indicates that the process for any property
is long relative t0 the age of the homesteading program itself.

Over the life of the Urban Homesteading program, based on all properties
acquired for homesteading from whatever source (n=8,588 pro _e_rtles?, 88
ercent of all properties acquired had been transferred conditionally to
omesteaders, 80 percent were occupied by homesteaders, renovation had begun
on 85 percent, and renovation had been completed on 72 percent. Fifty-nine
compunities had been in the ﬁro_gram long enough to have transferred final
title to at least some of their homesteaders; and 2,985 homesteaders had
become homeowners by comple_tln? their probationary periods (three years for
homesteaders reflected in this table).

Two 0f the four suspended communities were excluded for Urban _
Homesteading program mismanagement, one for fair housing noncompliance,
and one resulting from suspension of all CDBG activities. _
overwhelmln? reason for program inactivity weas lack of apP_roprlate
Federal or Tocal properties. Twenty-three of the 24 inactive communities
mentioned the absence of properties as the principal reason for
homesteading inactivity. Several communities also mentioned the
unavailability of rehabilitation financing.
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TABLE 4-10

STATUS CF URBAN HOMESTEADING PROPERTIES
AS - SEPTEMBER 30. 1983
(Cumulative Totals)

PROPERTIES
TRANSHERRED TO COMMUNITIESSEO PROPERTIES REHABILITATION "
COMMUN I ESa COMMUN ITTES HOMESTEADER OCCUPIED A ' i
WD VA FmHA

AKron, OHuvevurenuss 15 lo 0 20 20 20 20
Anderson. SCassenuss 6 0 0 12 10 12 10
Athens. OH.vvvvuvuns 0 0 0 8 8 8 7
Atlanta. GA..veuwnns 167 0 0 167 146 163 146
Babylon. NY.seeuuuus 2 0 O 11 11 11 11
Baltimore. MD.uvuuus. 81 0 0 66 63 66 59
Bayamon, PRas.evess, % 0 0 10 2 10 2 %
Benton Harbor. MI... 15 0 0 18 15 17 14
Berkeley. MOuussnnus 19 1 O 19 8 12 8
Birmingham. AL ...... 4 0 O 0 0 0 0
Boston. MA...veuueus 47 0 0 45 45 49 49
Bradford. PA...vusw- 0 0 0 5 3 5 3
Bridgeton. NJ..uuu.. 4 0 0 0 0 0 0
Brookhaven. NY..uuss 70 0 0 77 70 77 70
Broward County. FL.. 37 0 0 5 21 5 21 N
Buffalo. NYuseuwnuss 61 0 0 46 32 3 31 ’
Camden, NJ .uu.uuunnn 78 8 0 67 62 45 17
Canton. OHuvuennnnus 0 2 0] 1 0 1 0 ’
Chicago. IL.veuuusss 3B 0 O 33A 303 298 218 [
Cincinnati. OHuvusus 109 14 0 159 131 169 143
Columbia. SC.uvennnns 4 0 0 1 0 1 0
Cleveland. OHuvuuuss 5/ 13 0 59 49 53 44
Columbus. OH.uwsuunns 394 1 0 301 325 01 302
Compton. CAuuvvsennns 39 0O O 39 39 39 )
Dade County. FL..... 120 0 O 80 80 80 80
Danville. VA.vivuenn 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Dallas. TX vannnsnunns 372 0 0 372 371 372 371
Davenport. 1A.cuuuess 1 0 O 3) 3 9) 3
Dayton. OHuveeuuuuss 14 19 0 131 116 130 114
Decatur. GAusussusns 107 0 0 113 113 113 113
Decatur. IL.vesuunss 10 0 0 0 0 0 0
DeKalb County. GA... 33 0 O 3 33 33 33
Des Moines. |A.iuuss 12 2 0 7 5 7 3
Detroit, Mloveewnuss 170 9 0 99 77 99 77
Duluth. MN.wesurunus 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
East Liverpool. OH.. 0 0O O 15 15 15 15
East St. Louis. IL.. 170 0 0 122 100 102 100
Ferguson. MO ........ 2 0O O 0 0 0 0
FIint., Mlecesannunns 100 0 0 86 83 83 53
Freeport. NY.uuwuuus 83 0O O 107 103 107 103
Gary. INveeassnnnnss 385 0 0 342 282 280 151
Genesee County. MI.. 4 0 O 0 0 0 0
Grand Rapids. Ml.... 1 1 O 0 0 0 0
Hartford. CTevssunus 0 0 0 16 16 16 16
Haverhill. MA....... 0 0 0 3 3 3 3
Hazel Park. Ml...... 6 0 0 0 0 0 0




PROPERTIES

TRANSHERRED TO  COMMUNITIES gO PROPERTIES REHAB LITATION
COMMUNITIES® COMMUNITIES HOMESTEADERS OCCUPI STARTED' CGMFEEiED'E
HUD VA FmHA

Hempstead, Village

(0] R 1) 2 50 0O O 60 53 53 33
Highland Park. MI... 28 3 O 22 19 22 19
Indianapolis. IN.... 284 6 O 297 255 297 218
IsTip, NYueeeinnnnans 3B 0 0 368 356 356 356
Jackson. Ml.iussaauus 9 2 0 8 8 9 8
Jacksonville. FL.... 6 0 O 0 0 0 0
James City

County. VA.usuuuuns 0 0 14 14 5 8 7
Jefferson County. KY 57 0 O ) 45 47 45
Jennings. MOsssunnas S 0 ¢ 18 18 18 8
Jersey City. NJ..... 6 0 O 14 14 14 14
Joliet, ILuevunrunss 4 0 0 48 46 48 46 %
Kansas City. MO..... 182 6 O 159 144 159 144 ‘
Kenosha. Wl......... 6 0 O 3 1 0 0
Lansing. Mlussssssss 3 1 O 1 1 1 1
Lawrence. MA...uuuus 0O 0 O 5 5 5 5
Lebanon. PA..veeauss 0 0O O 10 9 9 9
Los Angeles City.

CAvirennnnnnnnnnns 24 0 O 2 2 22 2
Los Angeles County. —

CAvirennnnnnnnnnss 0O O 0 0 0 0 }
Louisville. KY.uuuas 43 5 0 35 33 b 33 |
Luzerne County. PA.. 0 0O O 1 1 1 1 !
Madison Heights. MI. 2 0 0 2 2 2 2 |
Milwaukee. Wlieauuss 48 0 O 3H5 342 355 312 -
Minneapolis. MN..... M o0 O 204 203 204 188
Montgomery County

0] 48 7 0 46 37 46 37
Moorhead. MN......uu. 0 2 0 0 0 0 0
sMt . Holly. NJuvuuusn 4 0 O 4 4 4 4
Nanticoke. PA.....u. 0 0 0 1 1 1 1
Nassau County. NY... 113 0 O 132 132 132 132
New Haven. CTuvauuss 5 0O O 20 2 2 20
Newark. NJueeeaauuus 9 0 O 2 2 2 2
Newport News. VA.... 17 O O 17 16 17 16
New York City. NY... 29 0O O ) ) ) )
Oakland. CA......... 120 a O 121 118 118 118
Omaha. NEuuwevsnnnnns 31 1 0 35 32 35 32
Palm Beach County.

FLevernnnnnnnnnnns 0O O 57 57 57 57
Paterson. NJ.ususans 4 0O O 4 3 4 3
Philadelphia. PA.... 425 17 0 399 399 392 361
Phoenix. AZ .vvvvvuss 92 0 O 106 106 131 116
Pine Lawn. MO..vauu. 32 0O O 27 27 5 2
Pinellas County. FL. 10 0 O 10 10 10 10
Piqua, OHuveuwnnnuss 1 O O 2 2 2 2
Plainfield. NJ...... 20 0 0 13 12 13 10
Port Huron. Ml.uus.. 6 0O O 4 4 4 4
Portland. ORuusessss 23 0 O 16 12 14 12
Pottsville. PA...... 0 0O O 2 2 2 2
Racine, Wlaeeeawnunns 13 0 0 11 7 8 0
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PROPERTI ES
TRANSHERRED TO  COMMUNITIES JO0 ~ PROPERTIES REHABILTTATI'ON I
COMMUNITIES® COMMUN ITIES HOMESTEADERSb OCCUPIED ARTED

Richmond, VA..cuuuss 6 00 5 4 5 4

Roanoke, VA.ieesuuss 0 0O O 3 3 3 3"

Rochester, NY....... 207 1 0 225 220 225 142

Rockford, IL........ 1% 0 O 193 178 193 165

Saginaw, Mlisessssas 49 1 0 47 42 47 42

St. Louis, MO..uv... 1004 0 O 8l 65 73 34

St. Paul, MN...uv.ss 1 0 0 221 221 221 180

St. Petersburg, FL. 1112 0 O 9% 90 95 90

Shamokin, PA....uus. 0 0O O 15 8 15 8

Sioux City, [Auieeaas 1 1 0 11 10 11 10

South Bend, IN...... 140 2 0 139 128 130 9

Springfield, MA. ... 24 3 O 80 80 80 80 N

Springfield, OH. ... 23 0 O 10 9 11 8 |

Syracuse, NY...ouuus 0 0O O 0 3) 0 0 H

Tacoma, WA cusunnnns 8 0 0 3 58 58 58

Tampa, FL........... 34 2 0 22 22 22 22

Toledo, OHuvweunnuss 154 10 0 167 158 158 89

Trenton, NJ.eeeeauss 0 3 0 3 0 0 0

Warner Robbins, GA. 30 0 O 0 30 30 30

Warren, OH....... 6 0 O 14 10 14 9

Wilmington, DE.... 107 0 O 113 112 113 112 r

Xenia, OHuvsennnnnns 6 0 0 6 5 6 5

Yonkers, NY..oswuuus 0 0O O 7 0 0 0

York, PA. veeuvennnns 0 0 0 34 32 35 32

Youngstown, OH...... 8 8 0 31 30 3l 27 |
Totals. .... 7,268 164 14 7,532 6,897 7,263 6,177 |

a HUD has approved 122 localities to date. While Sunbury and Wilkes-Barre,
Pennsylvania; Salem, Oregon; and Steubenville, Ohio are excluded from the preceding
table, they are approved localities and have only been excluded because historically
they have not requested nor received any Federal properties and no local activity .has
occurred. Harvey, Illinois is excluded because it is newly approved and activity has
notyet occurred.

b A number of localities with HUD-approved Urban Homesteading programs use locally-

acquired properties and other Federal properties which have not been purchased with
Section 810 funds. The last four columns of the table include all properties
acquired from any source.
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PART THREE: SECTION 312 REHABILITATION LOAN PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

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, mixed-use, and non-residential properties. To be eligible,
properties must be located in designated areas (i.e., Urban Renewal, Code
Enforcement, or Urban Homesteading) areas or the rehabilitation must be
necessary or appropriate to the execution of an approved Community Development
program under Title B of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974,
as amended. There are no national applicant income requirements, but
communities are statutorily required to give priority to low- and moderate-
income families and individuals. The program is proposed for termination in
1985 with future rehabilitation assistance to be available under the CDBG and
Rental Rehabilitation Grants programs.

This part of the chapter reports on Section 312 program activity on a

cumulative and Fiscal Year 1983 basis. It is divided into three parts:
introduction, recent program developments, and current program status.

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS

HOUSING AND URBAN-RURAL RECOVERY ACT CF 1983

The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 amended previous Section 312
legislation in two respects. First, it extended authority for the program for
another year, through FY 1984. (The Department proposes to terminate the
program during 1985 and to transfer the program's assets and liabilities to
the Departmental Revolving Fund (Liquidating Programs). Future rehabilitation
assistance would be available under the CDBG and Rental Rehabilitation Grants

programs. )

Second, the 1983 legislation barred the Department from (af) requiring that a
certain proportion of Section 312 assistance be utilized for any particular
type of dwelling unit and (b) linking receipt of Section 312 funds to any
Federal housing or community development program except Urban Homesteading.
This provision was drafted in response to HUD policies which tied FY 1983
Section 312 muitifamily funding priorities to progress in the Rental
Rehabilitation Demonstration.

CHANGES IN THE ALLOCATION SYSTEM

The Department assigned Section 312 funds for FY 1983 to HUD Regional Offices
In two categories:

1. Urban Homesteading Program - Section 312 funds were assigned for
rehabilitating single-family properties of one-to-four dwelling units in
support of local Section 810 Urban Homesteading programs. This included
both Section 810 properties and other non-homesteading properties 1ocated
In approved homesteading areas.
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2. Multifamily Program - The Department allocated the bulk of Section 312
program funds to the HUD Regions for multifamily loans. The priority for
the use of such monies in Fiscal Year 1983 was in support of localities
and States making good progress in the Rental Rehabilitation
Demonstration. The recipient State or local government had to agree to
meet specific Demonstration milestones (e.g., a specified number of
Demonstration projects with bank commitments or projects under
construction) before its Section 312 funds would be released. In
addition, in order to accommodate a limited number of requests for
muitifamily funds from localities outside the Demonstration, each Region
was permitted to use up to 20 percent of its allocation for
rehabilitating multifamily projects in non-Demonstration localities.
Moreover, the Department encouraged leveraging of private financing for
rehabilitation of multifamily and mixed-use projects.

CHANGE CF VARIABLE INTEREST RATE

Until Fy 1982, all Section 312 loans were made at a three percent interest
rate. Beginning in FY 1982, all loans were made at below market interest
rates, but only single-family loans made to owner-occupants whose family
incomes were at or below 80 percent of the median income for that metropolitan
area were to be at the three percent rate. All other single-family owner-
occupant borrowers received loans at 11 percent. For FY 1983, the 11 percent

rate was changed to nine percent.

Similarly, loans to renovate multifamily and investor-owned single-family
rental properties, which bore 11 percent interest rates in the preceding
fiscal year, bore nine percent interest rates during FY 1983. The exception
was in instances where private rehabilitation funding equalled or exceeded
Section 312 support, in which case, the interest rate was to be five percent.

Available information (based on a 30 percent subset of FY 1983 loans)
indicates that 70 percent of the single-family loans (and 52 percent of all
loans) were made at three percent; 30 percent of the single-family loans and
about 80 percent of the multifamily loans carried nine percent interest rates
(thereby comprising 43 percent of all loans); and only 20 percent of the
multifamily loans (and five percent of all loans) were made at the five
percent rate.

NBW CASH MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

The Department designed and initiated installation of a new cash management
check system for Section 312 loans which is scheduled to begin in 1984. The
new system streamlines and automates drawdown of Section 312 funds from the
US. Treasury, loan settlement, construction closeout, and loan servicing.
The expected result is a system that both responds more quickly to borrower
needs and enhances public control of the program.

CURRENT PROGRAM STATUS

PROGRAM RND ING

Congress has appropriated no funding for the Section 312 program since FY
1981. As a result, the FY 1983 program was supported entirely from loan
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repayments and other income ($78.386 million), recovery of prior year
commitments ($8.96 million), and the unobligated balance left from FY 1982
($245 million). A total of $111.846 million was consequently available for
FY 1983 loans and related expenses.

Actual FY 1983 budget reservations for the Section 312 program were less than
originally estimated. The Department reserved $44.864 million, about 53
percent of the amount originally projected to be reserved. That left a
balance of $57.222 million unreserved at the end of the fiscal year.

A number of factors help explain this shortfall in loan reservations. First,
the Department was late in assigning Section 312 funds in 1983 because
Regional Offices were required to submit plans before fund assignment would
occur. Second, as part of the Department's emphasis on improved loan
underwriting, HUD Headquarters encouraged field offices to take a more
thorough approach to year-end loan reviews, especially on large multifamily
loans.  Finally, the Departmental priority to link Section 312 funding to
Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration participation probably ensured that some
communities which had just become involved with the Demonstration could not
reserve Section 312 multifamily funds in FY 1983.

Loan servicing and operating costs in the Section 312 program decreased 20
percent from FY 1982 ($7.648 million) to FY 1983 ($6.094 million).

Since its inception, the Section 312 program has awarded 90,170 loans
totalling $1.162 billion for the rehabilitation and occasional refinancing of
housing. During FY 1983, the program awarded 803 loans amounting to $44.864
million. Of that sum, 205 loans totalling $33.410 million were distributed
for multifamily housing rehabilitation.  The other 598 loans, amounting to
$11.455 million, were distributed for single-family residences in homesteading
areas. Three-fifths of the single-family amount went to homesteaders to
assist them in rehabilitating their properties. The remainder went to other
homeowners in  homesteading areas in furtherance 0f neighborhood
revitalization.

The concentration of Section 312 loans in multifamily properties reflects a
policy shift which had taken effect in FY 1982. Prior to that, the Section
312 program had been predominantly single-family in emphasis.

Funding of the Section 312 program varies dramatically from HUD Region to HUD
Region (See Table 4-11). The bulk of the funding for Fy 1983 was concentrated
in the Eastern half of the nation. Distribution of multifamily reservations
followed generally the distributional pattern of Section 312 funding as a
whole. Region V XChicago) and Region II (New York) received 70 percent of the
single-family funding, reflecting, in part, the large number of active
homesteading communities in those areas.
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TABLE 4-11

SUMVMARY OF SECTION 312 FUND USE
BY PROGRAM CATEG(RY AND HID REGION, FY 1983

SUPPORT OF SINGLE-FAMILY SUPPORT FOR
HUD REGION UNITS IN HOMESTEADING AREAS ~ MULTIFAMILY UNTS TOTAL
$ % $ %z $ %
1 (Boston) 186,800 2 6,018,200 18 6,206,000 X«
IT (New York) 2,906,600 5 6,674,800 V.l 9,581,400 2
III (Philadelphia) 411,550 4 4,067,800 12 4,479,300 10
IV (Atlanta) 1,194,950 10 4,000,450 1 5,265,400 12
V (Chicago) 5,107,000 45 3,432,050 0 8,569,050 X
VI (Dallas) - —_ 78,000 78,000
VI City) 1,273,000 1 2,554,950 8 3,827,950 9
V11l (Denver) — - 806,50 2 806,50 2
| X (San Francisco) 128,150 1 2,852,550 9 2,980,700 7
X (Seattle) 216,600 2 2,864,600 9 3,101,200 7
Totals $11 »464 ,650 lmz Eg 92m,6w 1007 m— 0%

*  Less than one percent.

SOORCE: ~ U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Plaming and Development.
Office of Urban Rehabilitation.

SECTION 312 LOAN FEATURES
During FY 1983, the Department made 803 loans of which 598 were single-family

and were multifamily. These loans will assist the rehabilitation of 3,541
dwelling units (720 single-family and 2,821 multifamily).

The average Section 312 multifamily loan in FY 1983 was $162,972, and the
average single-family loan was $19,155. Average per unit loan amounts were
$11, per multifamily unit and $15,909 per single-family unit. These
figures correspond closely to per unit loan amounts for the preceding year.

DEBT COLLECTION

Debt collection remained an area of high Departmental priority during Fy 1983.
Section 312 loans are serviced through a number of contracts and
subcontracts.  The Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) and its 5
private servicers administer 88 percent of the outstanding loans. HUD
Headquarters manages the remaining loans, including defaulted loans and new
loans, through a private contractor.

As of the end of Fy 1983, there were 60,009 active Section 312 loans with
unpaid balances totalling $660.5 million (See Table 4-12). Through aggressive
servicing, automation of the loan collection system, and consolidation of
various loan servicing functions, the Department has been able to maintain the
proportions of delinquent loans (12.3 percent of all loans and 15.8 percent of
the total unpaid balance) and seriously delinquent loans (i.e., days or
more delinquent; 7.1 percent of all Toans and 9.6 percent of the total unpaid
balance) at levels similar to the preceding fiscal year. This levelling of
delinquencies occurred despite a continuing influx of new loans into the
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collection system and economic conditions which increased delinquency rates
nationally on conventional mortgage 1oans.
TABLE 4-12

STATUS OF ACTIVE SECTION 312 LOAN PORTFOLIO*
(Dollars in Thousands)

(ASOF JLY 31, 1982 AS OF NOVEMBER 20, 1983

UNPAID UNPALD
#OF BALANCES #OF BALANCES
STATUS LOANS % $ RAONT % LOANS % $ AMOUNT %
Current 5,982 8% $615,100 &% 52,604 88 $5%6,100 84%
Delinquent: 764 12 100,400 14 7,405 12 104,400 16

3 months

or'less (4,500) (7) (77,700) (1) (4.441) (7) (61,0000 (9)

Moe than

3mnths  (3,19) " (5)  (2,700) " (3) (2,9%4) (5)  (43.400) (7)
Total 64,676 100.0% $/15,500  100.0% 60,000 100.0% $660,500 100.0%

This table does not reflect loans involved in legal actions. FNMA data are as of October
31, 1983. HID data are as of Novenber 30, 1983.

SOURCE- U.S E@F‘EIEIE HOUSIITQ] and Development. Cc'xiiiﬁilfy Plannlng and DeveTopient.

. 0
Office of Urban Rehabi litation.Urban

Collections for FY 1982 for both HUD- and FNMA-held Section 312 loans totalled
$77.2 million.

As of November 30, 1983, in addition to the active loans, another 2908
Section 312 loans representing $35.9 million remained involved in legal
actions. The two largest categories of legal actions were foreclosures, which
comprised 42 percent of the loans involved in legal actions and accounted for
$23 million, and judgments, which made up 38 percent of the loans in legal
actions and accounted for $4.5 million. Bankruptcies, pending charge-offs,
and acquired properties constituted the bulk of the remaining loans and unpaid
balance.

Under new foreclosure procedures, 957 loan cases were assigned to foreclosing
agents during FY 1983, indicating a marked acceleration in such assignments.
The Departments of HUD and Justice, however, were unable to process the
backlog of 1,115 judgments during the fiscal year.

CHARACTER ST ICS OF PARTICIPATING COMMUNITIES

Changes in the magnitude of the Section 312 program and shifts in Departmental
priorities concerning loan distribution have produced a dramatically different
Section 312 loan allocation pattern in the last two years than that of earlier
years. Property owners in only 145 communities received Section 312 loans In
FY 1983 in contrast to 549 two years previously. Uncertainty regarding the
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future of the program, the emphasis on multifamily housing, and the
restriction of much of program funding to comnunities with either Rental
Rehabilitation Demonstration or Urban Homesteading programs probably
contributed to this effect.

Seventy communities (48 percent of the communities participating in the
Section 312 program) received single-family loans as part of their Urban
Homesteading programs during FY 1983. Eighty-nine comnunities (61 percent of
the communities participating in the Section 312 program) received mul tifamily
loans during the year. Two-thirds (n=60) of the localities obtaining such
loans received them in conjunction with their participation in the
Demonstration program. Fifteen jurisdictions received both single-family and
multifamily support in FY 1983.

(nh averages individual localities with single-family Section 312 loans in FY
1983 obligated $163,638, accounting for an average of 8.5 loans and 10.2 units
per locality. In contrast, communities with multifamily Section 312 loans in
the same year obligated an average of $375,389, accounting for 2.3 loans and
31.7 units per locality. Amounts obligated by comnunities ranged from $5800
to $911,300 for single-family loans and from $10,000 to $2,177,900 for

multifamily loans.

FY 1983 Section 312 loans went disproportionately to distressed communities.
Eighty-nine percent of the large cities and urban counties that received such
loans met the UDAG criteria for comnunity distress; 59 percent were, based on
the UDAG standard, highly distressed (i.e., had a UDAG distress ranking of
five or more). In addition, 64 percent of the smaller communities receiving
Section 312 loans during FY 1983 qualified for UDAG eligibility based on their
levels of distress.

CHARACTERISTICS OF LOAN RECIPIENTS

During FY 1983, Section 312 single-family loans principally went to households
which were young, poor, and from minority backgrounds. Based on available
information, two-thirds of the recipient households were 40 years of age or
younger and one-third was 30 and younger.* Conversely, nine percent of those
obtaining such loans were more than 60 ?/ears of age. Sixty-one percent of the
households receiving Section 312 single family loans in 1983 were minority

members.

Because Section 312 single family loans may now only be given out at three
percent interest where an owner-occupant has a household income at or below 80
percent of the area median income, the proportion of three percent loans is a
reliable indicator of the income levels of recipients. Seventy percent of all
single-family loans in FY 1983 were at three percent.

These findings are based on all 1983 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 338 or 57
percent of all FY 1983 Section 312 single-family loan applications.
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APPENDIX O

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS
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FISCAL YEAR 1983 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

ALABAMA

Birmingham Second mortgages to purchas- $1,400,000 $4,756,090 $0 -0- 100 $97,754
ers of single-family homes.
Program will assist those not
affording current interest-
rate financing.

Birmingham Loan to developer to help $450,000 $4,950,000 $0 30 -0- $32,900
renovate downtown building.
Investment will provide new
tax revenue for city, serve
as catalyst for area and
create new permanent jobs.

Birmingham Low-interest loan to hotel $1,030,000 $4,136,265 $0 125 1579 $30,625
partnership for rehabili-
tation of vacant historic
hotel into first-class
office space.

Clanton Loan to newly-formed corpo- $250,000 $700,995 $25,000 40 -0- $513
ration to purchase capital
equipment for metal building
manufacturing plant.

Clanton Low-interest loan to glove $182,000 $504,845 $0 50 -0- $774
manufacturing company to help

build new industrial facility.

Guntersvi 1le Low-interest loan to hotel $183,750 $3,004,950 $0 84 -0- $26,000
corporation to help expand
hotel with needed recreational
and marina facilities.

Huntsville Loan to corporation to assist $775,000  $10,000,000 SO 500 -0- $122,762
in industrial plant expansion
on site adjacent to its
facility.




FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UOAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
State and City. Project Descriptiqn Dollars [nvestment Dollars Jobhs Units Revenue

ALABAMA (continued)

Huntsville Financial assistance to major $625,000 $6,501,830 $0 250 -0- $314 ,100
consumer electronic products

manufacturing company to help
construct building and purchase
capital equipment.

Lafayette Loan to developers to provide $219,400 $894,000 $54,600 35 -0- $50
infrastructure in downtown
area for restored historic
buildings. Investment to
also finance legal cost of
bond issuances for project.

Ozark Second mortgages to low- and $387,600 $1,319,200 $0 -0~ 38 $3,126
moderate-income households to
purchase new single-family
homes

Ozark Low-interest loan to motel $470,000 $3,246,894 $0 75 -0~ $44,756
partnership to help acquire
land and build 100-room hotel.

Selma Loan to textile manufacturing $465,000 $1,657,353 $0 250 -0~ $5,675
company to help renovate
existing building in indus-
trial park and purchase
production equipment.

Selma Financial assistance to lock $1,220,000 $4 ,700,000 10 193 -0- $4.320
company, city's largest
employer, to help expand
operations and move into new
markets.

A-2




FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax

State and City Project Description Dallars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
ALABAMA (continued)

Sulligent Loan to axle manufacturing $822,285 $2,469,980  5200,000 147 -0
company to help finance
acquisition of new capital
equipment to keep plant in
operation.

$62,586

Troy Loan to shirt manufacturin $157,000 $499,479 SO 95 -0- $18,525
company to purchase capita
equipment for relocated plant.

ARIZONA

Bisbee Financial assistance to $375,000  $1,150,000 SO 30 -0- $16,500
developers to help renovate
historic structures into one-
and two-bedroom apartments
and leasable commercial space.

Bisbee Below-market interest rates $540,000 $2,091,000 30 920 -0- $34,971
loan to developer to help

finance construction of

new shopping center. City

to participate in proceeds
fom annual operations and
sale or refinancing of center.

Guadalupe Grant to town to finance con- $160,000 $610,330  $194,000 22 -0- $11,000
struction of water and sewer
lines to assist in air control-
ling vents manufacturing plant
expansion. Investment will
also provide loan to company
for site acquisition and
portion of capital investment.
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FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

ARIZONA (continued)

Nogales

Surprise

Surprise

Surprise

Williams

Ash Flat

UDAG Private

_Dollars  Investment
Financial assistance to musical $210,000 $567,400
instruments manufacturing
company to help construct
EPA-required, on-site treat-
ment facilities for plant's
electroplating process.
Investment will prevent closing
its electroplating operation.
Loan to developer to help $134,000 $626,000
construct office building.
Loan to furniture company to $126,000 $536,000
help construct additional re-
tail store.
Loan to developer to fund $557,000  $5,478,000
advances required by local
utilities to cover instal-
lation of necessary electric
and telephone services to assist in
development of mobile home park.
Financial assistance to manu- $54,000 $226,800
facturing company to help
purchase equiment to rehabilitate
plant producing low- and medium-
frequency crystals.
Financial assistance to $4,550,000  $21,982,927
operating room medical-equip-
ment manufacturing company to
purchase fixed-capital equip-
ment to help renovate
facility. Investment will
reopen facility vacant over
seven years and create enormous
employment opportunities.

A-4

Public
Dollars

$0

$0

$0

$0

Estimated
Total New

_Jobs

36

17

23

15

349

i

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax

_Units =~ _Revenue

-0- $0
-0- $7,116
-0- $17.807
-0- $46,446
-0- 92,800
-0- $150,000



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

ARKANSAS (continued)

Pine Bluff*

CALIFORNIA
Alameda City

Exeter

*
Terminated

Financial assistance to devel-
oper to help construct large
hotel with parking spaces, plus
provide funds to renovate kitchen
and banquet facilities within
adjoining Convention Center
facility. Developer to enter
into management agreement with
City for use of Convention Center
facility.

Financial assistance to devel-
oper for public off- and
on-site infrastructure, to
help development of office and
retail space and boat berths.
Investment to support first
phase of revitalization of
abandoned shipyard within the
city.

Below-market-interest-rate

loan to developer for 12-year
period to help construct local
shopping center providing new
jobs. City will participate in
annual cash flow from operations
and sale or refinancing of shop-
ping center.

UDAG

Doliars

$750,000

$1,836,000

$610,000

Other Estimated
Private Public Total New
Investment Dollars Johs
$10,005,000 $0 129
$18,115,140 $162,000 372
$2,777,000 $0 124
A-5
o 1 s | AN

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
lnits Revenue
-0- $187,043
-0- $238,850
@
-0- $86,165



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing

State and City Project Description _Dollars _ Investment Dollars Jobs Units

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

CALIFORNIA (continued)

Lindsay Below-market-interest-rate 0-
loan to developer for 12-year $594,000  $2,979,600 $0 130 0

period to help construct shop-
ping center providing new
jobs. City will participate
in proceeds from annual opera-
tions and sale or refinancing
of shopping center.

Los Angeles Financial assistance to actors $2,466,000 96,681,000 $3,150,000 251 -0~

theatre association to help

renovate and construct four-

theatre complex at an historic

bank building site. Project

includes renovation and

restoration of the historic

building and development of

adjoining new building.

Los Angeles Financial assistance to devel- $840,000  $2,563,000 $0 65 -0-
oper to help construct larger

supermarket facility and pro-
vide additional warehousing
and office space. Project to
remove seven buildings not up
to City's earthquake standards.

Los Angeles Financial assistance to $1.204.000 $5.442.000 $950,000 292 -0-
partnership to help con- T T '

struct shopping center to
include supermarket and
drug store.

$91,780

5131,000

5108,231

$265,000



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG

Project Description Bollars

Private
Investment

Other
Public
Dollars

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

Estimated
Housing
Units

Estiinated
Local Tax
Revenue

CALIFORNIA (continued)

Los Angeles

Maywood

Merced

San Diego

Loan to Los Angeles YMCA to $1,545,000
help develop central city

facility with parking in

Bunker Hill Redevelopment

area. Facility to focus on

health, education, fitness

and recreational activities

for city employees, youth and

senior citizen residents.

Financial assistance to reim- $2,400,000
burse City for land acquisition

and related costs in excess of

fair market disposition price

to development company. Invest-

ment to help construct super-

market and drug store.

$8,447,000

$6,995,000 $474,000

Low-interest loan to developer $100,000 $333,000

to help rehabilitate under-
utilized office building to
include retail space. City to
share in annual project cash
flow and net sale or refinancing
procedures.

Loan to developer to help $4,800,000
rehabilitate historic down-

town hotel and construct new,

adjacent parking garage

providing jobs for low- and

moderate-income residents in

Pockets of Poverty area.

Repayment and property tax

increases to also benefit

residents.

$50,000

$29,143,000  $1,200,000

A-7

116

214

20

398

SO

$148,000

58,000

$513,000



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

COCRA0

Colorado
Springs

Denver

Durango

Pueblo

Low-interest second mortgage
loans to purchasers of town-
houses located in City's
Pocket of Poverty area to
reduce monthly payments so
that families with 80 percent
of median income can qualify.

Loan to non-profit corporation
to help develop Warren Village
11, mixed-use development of
housing, child care and counsel-
ling services for very low-
income, single parents. Project
to include training opportunities
for residents and business
services for small businesses

in area.

Loan to_limited partnership to
assist in rehabilitation of
historic two-story structure to
include new restaurant, existing
retail shop and nine one-bedroom
apartments. Project will create
new jobs, increase tax revenues
to city and provide needed
rental housing in central
business district.

Financial assistance to tubular
products plant to help construct

building, purchase, installation
of production and storage rack
systems plus tooling equipment
for machining and testing oil
tubular products .

Other Estimated
UDAG Private Public

Dollars Investment Dollars
$275,000  $1,541,600 $68,750
$925,752 $2,724,721 $5,003,100
$150,000 $499,550 $0
$250,000 $723,721 SO

A-8

S |

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

60

Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
32 $13,228
106 $3,600
- $23,205
-0- $5,333



State and City Project Description

CONNECTICUT

New Haven Financial assistance to devel-
oper to help rehabilitate

13-story downtown building
scheduled for demolition as
market-rate apartment units,
office and retail space.
Percentage of apartment units
to be available for low- and
moderate-income persons.

New Haven Financial assistance to devel-
oper to help construct project
consisting of office and retail
space, residential units, and
underground parking. Concur-
rently, City will construct
public parking garage across
the street.

DELAWARE

Milford Financial assistance to devel-
oper to help construct 60-room
motel and expand existing
restaurant to include banquet
facilities.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Washington Financial assistance to joint
venture to help rehabilitate
vacant four-story warehouse
into modern and efficient
leasable office space.

A-9

Other
UDAG Private Public
Dollars Investment Dollars
$1,150,000 $4,821,373 $0
$4,020,000 $17,900,000 $1,500,000
$497,250 $1,643,252 $0
$554,028 $2,114,921 $0

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Estimated
Total New

Jobs

36

156

25

67

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Lnits Revenue
74 $30,840
43 $257,060
-0- $3,000
-0- $148,825



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UOAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax

State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
FLORIDA

Jacksonville Financial assistance to joint $1,400,000 $6,324,610 $0 206 -0- $14,214
venture developers to help

acquire, renovate and expand
convention, lodging and res-
taurant building into first-class
Holiday Inn. Project involves
construction of new rooms,
additional convention facilities
and renovation of existing
recently bankrupt Quality Inn.

Jacksonville Second mortgages to qualified $870,000 $2,700,000 $0 -0- 88 $28,900
buyers of single-family houses
to be built in four subdivi-
sions within City. Twenty per-
cent of homes reserved for
minority families.

Miami Financial assistance to limited $3,000,000 $19,733,044 $0 150 -0~ S0
partnership and local developer
to help construct 150-bed acute-
care general hospital to serve
Liberty City and Edison-Little
River sections of neighborhood.

GEORGIA

Atlanta Second mortgage to developer $1,000,000 $7,038,000 $0 103 -0~ $360,912
to help renovate hotel.
Project to bring new tax
revenues to City, create new
jobs and serve as redevelop-
ment catalyst in area.

A-10
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FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

State and City Project Description
GEORGIA (continued)

Augusta Loan to minority developer to
help renovate historical inn
in area adjacent to downtown
into residential, commercial,
mixed-use project.

Brunswick Second mortages to low- and
moderate-income residents to
purchase new townhouses near
central business district in
predominantly minority resi-
dential area.

Calhoun Financial assistance to indus-
trial carpet manufacturing
company to expand and acquire
four acres of undeveloped land
adjacent to present facility and
construct another plant.

Columbus Second mortgages to eligible
low- and moderate-income house-
holds to purchase homes under
City's Mortgage Assistance
Program.

Hartwell Loan to developer to assist
in restoration of Hartwell-to-
Bowersville historic excursion
train. Investment will provide
railroad turntable equipment,
renovation of building and
necessary land acquisition.

Other Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New  Housing

Dollars  nvestment Dollars Jobs. Units
$1,430,000 $3,742,160 50 40 102
$405,000 $1,116,802 $0 -0- 35
$339,000 $4,298,845 $0 60 -0-
$2,06 1,000 $6,849,017 $0 -0- 200
$54,000 $135,000 SO 28 -0-

A-11

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$60,000

$14,913

$22,869

$122,752

$7,000



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

GEORGIA (continued)

Hartwell

La Grange

La Grange

Louisville

Milledgeville

Savannah

Loan to container company to
help expand existing plant to

include construction of building

and purchase of new plastic
molding equipment useful in air
cargo transportation business.

Loan to printed paper board
products manufacturer to pur-
chase additional manufacturing
equipment to assist existing
and new facilities located in
industrial park. Investment

will create permanent, full-time

jobs.

Second mortgage loans to low-
and moderate-income families to

purchase townhouses. Owner will

pay three percent of purchase

price per unit for down payment.

Loan to developer to help con-
struct two-story motor lodge.

Financial assistance to devel-
oper to help construction of
motel providing needed
accommodations for visitors
to city.

Loan to developer to help
renovate existing railroad
shed into tourist center.

UDAG
Dollars

$795,000

$365,000

$86,036

$154,350

$495,000

$1,806,416

Other Estimated

Private Public Total New
Investment Dollars Johs
$2,416,500 $0 5
$5,189,400 $0 36
$279,675 $0 -0-
$501,293 $0 14
$2,183,569 $0 35
$6,236,000 $7,380,000 30

A-12
e -

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax

uUnits Revenue
-0- $12,000
-0- $25,807
11 $1,170
-0- $3,600
-0- $50,967
-0- $11,000



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

Thomaston

Thomson

Thomson

Unadilla

Valdosta

Valdosta

GEORGIA (continued)

Loan to printing company to
purchase equipment to assist
in construction of new print-
ing facility in industrial
park.

Loan to fibre products company
to purchase equipment to help
new plant expansion. Investment
will expand automotive plastic
parts line into automatic group.

Financial assistance to devel-
oper to help expansion of
existing motel to include
construction of new rooms,
restaurant, lounge, and meeting
rooms.

Loan to community participants

to fill financing gap in con-
struction of high-quality horse-
arena complex. Predicated upon
this investment, local company to
construct inn to accommodate
visitors associated with arena.

Second mortgage loans to quali-
fied median-income buyers to
purchase single-family houses.

Low-interest second mortgage
loans to medium- income purchasers
of three-bedroom homes.

Other
UDAG Private Public
Dollars Investment Dollars
$1,000,000 $13,241,300 $0
$1,242,000 $4,776,067 $0
$210,000 $960,338 $0
$422,000 $3,434,880 $0
$520,000 $1,875,000 $0
$217,500 $600,000 SO
A-13

Estimated
Total New
Johs

120

130

20

16

-0-

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue

-0- $13,900
-0- $1,000
-0- $4,008
-0~ $40,473
50 $18,750
21 $6,423



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG Private
Project Description Dollars |nvestment

GEORGIA (continued)

Wadley

Warrenton

ILLINOIS

Chicago

Chicago

Financial assistance to lumber $313,000 $1,303,836
manufacturing plant to purchase

capital equipment to help

expanding operation.

Financial assistance to $2,050,000 $9,963,218
iron works manufacturing com-

pany to purchase machinery and

equipment for new plant. Invest-

ment will help company expand and

utilize new technology in metal

castings and diversify its product

line.

Second mortgage loan to $1,095,000 $11,691,933
developer to help finance

renovation of hotel

building to conversion for
primary use as securities and
trading industry office and
retail space. Building is
adjacent to previous action
grant development in South
Loop area.

Financial assistance to devel- $155,000 $503,000
oper to help renovate vacant,

commercial space into restau-

rant located in printing house

row historic building.

Other
Public
Dollars

$0

$0

$0

0

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

35

235

297

62

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
-0- $7,800
‘0" 58 )028
-0- $966,607
-0- $55,307



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

ILLINOIS (continued)

Chicago

Chicago

Chicago

Chicago

Chicago

Financial assistance to con-
fectionery company to help
expand existing building and
purchase new manufacturing
equipment.

Construction/permanent mort-
gage loan to genetic engineer-
ing company to help construct
pilot plant and install equip-
ment.

Financial assistance to health
center to help develop geriatic
center in rehabilitated vacant
office building. Investment
will provide skilled nursing
beds and apartments for the
elderly.

Loan to developer to help
construct shopping center in
90-percent minority community.
Investment will generate sig-
nificant number of neighbor-
hood jobs and land reclamation
will return it to tax roles.

Financial assistance to partner-
ship to help consolidate its
existing operations for remanu-
facture and sale of large, liquid
handling pumps. Investment will
build and equip new facility con-
sisting of crane bay, shop and
office areas. Parking and land-

scaping area also to be developed.

Other
UDAG Private Public
Dollars Investment Dollars
$1,350,000 $7,828,794 $0
$2,14 000  $11,622,557 $0
$1,47 000  $10,109,984 S0
$925,000 $6,079,230 0
$365,000 $1,270,957 $0
A-15
I -

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

110

100

175

156

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue

-0- $171,094
-0- $314,506
120 $683,635
-0- $294,799
-0- $74,445



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

S . . .
ILLINOIS (continued)

Chicago

Chicago

Flora

Galesburg

Goreville

Loan to granite-cladding fabr i~
cation company to assist in

renovating building in near
West area to fully automated
plant.

Loan to developer to help pro-
vide tenant improvements in
commercial area of FHA Section
220 development project com-
prised of newly constructed,
residential rental units,
commercial space, and a marina.

Construction/permanent mortgage
loan to joint venture to help
form new automotive interior

and exterior lighting components
manufacturing facility adjacent
to existing plant in industrial
park.

Loan to railroad company to
help construct highway bridge
to extend over railroad yard
replacing inadequate subway
road. Investment to trigger
construction of two support
facilities on 121-acre tract
--a diesel service/repair
complex and intermedal facility.

Loan to auto supply company to
help purchase new capital equip-
ment for use in rehabilitated
and expanded, machine shop
portion of existing building.

Other
UDAG Private Public
Dallars lnvestment Daollars
$725,000 $2,819,116 $213,000
$3,075,000 $52,460,903 $0
$475,000 $1,720,777 $470,000
54,000,000 $24,856.43 1 $2,000,000
$44,000 $138,777 $0
A-16
E 7 [

Estimated
Total New

Johs

86

800

100

128

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue

-0- $35,020
446 $690,318
-0- $4,504
-0- $391,695
-0- 94,701



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated

. . A UDAG Private Public Total N Hous1 Local T
State and City Project Description Dol Pars Investment Dol tars Jobs o mitgg Revenu;x

ILLINOIS (continued)

*
Kankakee Loan to warehouse company to $246,000 330 -0-
heli)dconstruct hrome oflz-fi%:/e $1,330,228 $0 30 0 $35,510

building located on 26-acre
site to_include maintenance
shop, dispatch operations and
freight warehousing. Loan funds
to also build road connecting
Eac;llty 10 northland Industrial
ark.

Madison Loan to automobtle manufac- $2,540,000 $23,692,771 $0 300 -0- $16,674
County turing company 10 purchase

capital eqmpm@nt to assist

In rehabilitation of coating

facility used to protect

finished chassis durin

shipment.  Reopening of plant

at 0 percent capacity with room

for t_axRansmn to provide jobs

in high unemployment area.

Olney Loan to Roadmaster manufac- $2,550,000 311,004,628 $0 680 -0- $0
turing company for purchase
of new product tooling and
capital equipment to help
upgrade recently acquired
facility. Project to bring
§|gn|f|cant number of new
jobs to City with high
unemployment rate.

Peoria Construction/permanent loan $2,575,000  $10,890,381 $732.500 150 -0- 0
to steel and wire company to
assist In acquiring and
installing equipment for
largest wire mill in the
United States.

* Terminated

A-17




FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New  Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars JInvestment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue

ILLINOIS (continued)

Quincy Loan to developer to help $1,400,000 $6,058,271 £0 140 -0- $131,661
provide construction and
permanent financing for
Holiday Inn (Holidome)
motel facility to include
commercial building with
meeting/convention space
and dining, swimming, sauna,
whirlpool and lobby bar
facilities in motel edifice.
Site located in tax increment
district essential to master
plan for downtown revitali-
zation.

Rockford Loan to part & hip to finance $136,500 $515,179 $0 41 -0- $30,073
part of restui tion and con-
version of East Rockford his-
toric building (a former meat
packing plant) to a restaurant
with an additional kitchen
and surface parking lot.

Salem Construction/permanent |oan $630,000 $2,476,713 $295,178 30 -0- $29,971

to packaging firm to assist in

construction of industrial

facility and new administrative

offices, renovation of existing

building, installation of auto-

matic sprinkler system and

capital equipment.

A-18




State_and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVEHLOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

ILLINOIS (continued)

Vienna

Waukegan

INDIANA

Crawfordsvi lle

Elkhar

Financial assistance to devel-
oper to purchase capital equip-
ment to help development of
newly constructed inn contain-
ing hotel, restaurant, lounge,
and coffee shop.

Loan to developer to help
renovate vacant, former depart-
ment store in downtown area for
reuse as factory-outlet retail
mall and office center.

Construction/permanent
mortgage loan to manufac-
turing company to help
construct research and
development operation

and rehabilitate an
existing facility.

Loan to plating works company
to purchase capital equipment
for new building being con-

structed to house water treatment

equipment. Installation of new
equipment will comply with new
EDA standards for metal plating
waste.

Other
Private Public
Investment Dollars
$599.486 $0
$4,083,265 $0
$3,927,837 $0
$242,917 $0
A-19

Estimated
Total New
Johs.

30

130

157

Estimated
Housing
Units

-0-

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$5,785

$128,884

547,967

$4,080



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

i Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UOAG Private Public Total New  Housing  Local Tax

State and City Project Description Dollars  lnvestment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
INDIANA (continued)

Evansville Loan t _Bartgershiﬁ tg} assist in $820,000 $3,121,487 $0 180 -0- $98,971
renovation of vacaht tormer

store for conversion to retail
and office use in the Consumer
Mall development located in
central business district.

Evansville Loan to_finance corporation to $747,000  $9,263,325 $0 97 -0- $215 986
assist in construction of 86,000
square foot office building.

Greensburg Second mortgage loan to tool and $94 500 $400,000 $0 15 0 $11,719
die company to_acquire new site.
construct new industrial build-
ing and related site improve-
ments, and purchase new capital
equipment. ~ Investment to provide
for company's expansion and
consolidation from _two present
locations in area_into single
facility at new site.

Hammond Construction loan to developer $1,300,000 $5,823,832 $300,000 250 -0- $475,511
to help renovate former four-
story department store and
develop parklng spaces In
downtown area Tor lease to
various merchants.

Hammond Loan to steel service center $1,079,440  $6,759,721 $0 150 -0- $100,405
1o purchase new equipment _
necessary for plant expansion.




FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVHLOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

_ Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
_ _ o UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Johs Units Revenue

INDIANA (continued)

Indianapolis Loan to developer to assist $1,132,380 $11,850,000 $100,000 347 -0- $322,793
in construction of medical
office building and correct
serious drainage problem
affecting area.

Lafayette Loan to land developer and $630,000 $3,879,900 $0 150 -0 $61,448
its general partner to provide
infrastructure to allow devel-
opment of 150-bed nursing home
facility, buildings for office/
commercial use and residential
lots.

Lafayette Second mortgage to developer to $130,000 $806,184 $0 30 -0~ $15,961
construct new office building in
Sav Mill Rin Development.

Madison Loan to motel partnership to $630,000 83,103,153 $0 116 -0- $18,799
assist in construction of 120~
room motel facility located
near State Road Bypass Y62 to
include full-service restaurant,
lounge, meeting rooms, banquet
facilities and swimming pool.

North Vernon Construction/permanent loan to $500,000 $1,756,630 $0 100 -0- $6,712
forge company to assist in con-
struction of two industrial
buildings on a 9-acre tract and
installation of capital equipment
to include nine forge furnaces.
Expansion will enable company to
meet market demands for larger
forgings from stainless steel
and aluminum.

A-23




FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing

State and City Project Description Dollars  Investment Dollars Jobs Units

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

IOWA

Des Moines Financial assistance to devel- 66,280,000 $37,133,000 $750,000 764 -0-
oper to build three-level

retail development, 14-story
office tower and renovation of
existing seven-story office
building atop West end of
Walnut Mall. City will

build and own three skywalks
connecting mall to other
developments in area.

Des Moines Financial assistance to devel- $420,000 $1,465,008 $0 42 -0-
opers for construction of
three-story office building
in East Side Business Dist-
rict. Projectwill aid in
redevelopment process under-
way in this area.

Des Moines Loan to developer to assist $1,550,000 $6,125,000 $0 185 -0~
in renovation of an historic
downtown six-floor warehouse
building. Conversion will
include office and retail
space on first floor, con-
struction of seven-floor
antrium and parking structure
attached to building.

lowa City Second mortgage loan to devel- $2,081,000  $10,024,000 $70,000 178 -0-
oper to assist in construction
of eight-story room hotel
located on one of City's
-redevelopment parcels in
central business district.

$953,000

$41,782

$158,000

$268,000



State and City
JOWA (continued)

lowa Falls

KANSAS

Parsons

KENTUCKY

Hopkinsville

Lexington-
Faye

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other
Public
Dollars

Estimated
Housing
Units

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

UDAG
pollars

Private

Project Description Investment

Loan to RI lastic. containers $1,425,000 56,530,000 $944,000 140

manufacturing firm to purchase
capital equipment for new
plant being constructed in the
Midwest. Expansion wi 11
provide jobs over the next
three years.

Financial assistance to per-
sons with incomes below 90
percent of median income to
write-down cost of new single-
family homes. Funds available
to each eligible purchaser
repayable at resale.

$105,000

5312,000 $85,500

Financial assistance to auto- $291,320
motive components manufacturer

to help purchase new machinery

to allow company to operate

under industry's new approach.

$1,467,998 $0 325 -0-

Financial assistance to
developer group to help
rehabilitate historic
Furniture Block to an
office, restaurant and
retail complex. Project
will provide new jobs for
Pockets-of-Povery residents,
low- and moderate-income
and minority persons.

53,090,000 $11,125000 53,795,000 479 -0-

A-23

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$55,000

$3,700

$41,025

$203,488



S : . .

LOUISIANA

Baton Rouge

New Orleans

Naw Orleans

Naw Orleans

Financial assistance to de-
veloper partnership to help
restore, renovate and
convert five existing his-
toric buildings for retail
and office uses. Investment
will also construct new
buildings for commercial
uses and purchase railroad
box cars for conversion into

usable commercial retail space.

Downpayment assistance and
principal reduction subsidies
for FHA permanent mortgages to
buyers earning less than
$21,000 per year to make new
townhouses affordable.

Loan to developer to assist
in rehabilitation of down-
town Masonic Temple building.
Investment will add new office
space and create permanent
jobs.

Principal reduction subsidies
for maximum of 25 percent on
principal amount on perma-
nent mortgages to buyers
earning less than $25,300 per
year to make new three-bedroom
townhouses affordable.

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVHLOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other
UDAG Private Public

Dollars  Investment  Dollars

52,400,000 $13,521,097 $750,000

$882,000 $2,473,235 $0

$2,225,000 $10,026,972 SO

$708,170 $1,856,040 $0
A-24

Estimated
Total New
Jabs

305

250

-0-

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
44 $244,376
74 $0
-0- $118,695
48 $0



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG brivat Other Estimated
. . - rivate Public Total New
State and City Project Description Dollars I Dollars Jobs

LOUISIANA (continued)

New Orleans Principal reduction subsidies $311,000 $900,673
of 26 percent of principal
amount of permanent mortgages
insured by FHA to buyers earn-
ing less than $23,500 per year
to make newhomes affordable.

$0 -0-

New Orleans Principal reduction subsidies $1,075,000 $3,004,470 $0 -0-
up to maximum of 26 percent
of amount of permanent mort-
gages insured by FHA to buyers
earning less than $23,300 per
year to make new homes
affordable.

New Orleans Financial assistance to buyers $374,435 $1,018,197 $0 0O
earning less than $21,000 per
year to make new 3-bedroom
single-fami ly homes affordable.
Investment will reduce permanent
mortgage amount by 20 percent
and cover closing costs.

MAINE

Avon Loan to rubber-puzzle manufac- $246,000 $673,383 $0 68
turing company to assist in
construction of large, moderm
facility and purchase capital
equipment.

Bangor Loan to developer to assist in $80,000 $720,000 $179,000 13

renovation of vacant downtown,
historic commercial building.

A-25

Estimated
Housing

Estimated
Local Tax

23 $0
76 $0
34 0
-0- $8,185
36 $14,540



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

MAINE (continued)

Bangor

Bangor

Eastport

Portland

Saco

Grant to City for new lighting,
landscaping and street improve-
ments downtown. Architectural
firmm partnership will renovate
building in area.

Financial assistance to limited
partnership to help acquire, re-
habilitate and convert vacant,
commercial building into retail,
restaurant space and market-rate
one and two-bedroom apartments.

Financial assistance to fish
processing company to help pur-
chase and equip vacant waterfront
plant.

Loan to housing association to
help convert two schools into
rental apartments to subsidize
debt service and provide reduced
rents for low- and moderate-
mcome tenants .

Loan to two companies to pur-
chase equipment for new
manufacturing plant and peat
moss processing equipment at
industrial park. Also
financial assistance to City
for railroad extension providing
sidings for two companies to
assist in development of new
industrial building as well as
new machinery for company to
process salvaged scrap steel.

UDAG Private
Dollars Investment
$150,000 $750,000
$420,000 $1,580,716
$609,950 $2,448,380
$541,000 $1,429,286
$1,290,000 $3,660,000
A-26

Other
Public
Dollars

$100,000

$350,000

$185,000

Estimated
Total New
Johs

55

-0-

157

Estimated
Housing
Units

20

39

iEstimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$21,400

$37,057

$18,622

528,343

555,000



State and City
MERMAD

Baltimore

Baltimore

Baltimore

Baltimore

Baltimore

Baltimore

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

Second mortgage loan to developer
to help write-down cost of reha-
bilitating two vacant apartment
buildings and create condominiums
for sale to moderate-income
families.

Second mortgage loan to developer
to assist in rehabilitation of
five properties to provide com-
mercial space and rental resi-
dential units.

Second mortgage loans to moderate-
income buyers to purchase new and
rehabilitated townhouses.

Financial assistance to housing
aid center in Franklin Square
neighborhood to assist in
renovating historic school into
apartments for low-income
families.

Second mortgage loans to moder-
ate-income homebuyers to
purchase newly constructed
townhouses in inner-city
neighborhood.

Financial assistance to city

to help renovate historic high
school building in Market Center
area into a market-rate apartment
complex with available parking.

Other
UDAG Private Public
Dollars Investment Dollars

$624,300 $1,881,000 $0
$133,000 $382,481 $27,500

$614,065 $1,815,000 $0
$300,000 $861,370 $650,000
$367,500 $918,294 $0

61,490,000 $7,770,162 $0

A-27

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

23

13

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
53 $68,619

8 $20,800

50 $48,000

28 $14,000

0 $29,000

98 $199,000



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT 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
MARYLAND (continued)

Baltimore Financial assistance to devel- $378,000 $1,692,500 $120,000 0 -0- 1,80
oper to help renovate historic

hotel into an inn providing
rooms and a pub in Fells Point
area. Funds will also enable
City to undertake public
improvements, including lighting,
sidewalks and street-scaping.

Baltimore Financial assistance to minority $532,000 $1,332,000 $440,000 -0- M $26,500
developer to help write-down
cost of acquisition and rehab-
ilitation of vacant units for
sale as cooperatives to low-
and moderate-income families.

Baltimore Second mortgage loan to devel- $750,000 $2,457,871 30 9 50 $20,000
oper to assist in renovation of
historic buildings into rental
units for low- and moderate-
income tenants and commercial
rental units near Hollins Market.

Baltimore Financial assistance to help $450,000 $1,286,047 $274,393 -0- 3] $37,724
write-down cost of home owner-
ship of both new homes and
rehabilitated units for low-
and moderate-income persons.

Baltimore Financial assistance to help $440,000 $1,396,649 $305,000 3 -0 $17,000
rehabilitate historic hall in

Mount Royal Cultural District.
Tenants will be a restaurant/
club owned by jazz singer and
the Baltimore Theater Project.

o
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State and City

FISCAL

Project Description

MARYLAND (continued)

Baltimore

Baltimore

Pocomoke City

MASSACHUSETTS

Boston

Financial assistance to pack-
aging corporation to help
purchase site in industrial
park, construct a building
with manufacturing and office
space and purchase capital
equipment to manufacture
shipping cases.

Financial assistance to
minority developer to help
construct 3-bedroom town-
houses and write down the
cost of home ownership for
low- and moderate-income
families .

Financial assistance to sea-
food company for freezer system
and air conditioning in process
area to help in expansion of
new plant in industrial park.

Financial assistance to candy
company to help initiate an

equipment modernization program.

YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

) Othgr Estimated Estimated Estimated

UDAG Private Pub lic Total New Housing Local Tax

Dollars Investment Bollars Jobs Units Revenue
$150,000 $553,203 $98,000 18 -0- $19,340
$125,000 $363,000 $143,484 -0- 11 $9,876
$125,000 $406,635 $340,000 22 -0- $4,370
$1,550,000 $5,680,000 $0 200 -0~ $225,000
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FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVEHLOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars lohs Linits Revenue

MASSACHUSETTS (continued)

Boston Low-interest, second mortgage $645,000 $2,105,870 $0 -0~ 43 $50,000

loans to assist minority resi-

dents in two neighborhoods to

purchase housing units. Devel-

oper will rehabilitate two

vacant City-owned schools into

1 and 2-bedroom condominiums

and construct 18 new units.

Boston Loan to shipyard corporation $1,550,000 $5,704,700 $0 173 -0- $10
to partially finance establish-
ment of City's waterfront as
center for ship-repair industry.

Boston Low-interest second mortgage to $224,000 $722,678 $0 ~0- 16 $15,500
help make newly rehabilitated
and constructed co-op housing
units affordable to families
with incomes ranging fom
$18,000 to $22,000.

Boston Financial assistance to $340,000 $930,635 $0 38 11 $29,000
development corporation to
help acquire and rehabilitate
the Old Municipal Building
into retail, commercial and
residential use.

Chelsea Loan to tire and truck $300,000 $1,427,675 $0 17 -0- $15,000
service company to help
offset excessive building
construction costs to
consolidate and expand on
City-owned industrial park
site. Grant to City to
cover cost of administering
the funds.

A-30




State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

MASSACHUSETTS (continued)

Everett

Everett

Fall River

Gardner

Gardner

Haverhi 11

Loan to men's leather jacket
manufacturing company to assist
in modern machinery purchase.
Investment will enable company
to produce goods at more com-
petitive prices thereby reducing
reliance on imports.

Loan to cable systems and
assembly company to assist in
purchase of an existing
industrial facility, rehabili-
tate three buildings on the
site and purchase new capital
equipment.

Financial assistance to metal
products manufacturing company
to help expansion to a third
facility as well as purchase
new drilling and welding
equipment.

Financial assistance to partner-
ship to help purchase and reha-
bilitate historic downtown
bumlding .

Loan to steel fabricating
corporation to help purchase
and equip renovated facility.

Low-interest loan to moving
company to help purchase,
improve, and expand transfer
facility including warehouse,
storage space and an office.

Other Estimated

UDAG Private Pub1lic

Dollars Investment Dollars
$73,5500 $280,741 S0
$515,000 $1,455,885 %0
$410,000 $1,531,500 S0
$141,000 $428,900 $0
$105,000 $370,000 0
$189,000 $888,088 $0

A-31
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Estimated
Total New
Jobs.

164

35

47

Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
-0- $5
-0- $13,000
-0- $20,800
-0- $8,150
-0- SO
-0- $10,757
T——-r—



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

MASSACHUSETTS (continued)

Haverhi 11

Lowe 11

Malden

Malden

Methuen

Financial assistance to labo-
ratory firm to _help construct
new manufacturing plant
creating new jobs especially
for_low-and moderate-income” area
residents.

Financial assistance to
developer to help construct
250-room hotel and adjacent
parking structure. Grant
funds to be repaid to City.

Financial assistance to de-
veloper to help construct
large-unit apartment project
with parking garage and
commercial area in central
downtown area.

Financial assistance to developer
to help construct_second-story
addition to existing one-story
building providing comercial
office space in central business
district.

Loan to company to_assist in
construction ot building for
lease to eight manufacturing
firms.

UDAG

Other
Private

Dollars  _Investment

$2,040,000

$5,600,000

$1,100,000

$150,000

$820,000

$1 1,600,000

Estimated

Public
Dol lars

$100,000

$21,861,532  $3,450,000

$4,804,800

$537,257

$4,272,095

A-32

$0

$0

$0

Estimated
Total New
Jaobs

325

230

25

120

Estimated
Housing  Local Tax
Units Revenue
-0- $188,271
-0- $75,000
O $119,000
-0~ $14,000
-0- $72,000



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

_ o UDAG Private
State and City Project Description Dollars stment

MASSACHUSETTS (continued)

New Bedford Loan to fish processing firm $1,000,000 $4,514,000
to assist in acquisition and
construction of three addi-
tional storage and processing
buildings. Investment will
allow company to expand into
frozen-fish business.

Peabody Grant to City to offset high $2,900,000 $24,069,000
building costs in city-owned
industrial park. Investment
will help to attract two
new industries.

Peabody Financial assistance to local $850,000 $2,323,500
developer to help construct
three-story mixed-use building
and rehabilitate adjacent
historic house in downtown area
into one structure containing
retail space and apartments
affordable to low- and moderate-
income neighborhood residents.

Revere Financial assistance to business $105,000 $263,000
development corporation to help
renovate surplus downtown Post
Office building into office condo-
miniums.

Salem Financial assistance to de- $820,000 $2,178,000
veloper to help rehabilitate
Masonic Temple building into
retail and office space.

A-33

Other
Public
Dollars

$0

$0

$1 77,000

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

425

20

Estimated
Housing
lnits

19

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$48, 500

$328,750

$37,400

$24,280

$80,033



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG Private
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment

MASSACHUSETTS (continued)

Somerville Financial assistance to de- $1,350,000 (65,007,400
veloper to help acquire City
land, provide substantial site
improvements and construct large,
light manufacturing building for
occupancy by high-tech corporation.

Somerville Financial assistance to pho- $210,000 684,254

tography studio to help renovate

and expand existing building in

Davis Square and purchase neces-

sary photo processing equipment.

Investment will provide leasable

space and major public improve-

ments for anticipated MBTA subway

station opening.

Southbridge Loan to developer for partial $85,000 $340,000
funding historical renovation
of bank building to retail space
and eight one-bedroom apartments.

Springfield Below-market interest loan $1 17,500 $684,976
to tire company to help pur-
chase and rehabilitate vacant
three=story building providing
industrial space for labor
intensive firms.

Springfield Financial assistance to pre- 274,216 $685,540
dominantly low-inceme Hispanic
residents and moderate-income
homeowners to help purchase
single-family homes.

A-34

—

Other Estimated Estimated
Public Total New Housing
Dollars Jobs Lnits
SO 200 -0-
$0 13 -0-
$0 6 8
®
$0 160 -0-
$362,000 -0- 20

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$99,150

$12,471



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Johs Units

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

MICHIGAN

Bangor Loan to minarity wood/ $235,000 $721,500 $0 52 -0-
upholstered furniture and cloth

items manufacturing company to
help purchase, renovate and
equip vacant industrial facility
near City's central business
district.

Battle Creek Financial assistance to City $10,533,000 $62,735,000 $0 230 -0~
to help revitalize specific
blocks in central business
district in support of Kellogg
Company's plan to build its new
world headquarters in downtown.

Detroit Financial assistance to manu- $300,000 $1,434,448 $0 65 -0-
facturing company for purchase
of new equipment to produce
fibrous and thermoformed
plastics used for interim trim
packages principally for
automotive industry.

Detroit Financial assistance to tool $420,000 $2,100,000 S0 150 -0-
company for renovation of
recently acquired building
to be used for manufacturing
and fabricating of automated
assembly machines, welders,
tooling and precision factures
serving automation, oil,
electronics, plastics, farm
implement and aircraft industries.

Detroit Below-market rate mortgage loan $108,000 $335,000 $267,840 -0- 10
to families earning $32,000
annually to purchase new single-
family detached homes.

A-35

$27,507

$857,060

$32,797

$131,345

$232,520



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

State and City Project Description
MICHIGAN (continued)

Detroit Financial assistance to de-
veloper to help rehabilitate
two historic buildings into
office and retail space,
condominium units, a health
club and large three-level
parking deck.

Detroit Loan to cooperative center
to help renovate existing
space, and cover demo]l ition/
relocation expenses to open
an enclosed parking lot.

Detroit Financial assistance to
corporation to rehabilitate
and convert industrial

Other Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New

Dollars  Investment ~ Dollars ~  Jobs

$6,662,155 $36,911,001 $0 725

$1,131,000  $4,365,123 $0 125

$1,000,000 $4,722,000 $0 0

building into finished office

space.

Detroit Financial assistance to
developer to help in reno-
vation of central business
district historic building
located near Wayne State
University to be leased
by non-profit hi-technology
research and development
center.

Flint Financ ial assistance
to City to acquire and clear
land, and relocate house-
holds for implementation
of production system at
Buick plant.

$1,050,000 $3,065,964  $1,000,000 150

$11,969,700  $233,854,000 $0 1453

A-36

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
174 $1,624,446
-0- $165,912
-0~ $59,697
-0- $257,764
-0- $3,567,842
T



State _and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

. . UDA
Project Description 6

bollars

MICHIGAN (cantinued).

Flint

Houghton

Houghton

Lansing

Financial assistance to $525,000
joint venture to help pro- '
vide 6 percent and 9 percent

principal reduction write-

downs for rehabilitation of

owner-occupied residences.

Investment to benefit quali-

fied low- and moderate- and

middle-income homemakers

within targeted area.

Financial assistance to $130,000
developer to help expansion

of downtown motel to include

addition of 10 suites and

construction of enclosed

swimming pool and spa

facility.

Financial assistance toQ $400,000
developer to help provide

parking, skywalks, relocation
of street, and other public
improvements for renovation

of bank. Project to also
include renovation and reopen-
ing of medical ¢linic across
the street fam bank.

Loan to City to assist in $3,300,000
construction of high technology

and research and development

facility. Center to be

built in nearby Meridian with

100 percent loan repayment

agreement to City.

Other

Estimated

Private Public
tnvestment Dollars

$2,000,000 $0

$603,000 $0

$1,066,000 $160,000

$17,000,000 $700,000
A-37

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

16

Estimated
Housing Local Tax

Unijts Revenue

241 $27,270
-0- $18,040
-0- $39,423
-0- $53,375




State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

MICHIGAN (continued)

Mackinac
Island

Mentor Twp.

Muskegon

New Haven

Financial assistance to City
to help construct new storage

reservoirs and water mains to
replace antiquated system.
With improved fire protection,
a holding company will under-
take renovation of the Grand
Hotel.

Loan to synthetic gas manu-
facturing company to assist in
construction of three-megawatt
electric power generating
facility . Naw energy-saving
facility to be initial tenant
in Township’s new 80-acre
industrial park.

Financial assistance to new
partnership to help construct
hotel/convention center provid-
ing link to other major develop-
ments in downtown Muskegon Mall,
Frauenthal Theatre and

L. C. Walker Arena.

Financial assistance to foundry
to assist in modernization
including purchase and instal-
lation of capital equipment.
Investment to provide expansion
of present sewer system capacity
and water supply system in

V illage.

Other

Public
Dollars

UDAG
Dollars

Private
Investment

$600,000 $1,500,000  $1,100,000

$849,000 $10,000,000 $370,500

$4,350,000 $13,650,000  $4,300,000

$738,000 $8,350,000 $0

A-38

S

Estimated
Total New
Johs

102

203

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
LUnits Revenue
-0- $45,810
-0- $181,912
-0- $265,000
-~0- $35,000



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG
State and City Project Description Dollars

MICHIGAN (continued)

Pontiac Financial assistance to plastic- $315,000
film packaging manufacturer to
assist in acquisition, site
improvements, purchase and con-
struction of plant in industrial
center. Funds to be repaid to
City at 15 percent rate over
period of 17 years.

Ypsilanti Financial assistance to devel- $145,000
oper to help rehab ilitate,
restore and expand vacant,
historic and dilapidated
railroad station to 160-seat
restaurant.

MINNESOTA

Cambridge Construction/permanent loan to $725,000
developer to help construct
shopping mall containing depart-
ment store and existing super-
market adjacent to central
business district.

Delano Construction/permanent mortgage $131,450
loan to audio-visual equipment
corporation to assist in financing
new office/warehouse and manufac-
turing facility situated on five-
acre tract.

Other
Private Public

dnvestment Dolars

$1,377,975 $70,000

$576,988 %0

$2,814,739 $350,000

$961,965 $175,000

A-39

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

30

26

105

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
-0- $60,000
-0~ $10,665
-0- 7. 122,625
-0- $32,897
TN



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

MINNESOTA (continued)

Duluth Construction/permanent mortga%e $620,000 $3,509,000  $1,100,000 131 -0-
loan to developer to assist’i

financing shopping center sit-
uated on 5.7-acre tract to
include supermarket and drug
store as primary tenants.

Duluth Construction/permanent loan $3,235,000 $9,313,671  $1,000,000 327 -0-
to developer to help restore
historic former brewery to
a luxury hotel with restau-
rants and conference center,
a mini-brewery and museum,
retail shops and offices.
Project to include construc-
tion of a hotel/retail/office/
tourist development.

Little Falls Loan to boat manufacturing $262,500 $716,191 $85,000 70 -0-
company to assist in acquisi-
tion of vacant facility,
consisting of eleven buildings,
and purchase of new capital
equipment to expand operations.

Minneapolis Construction/permanent mort $1,350,000 $12,778,986 S0 225 -0-
gage loan to developer to
help build homotel near prime
retail and commercial center
on air rights from City.

A-40

$0

$90,890

$0

$454,933



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG

State and City Project Description Dollars

Minneapolis

Minneapolis

Pipestone

Rush City

MINNESOTA (continued) .

Construction and permanent $2,050,000
financing to developer to
assist in renovation of

vacant factory headquarters
complex into home furnishings
mart and design center.
Project to encompass net
rentable office space, banquet
and meeting facilities and
construction of glass atrium
connecting three of existing
five buildings.

Loan to developer to assist in $1,990,000
renovating commercial building

and vacant grain silos as

apartments with a parking deck

for low- and moderate-income

renters.

Construction/permanent mortgage $123,000
loan to marine corporation to

help reopen its North facility

located in industrial park

adjacent to existing plant.

Project includes renovation

and remodeling of plant plus

installation of capital equip-

ment.

Loan to manufacturer of elec- $144,000
tronic computer parts to assist

in purchase of capital equipment

and finance new facility in City's

industrial park.

Private
Investment

$21,067,000

$12,023,470

$322,453

$455,173

A-41

Other
Public
Dollars

$0

$0

Estimated
Total New
Johs

390

58

73

Estimated
Housing
Units

176

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$372,000

$4,711

$11,151



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVEHLOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated ' Estimated Estimated

UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs LUnits Revenue

MINNESOTA (continued)

St. Paul Construction/permanent mortgage $858,000 $4,531,677 $0 109 -0- $35,951
loan to developer to assist in

rehabilitation and restoration
of historic Union Depot to
include creation of office,
restaurant and retail area
at moderately priced rents.

St. Paul Loan to local manufacturing $1,175,000 $4,013,939 $0 20 -0- 539,036
firm to help acquire vacant
gasoline facility to relocate
the manufacturing and ware-
house functions from its
inadequate facilities.

Batesville Loan to company to help pur- $600,000 $2,896,971 $0 175 -0- $8,313
chase new equipment for
establishment of small
picnic-item manufacturing
facilities.

Choctaw Financial assistance to $600,000 $2,126,725 $0 185 -0- % $0
Indian Indian wire harness manu-

facturing company to help

expand its facility

including construction of

building, and equipping it

with new machinery and

equ ipment .

Cleveland Financial assistance to $1,300,000 $8,005,558 $0 129 -0
industrial fastening equip-
ment manufacturing company to
help expand including
construction of new facility
and purchase of new capital
equipment.

$10,141

A-42




State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

MINNESOTA (continued)

Sunflower

MISSOURI

Aurora

Cassville

Farmington

Houston

Second mort%age to fish
company to help purchase land,
build catfish processing plant,
with wastewater treatment
facility and water supply.

Second mortgage loan to nursing
center to help construct new
residential-care facility on

site adjacent to present facility
and purchase new equipment.

Loan to conveyor-equipment manu-
facturing company to assist in
development project by providing
utilities for new manufacturin%
facility and purchasing capita
equ ipment .

Second mortgage loan to heavy-
duty pack picnic and outdoor
sports equipment manufacturing
company to help relocate and
construct new Elant in City's
industrial park.

Second mortgage loan to nursing
center to help acquire site,
construct new residential care
facility and purchase capital
equipment.

UDAG
Dollars

$1,650,000

$1 25,000

$741,840

$214,000

$145,000

Private
Investment

$4,725,470

$421,577

$2,430,545

$787,000

$484,558

A-43

.

Other
Public
Dollars

$311,273

$616,000

$62,500

Estimated
Total New

Johs

375

17

Estimated  Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
-0 $5,130
-0- $3,178
-0- $8,732
-0- $1 1,000
-0- $1,097

T——



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
) ) o UOAG Private Public Total New . Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue

MISSOURI (continued)

Kansas City Loan to developer to help $340,000  $10,325,000 0] 01 -0- $122,650
renovate local landmark hotel

into first-class office building
with leasable space providing
new jobs in City.

Kansas City Second deed of trust loans to $13,000 $3,830,000 $0 -0- R $7,000
moderate-income families to

purchase single-family homes,
duplex/condominium units, and
townhouses.

Kansas City Financial assistance to $,550,000 $21,275,000 $5,750,000 125 3335 $30,000
general partners to help

redevelop five-block area for
housing and retail use. Invest-
ment to provide moderate rents
for one and two-bedroom apart-
ments and attract residents back
to downtown area.

Kansas City Loan to developer to help $650,000  $2,486,000 $0 140 -0- $54,000
renovate near downtown historic

building into office/showrcom
space for design professions.

Maryviile Financial assistance to help $1 30,000 $604,356 $0 33 -0- $12,312
expansion of chain manufacturing

company for on-site waste-
treatment facilities required
by EPA for plant's electro-
plating process.

A44
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State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

MLSSQURL (continued)

Memphis

St. Louis

St. Louis

St. Louis

St. Louis

inancial a%siﬁt nce ta I?cal
usinesses to help revita

downtown district by replacing
City water mains, repairing
curbs and sidewalks and resur-
facing affected streets.

Financial assistance to_ _
developer to help rehabilitate
and restore historic downtown
building into quality office
space. Some support commercial
and retail space to be on first
floor.

Financial assistance to spe-
cialty chemical-products company
to help rehabilitate and equip
warehousing space and production
facilities at newly acquired
site providing jobs.

Financial assistance to devel-
oper to help restore residential
units and rehabilitation of
comnercial area covering a
number of buildings.

Financial assistance to general
partnership to help construct
rental housing units in urban
renewal area. Investment to
provide two-bedroom townhouse
and garden-style units
affordable to” low- and moderate-
income families.

Other
UDAG Private Public
Dol lars Anvestyent Dol lars
cal $227,000 $568,549 $100,000
$1,875,000 $8,144,000 $0
$400,000 $3,935,000 $0
$1,800,000  $10,948,000 $300,000
$1,800,000  $6,409,000 $750,000
A-45
. —

Estimated
Total New
Jaobhs

39

284

50

30

Estimated
Housing
Units

-0~

309

175

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$27,000

$71,200

$76,000

$65,679

$24,756



State and City Project Description
MISSOURI (continued)

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New
Dollars  lnvestment Dollars Jobs

St. Louis

St. Louis

St. Louis

St. Louis

St. Louis

Financial assistance to general
partnership to help convert
old downtown warehouse to an
apartment building with retail
space.

$920,000 $2,311,000

Financial assistance to devel-
oper to help renovate building
for reuse and construct new
structure for a large conven-
tion hotel on an adjacent lot
with health/recreation amenities
and underground parking.

$3,300,000 $65,100,000

Financial assistance to devel-
oper to help renovate part of
existing building fan department
store use to hotel.

$5,000,000 $51,036,519

Construction/permanent financing

to help build moderately priced

2- and 3-bedroom townhouse-style
condominium units on former public-
school stadium site.

$252,000 $710,000

Financial assistance to $1,262,000
partnership including a mi-

nority to help renovate historic

district building for conversion

to 1- and 2-bedroom apartments

and commercial/office space.

$4,493,000

Loan to motel corporation to
assist in financing development
of motel creating new jobs.

$250,000 $1,204,715

A-46

$0

S0

$0

$125,000

$0

$0

39

836

1583

38

25

Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue

54 $23,000

-0- $1,700,000

-0- $1,230,534
&

18 $6,300

83 $134,791

-0 $21,256



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG
Project Description

NEBRASKA

Beatrice

Omaha

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Concord

Manchester

Loan to corporation to help $75,000
construct gas line to an
industrial park permitting
manufacturer and distributor
of_lawn-mower equipment to_
build new production facility.
Partici?ation mortgage loan $1,800,000
to developer to assist in

construction of three-story

enclosed mall shopping center

with leasable space.

Financial assistance_to de- $1,600,000
veloper to help provide private
development for office and
retail space, restoration of a
building™s facade as pedestrian
entry and car parking.

Loan to developer for acqui- $500,000
sition of vacant 100-year old

textile mill to assist in

renovation into rental space

for small, light industrial

and research and development

firms. Investment to retain

existing jobs and develop new low-

and moderate-income jobs.

Ea f |

Dol lars

Private
_nvestment

$267,600

$5,923,108

$8,203,000

$2,179,500

A-47

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
Public Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Johs Units Revenue
$0 12 -0- $3,693
$500,000 251 -0- $225 ,100
$0 18 -0- $155,000
$0 300 -0- $29,718
T B o




FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated

. ] o UDAG Private Public Total New Housing
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs nits

NW HAMPSHIRE (continued)

Portsmouth Financial assistance to devel- $5,575,000 $24,401,789 $0 400 36
opers to help construct a

hotel, residential and office
condominiums, an office building
and a parking structure for tenants
on two parcels of downtown urban
renewal land.

Whitefield Loan to knitted fashions company $315000  $1,146,000 $201,200 110 0"
to purchase new equipment to

assist in development of new
plant in industrial park.

NEV_JERSEY

Bloomfield Twp Loan to partnership to help $300,000 $2,270,829 $0 70 -0-
renovate two three-story
industrial buildings to
office space for small
businesses.

Camden Second mortgage loan to $830,000 $5,440,229 $0 75 -0-
developer to finance portion

of construction cost for
nursing home.

Camden Loan to developers to $523,000 $1,478,114 $949,200 -0- 36
assist in rehabilitation of

vacant duplexes into
apartments in newly-designated
historic district.

~_ A-48

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$361,160

$17,900

$21,940

$100,000

$9,000



East Orange*

Elizabeth

Elizabeth

Essex County

*
Terminated

State and City
NEW JERSEY (continued)

Project Description

Financial assistance to low-
and moderate-income property
owners to subsidize the _
cost to rehabilitate their
properties. -

Second mortgage loan to
international manufacturer of
comforters and pillows for
plant construction In City*s
industrial park and purchase of
capital equipment.

Loan to State Economic ]
Development Authority for site
acquisition to help convert
existing and new industrial
space into modern_industrial
canplex. Loans will also be
made to two manufacturing
companies to_purchase space to
begin operations.

Financial assistance to joint
venture to help provide Infra-
structure to include a bridge.
access road, utilities and
site fill for private develop-
ment of four industrial office
buildings.

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG

Dollars

$80,000

$1,300,000

$2,541,100

$1,625,000

Other Estimated
Private Public
Jnvestment Dollars
$241,653 $28.163
$4,735,995 $0
$8,776 930 $7,060 ,000
$4,070,000 $0
A-a9

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

641

240

Estimated

Housing Local Tax
units Revenue
26 $0
-0- $50,430

-0- $342,851

-0- $126.262



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

State and City Project Description
NBW_JERSEY (continued)

Hackensack

Hudson County

Jersey City

Jersey City

Jersey City

Financial assjstance to
developer to help construct

Class A office building on
University campus. Cash
benefits derived after pay-
ment of fixed debt and
expenses to increase
University's endowment.

Second mortgage loan to devel-
oper to help renovate existing
commercial building for textile
and other small industrial
tenants.

Financial assistance to City
for infrastructure including
roads, utilities, and parking
to help mixed-use development
along waterfront.

Loan to developer to help
provide interior common-area
improvements, new building
entrance, site demolition,
truck access road, deck and
surface parking, new signage
and lighting. Investment to
trigger vacant building space
renovation to house office and
computer operations.

Loan to partnership to cover
part of construction costs of
17-story office building.

UDAG Private
Dollars Investment
$4,500,000  $23,854,992
$1,720,000 $5,391,680
$40,000,000 $168,000,000
$9,050,000  $43,361455
$3,800,000  $30,045,707
A-50

Other

Public
Bollars

$975,000

Estimated
Total New

Jahs

500

300

2,800

600

780

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
ynits Revenue
-0- $330,000
-0- $165,050
1,000 $2,375,000
-0- $566,578
-0- $625,000
T—



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing

Linden

Middle Twp

Millville

Millville

New Brunswick

Project Description Dollars lnvestment Dallars Johs Units

NW _JERSEY (continued)

Financial assistance to devel- $525,000 $2,354,936 $0 113 -0-
oper to provide a portion of

construction and permanent
financing of a retail complex.

Second mortgage loan to devel- $235,000 $968,810 $0 14 -0-
oper to help construct new

refrigerated warehouse for

local wholesale grocery and
institutional market distributor.
Investment to provide employ-
ment for low- and moderate-
income persons and transferees
from existing outdated plant.

Loan to developer to purchase $152,000 $753,495 $0 7 -0-
fixed equipment for radial

keratotomy to assist in
rehabilitation of existing
medical office and outpatient
facilit?/. Investment to create
new full time jobs and needed
outpatient service at low cost
to elderly patients.

Loan to non-profit hospital to $1,825,000 $8,115,220 $0 12 -0-
rehabilitate buildings and

facility systems that do not

meet current building and life-

safety codes. Portion of loan

will be used to provide funds

for project administration.

Loan to pharmaceutical corpora- $1,833,000  $17427.479 $0 148 -0-
tion to help purchase new

capital equipment for fermenta-
tion processing facility.

A-51

Estimated
Local Tax

Revenue

$30,699

$9,929

$4,140

$29,079

H *‘] - :nE il | i



NEW JERSEY (continued)

Naw Brunswick

New Brunswick

Newark

Newark*

Newark

Newark

* Terminated

Portion of permanent financing

to developer for 650-unit
apartment complex making
housing available to low-
and moderate-income persons.

Loan to_ limited partnership to

assist in construction of new
infill, two-story retail and
office building.
to cover cost of relocation,

clearance and demolition on the

site.

Financial assistance to owner/
developer to help expansion of

six-story retail complex.

Financial assistance to
limited partnership to

help renovate and convert
vacant six-story high school
to nursing home and medical-
day-care center.

Financial assistance to
minority, non-profit, local
corporation to help renovate
vacant church into medical
offices and restaurant.

Financial assistance to
developer to help construct
warehouse and distribution
center on eight-acre urban
renewal site.

Grant to City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated

UDAG Private Public Total New
Dollars  Investment Dollars Jobs
$5,550,000  $26,927,257 $0 20
$3,600,000 $12,209,864 $2,781,000 249
$200,000 $910,595 $0 28
$2,300,000 $11,049,605 $0 325
$489,250 $1,206,865 $0 76
$947,600 $3,055,000 $0 -0-

A-52
1 o B | AN

Estimated

Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
650 $123,250
-0- $115,800
-0- $16,000
-0- $543,585
-0- 543,534
-0- $164,778



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

NEW _JERSEY (continued)

Newark

North Bergen

Orange

Paterson

Penns Grove

Pennsauken Twp

Financial assistance to
development corporation to
assist in construction of
retail shopping mall in
urban renewal area. Invest-
ment to provide space for
merchants being relocated.

Financial assistance to
limited partnership to
partially finance insulation
and heating system costs for
rehabilitated industrial
facility.

Financial assistance to
developer to provide portion

of construction costs and
permanent financing for develop-
ment of an industrial park.

Loan to limited partnership for
partial cost to renovate manu-
facturing facility and purchase
capital equipment.

Principal reduction subsidy to
assist in homeowners' rehabili-
tation program to repair housing
code deficiencies.

Financial assistance to photo-
type engraving company to
renovate leased facility.

UDAG

$625,000

$650,000

$412,000

$1,035,500

w’cm

$426,270

Private
Investment

$2,762,888

$12,228,000

$1,505,389

$5,599,300

$200,000

$2,917,913

A-53

Other
Public

Dollars

$0

$100,000

Estimated Estimated Estimated
Total New Housing Local Tax
Jobs Units Revenue

44 -0- $104,943

870 -0~ $92,345

51 -0~ $35,987

190 -0~ $2,500

-0- 50 SO

25 -0~ $17,085:

Bavi-w | T ———— -



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

. A UDAG
Project Description Dollars

NEW JERSEY (continued)

Plainfield

Salem

Union County

Union County

Subordinated mortgage loan to $128.750
minority-owned firm to help ’
convert two rehabilitated

buildings to new headquarters.

Company provides industrial

janitorial services for large

and small offices, military

and government facilities.

Financial assistance to Port $1,684,000
Authority to help install wooden

pilings for a general cargo pier

area, renovation of cargo,

transient shed, construction of

retaining wall, general site

improvements and purchase of large

dockside crane.

Financial assistance to joint $350,000
venture to assist in development

of downtown retail and office

space.

Loan to_employee-owned indus- $2,000,000
trial firm to help purchase new

capital equipment.  Investment

to keep company competitive and

ensure retention of existing

jobs plus permit hiring.

Private
_nvestment

$522,052

$4,312,000

$1,277,850

$6,341,663

A-54

Other Estimated
Public Total New
Dollars Jobs
$0 40
$75,000 191
$69,950 38
$0 170
m 2 S — -

Estimated Estimated

Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
-0- $9,755
-0- $135,072
-0 $29,000
-0- $0
———



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other
Public
Dol lars

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

Estimated
Housing
Units

Estimated
Total New
Johs

UDAG Private

State and City Project Description Dollars Investment

NEW JERSEY (continued)

Vineland

NEW MEX1CO
Albuquerque

Lordsburg

Portales

Loans to businesses to help
continue downtown revitali-
zation begun under previous
UDAG contract. Investment
will allow businesses to
improve property and upgrade
operations.

Loan to local, minority-

owned, Mexican-food production
industry to assist in construc-
tion of food processing and manu-
facturing plant. Investment to
provide employment for low- and
moderate-income residents in
Pocket-of-Poverty area.

Financial assistance to devel-
oper to help construct truckers®
motel on site adjacent to truck
stop. Investment to provide jobs
for local residents and pay City

two percent of gross room receipts

in lieu of taxes.

Financial assistance to devel-
opment corporation to help
construct ethanol alcohol
fuels production plant in
industrial park.

$142,425

$452,800

$286,000

$3,825,000

$406,500

$3,413,647

$864,478

$1 1,649,973

A-55

$0

$112,000

$150,000

ol

33

33

22

42

-0-

-0-

$5,215

$17,822

$6,833

$1,712



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

State and City Project Description

NEW YORK

Albany Loan to partnership to assist
with site improvements and
rehabilitation of vacant
buildings owned by City
located in historic district
for residential use.
Partnership to sell first
20 units and rent the others
for five years.

Albany Loan to local development
corporation to assist in
construction of new space
for light industrial and
office use.

Albany Financial assistance to
developer to assist in
rehabilitation and conversion
of vacant, historic theatre
building into apartment complex.

Amsterdam Loan to joint venture to help
provide construction and
permanent financing to acquire
and rehabilitate historic,
vacant school building into
market-rate one and two-bedroom
rental units.

Binghamton Loan to developer to help
construct new first-class
228-room hotel.

UDAG
Dollars

$1,615,000

$1,000,000

$245,000

$240,000

$3,300,000

Private
Investment

Other

Public
Dollars

$6,050,000

$0

$3,647,398  $1,446,300

$977,704

$77,130

$10,436,248

A-56

S —

$350,000

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

15

-0-

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
4 $75,650
-0- $20,629
16 $5,000
24 $4,500
-0- $229,000
T



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

State and City Project Description

NEW _YORK (continued)

Binghamton Loan to moving and storage
company to help finance con-
struction of new building to
consolidate and house its
expended operations.

Bolton Loan to developer to assist
in construction/permanent
loan along with funds for
administration to acquire and
renovate historic hotel into
year-round resort and con-
vention fac ility.

Buffalo Second mortgage loans to
moderate-income families to
help purchase new homes.

Buffalo Loan to corporation to
assist in construction of
retail/office building.
Project to connect with
new hotel and other
buildings in downtown
area as part of City's
pedestrian-walkway system.

Buffalo Loan to limited partnership
to assist in renovation of
two vacant buildings to 1
and 2-bedroom market-rate
apartments, along with
restaurant and retail office
space.

UDAG

Private

$350,009

$5,275,000

$595,000

$710,000

$1,270,000

$2,186,926

$28,229,641

$1,843,307

$2,778,209

$4,847,764

A-57

Other
Public

Dollars

$0

SO

$0

$0

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

33

303

-0-

95

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
-0- $47,250
-0- $85,000
39 $109,820
-0- $44,676
-0- $53,700
TN —



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

State and City Project Description

NEW YORK (continued)

Cortland

Erie County

Erie County

Erie County

Fredonia

Fulton

Loan to manufacturing company
to purchase and install new
equipment.  Company will
acquire and renovate vacant
facility adjacent to existing
plant.

Financial assistance to
developer to help construct
two buildings in industrial
park for light manufacturing,
warehouse and office use.

Financial assistance to
company to help purchase
equipment for fully automated
health and beauty-aid distri-
bution center.

Financial assistance to devel-
opment agency to help construc-
tion of light-industrial
facility for lease to food
company to produce yogurt.

Grant to City to construct
new water line and loan to
processor of canned and
bottled foods to assist in
plant expansion and moderni-
zation of production lines.

Loan to printing company to
assist in purchase of eguip—
ment for use in expande
manufacturing facility .

UDAG

Dollars

$337 800

$870,000

$656,000

$5,500,000

$896,000

$1,229,000

——‘i‘ffj

Other
Private Public
Investment Dollars
$3,230 ,010 $0
$2,874,620 $397,000
$3,419,000 $0
$16,081,492  $1,400,000
$8,453,242 $0
$4,7 14,509 $0
A-58

Estimated
Total New

Jobs

40

360

154

600

92

91

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue

-0- $13,500
-0- $49,605
-0- $131,501
-0- $98,698
-0~ $17,821
-0- $30,513
T



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total Naw Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars  Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue

NEW YORK (continued)

Fulton Financial assistance to $75,860 $295,260 $114,900 12 -0- $5,933
newspaper company to help
build rew plant and purchase
equipment to provide
commercial printing services.

Fulton Town Loan to manufacturing company $133,252 $461,102 $260,000 114 0- $17
to help finance construction
of addition to existing
fac nlity .

Gloversville Financial assistance to developer $300,000 $935413 $0 25 17 $22,692
to help renovate vacant and
deteriorating buildings as
apartment complex with retail
stores and office space.
Housing to be rented to low-
and moderate-income families.

Greenport Financial assistance to $138,932 $507,236 $123,630 13 -0- $5,305
only department store within
30-mile radius to help expand
existing facility.

Hudson Loan to high-tech manufactur- $86,000 $281,505 $120,000 9 -0- $500
ing company to assist in
purchase of new equipment
to manufacture higher volume
components for general use.

Hudson Financial assistance to manu- $513,000 $1,825,195 $640,000 56 -0- $47,500
facturing company to help expand
its industrial plant and purchase
machinery and equipment for vinyl-
film production.

A-59
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FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

State and City Project Description

NBW YORK (continued)
Ithaca Financial assistance to non-
profit organization to help
rehabilitate vacant school
into rental apartments for low-
and moderate-income families,
office space and gym.
Kiryas Joel Financial assistance to pri-
vate group to help construct
community commercial facility to
include retail and office space.
Lockport Loan to plastics injection-
molding company to help expand its
facilities and purchase new
machinery and equipment.
Lockport Financial assistance to
manufacturing company for
acquisition of machinery and
equipment to help plant
expansion.
Mount Vernon Loan to developers to help
renovate and rehabilitate
office building and two
small industrial buildings
as well as help renovate
existing parking space for
additional parkings
New York City  Financial assistance to help
renovate building for use as
permanent showroom for trade
association representing firms
i n merchandise and store
fixtures business.

) Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment Dollars Jahs' Units Revenue
$107,250 $342,750 $0 1 12 $14,800
$690,000 $1,775,000 $180,000 83 -0- $7,000
$389,761 $1,282,815 $445,295 100 -0- $11007
$309,600 $1,196,089 $0 40 -0~ $7,482
$527,127 $2,375,238 $0 145 -0- 517,038
$2,100,000 $6,783,487 $180,000 207 -0- $237,500
A-60
- ~ i | D _ckEEE ——




FISCAL YEAR 1983 URB N DEVELOPMENT CTION GRANT WARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
, o UDAG Private Public Total New Housing  Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jahs Units Revenue

NEW YORK (continued)

New York City Financial assistance to $800,000 $2,478,124 $300,000 61 -0- $162,782
developer to help renovate
vacant theatre in Harlem.
Investment will provide
only first-run movie theatre
within two miles of 125th
Street.

New York City Loan to developer to help $4,872,000 $17,759,056  $1,059,400 -0- 325 $0
finance construction of rew
homes for moderate-income
families in five locations
throughout the City.

New York City Loan to iron works company $525,000 $1,357,728 $460,000 53 -0- $82,125
to help rehabilitate existing
facility, construct addition to
plant and purchase new machinery
and equipment .

New York City Loan to company to help con- $1,010,000 $3,593,130 $0 103 -0
struct facility to finish
and assemble art pieces at
new location in South Bronx.

$100,600

New York City Financ ial assistance to $1,404,405 $5,833,606 $760,434 -0~ 130 $0
Housing Partnership to help
construct new homes for
moderate-income families
at five locations throughout
the city.

New York City Financial assistance to $15,000,000 $37,600,000 $0 1111 -0
developer to help construct
an office and retail building
with garage in the Bronx.

$518,600

A-61




State and City

Project Description

NEB—YOR&- (continued)

New York City

New York City

New York City

New York City

New York City

New York City

Financial assistance to
nationwide phone and mail-
order machine tool distrib-
utor to help construct office,
showroom and warehousing
building in industrial park.

Financial assistance to
developer to help construct
office building .

Financial assistance to
partnership to help renovate
Town Hall.

Loan to company to assist in
rehabi litation of building
for production of new soft-
ware line and family-computer
magaz e .

Loan to joint venture corpora-
tion to help acquire and con-
vert shopping facility into
modern office building,
housing primarily back-office
tenants.

Loan to developer to assist
in construction of two new
industrial buildings on land
leased fam local development
corporation.

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other
UDAG Private Public
Dollars lovestment Dollars
$420,000 $2,601,547 $90,000
$464,500 $8,848,650 $0
6428,000 $1,070,000 $0
$385,350  $4.408145 $0
$2 ,540,000 $6,807,666 $0
$3 ,700,000 $9,731,711  $1,700,000
A-62
—

Estimated
Total Naw

Jobs

35

67

70

58

400

380

Estimated
Housing
Units

-0-

-0-

-0-

Estimated
Local Tax

Revenue

$117,522

$219,621

$82 926

$619,413

$410,682

$272,895



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
. . - UDAG Private Public Total Nw  Housing  Local Tax
State and City Project Description Bollars Investment Dallars lobs N Revenue

NEW _YORK (continued)

New York City Financial assistance to $1,680,000 $4.36,660 420000 o " 550000
housing partnership to help e 20, ) ,

build single-family dwelling
units at prices affordable
to moderate-income buyers.

Newburgh Loan to corat)?]ratlon to help $77,500 $264,843 $90,500 9 -0~ $0
purchase machinery for

refining of precious metals
from industrial scrap.

Newburgh Financial aSS|stance to baklng $219,500 $746,437 $0 75 -0~ S0
company to help renova

vacant faci lity and mstall
machinery and capital equipment.

Newburgh Einancial_assistance to City's $91,500 $285,164 $0 13 -0- $5,860
industrial development agency

to help construct building for
lease to Teacher's Federal
Credit Union.

Newburgh Loan to company manufacturing $154,500 $581,073 $0 25 -0- $3,460
and packaging sanitary
portion-controlled ice cubes
to purchase capital equipment to
assist in start-up of new
business plus small grant to
City for loan administration.

Newburgh Financial assistance to help $169,200 $527,516 $241,600 20 -0- $0
acquire and construct new

industrial building.
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FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVHLOPMVENT 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

NEW _YORK (continued)

Niagara Falls Loan to developer to help $3,003,000 $8,315375 $0 271 0 $301,946
construct 220-room motor
hotel and restaurant.

Niagara Falls Financial assistance to $442,500 $1,617,809 $0 99 -0- $9,900
manufacturer of environmental
controls for conputer equip-
ment systems to provide
additional manufacturing,
research and development,
office and display space
necessary to help develop
new fail-safe power-control
system.

Niagara Falls Financial assistance to $233,500 $584,000 $0 21 -0- $15,038
developer to help construct
one-story retail facility
and surface parking spaces
for lease in City's central
core area.

Niagara Falls Loan to developers to help $450,000 $1,406,972 $0 100 -0- $1,000
construct an industrial building
designed to attract as tenants
Canadian firms specializing in
high technology and electronics
production.

Ogdensburg Loan to hardware company to $130,000 $376,297 $0 20 -0~ $16,344
assist in expansion of
operations to include
variety store and create
additional parking.

A-64




State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN OEVEHLOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG
Project Description Pollars

Other

Private Public
Investment Dollars

KB =YORK" (continued)

Oneonta

Orange

Peeksk i11

Port Chester

Port Jervis

Loan to developers to $269,000
help renovate two downtown

commercial buildings and

complete an old urban renewal

area project. City will build

pedeStrian bridge/arcade

to connect buildings to

municipal garage.

Financial assistance to $618,700
wire and cable corporation

to help construct and

equip an addition.

Financial assistance to $815,000
developer to help renovate

abandoned school into apart-

ments, health club and banquet

fac iliy.

Grant to City to reimburse $838,000
costs of assembling land

and relocating occupants of

downtown buildings to be

demolished.  Investment will

assist in construction of

new facility for light

manufacturing on Site.

Financial assistance to $162,200
manufacturer of bakery and

food service equipment to

help expand facility and

purchase capital equipment.

$1,123,934

$2,326,090

$3,160,263

$3,263,250

$0

$800,000

$0

$45,000

$462,494 $202,800

A-65

[

Estimated Estimated Estimated
Total New Housing Local Tax
Jobs Units Revenue
33 -0- $7,189
78 -0- $50,705
26 56 $60,000
141 -0- $39,923
20 ~0- $1,560



State and City

Project Description

NEW YORK (continued)

Port Jervis

Potsdam

Rochester

Rochester

Rochester

Loan to developer to help
renovate and expand hotel
facilities.

Loan to developers to assist
in renovation of three build-
ings in central business
district for comnercial and
residential use.

Loan to technology firm to
assist in purchase of capital
equipment and machinery to
begin production in leased
facility of rigid disk drives
for small computers as well
as word processors and data
terminals.

Loan to computer hardware
manufacturer to assist in
rehabilitation and expansion
of building.

Loan to minority-owned
business to help purchase,
renovate, and reopen vacant
supermarket.  Store to serve
neighborhood with inadequate
supermarket facilities for
senior citizens and low-incow
families lack ing adequate
transportation.

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT ANARCS

Other
UDAG Private
Bollars Investment
$ 190,000 $592,182
$107,520 $321,468
$350,000 $1,334,776
$1,635,000 $4,927,000
$105,000 $344,641
A-66

Estimated
Public
Dollars

$0

$40,000

$0

$0

$80,000

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

16

150

235

38

Estimated
Housing
Units

-0-

Local Tax
Revenue

$30,000

$7,252

$0

$115,833

$16,643



State and City

Project Description

NEW YORK (continued)

Rochester

Rochester

Rochester

Rochester

Rochester

Loan to manufacturing company
to help acquire vacant facility
for production of large, heavy-
duty machine tools, and of
systems used to manufacture
automotive and defense-industry
components.

Grant to City to help expand
downtown parking garage sparkin
renovation of office space in
historic building. Owners will
lease space in city garage.

Loan to corporation to purchase
capital equipment for nenly
constructed building to help
expand its manufacturing
operations.

Financial assistance to
developer to help purchase
and renovate old Naval
Armory, as 500-seat theatre
for lease to non-profit
professional theatre company.

Loan to developer to assist
in renovation of nine exist-
ing downtown buildings for
commercial/residential use
and a new parking facility.

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

) Other Estimated

UOAG Private Public Total New
Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs
$2,800,000 $8,180,000 $600,000 300
$2,540,000 $7,622,000  $1,260,000 250

g

$655,000 $2,274,218 $665,000 85
$630,000 $2,660,913 SO 58
$1,640,000 $6,909,742 $0 127

A-67

|

Estimated
Housing
Units

-0-

-0-

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$23,755

$90,272

$33,900

o 06620

$142,199



State and City Project Description
FEVYORK (continued)

Rome Loan to developer to help
rehabilitate old historic
City Hall to office space
with parking facilities.
Syracuse Loan to developer to reduce
interest costs to assist in
construction of hotel and
conference center condominium
project and purchase rooms
on behalf of City's economic
development corporation.
Syracuse Financial assistance to
company to help construct
industrial building on site
located in industrial park
plus purchase machinery and
equipment .

Yonkers Financial assistance to help

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVEHLOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other
Pubtlic
Dollars

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

UOAG
Dollars

Private
Investment

$78,000 $447,860 $36,000 36

$3,800,000 $16,650,000 30 289

$232,550 $724,426 $471,000 20

$1,520,000 $4,500000  $1,411,360 133

provide extensive site improve-

ments for first phase of
planned office building/retail
complex at Hudson River site.

Private developer will renovate

vacant power plant on property

Yonkers

| I

for offices and restaurant space.
Financial assistance to corpora- $824,000
tion to help construct addi-

tional building, purchase/install

equipment and machinery to

manufacture small precision

parts for electronics and tele-
communications industries.

$8,002,285

A-68

N

191

Estimated
Housing
Units

83

-0-

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$24,405

$293,707

$29,890

$56,000

$62,826



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

: s . A
NORTH CAROLINA

Asheville Financial ,assistance.tqQ devel-
oper Tor land acquisition,

equipping plant on site,
purchase and installation of
metal working and tooling
eQU|pment,_to help reuse

of vacant industrial building .

Beaufort Loan to developer to help con-
struct hotel.

Clinton Loan to developer for equip-
ment to aSSISthn deve %pm%nt

of new dry cleaning and
coin-operating_laundry building
in central business district
and administrative fees for

City.

Durham Low-interest loan to public-
private partnership to assist
In construction of neighborhood
shopping center on vacant urban
renewal site. Investment will
provide needed commercial
services in City"s minority
commun ity .

Hamlet Financial assistance to
developer to help construct
amall. Food chain and
variety type business have
signed leases for space.

UDAG

51,205,000

$280,000

$105,000

$464,000

5275,000

Private

54,071,500

$1.31 1,400

$314,628

$1,734,873

51,306,000

A-69

Other

Public
Dollars Anvestment Dollars

$0

5226,000

$0

$400,000

$0

Estimated
Total New
Jaobs

121

27

21

112

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
JJMB- Rﬂmm

-0- $54,528

-0- 514,000

-0- $1,127
»

-0- 524,024

-0- $26,000

T—



State and City

Project Description

NORTH CAROLINA (continued)

Mayodan

Norwood

Rock ingham

Stoneville

EORTH DAKOTA
Walhalla

Loan to developer for
streets, site Iimprovements,
and to assist in construc-
tion of shopping center.

Loan to company for purchase
of capital equipment to

operate new industrial
facility to manufacture
glass containers for drug
and pharmaceutical trades.

Financial assistance to
Canadian toilet-t issue
manufacturing company to

help purchase, rehabilitate
and equip existing industrial
facility with paper-recycling
mill and paper-converting
plant.

Financial assistance to
furniture company to help
construct warehouse/shipping
facility and purchase capital
equipment.  Investment will
permit domestic manufacture of
wood-furniture products now
purchased fam foreign
suppliers s

Financial assistance to limited
partnership to help construct
on- and off-site improvements
to help In development of
ethanol fuel refinery.

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWAROS

UDAG
Dallars

$460,000

$1,425,000

$1,515,000

$610,000

$4,644,000

Other Estimated
Private Public

lovestment Dollars

$1,499,650 $0

$19,689,579 $0

$6,275,303 $139,500

$2250 216 $0

$33,296,704 $0

A-T70

Estimated Estimated

Total New Housing Local Tax
Jobs Units Revenue

73 -0~ $94,806

396 -0- $292,100

138 -0- $29,964

85 -0- $18,855

80 -0- $25,000



State and City
OHIO
Akron

Akron

Akron

Alliance

FISCAL YEAR 1983 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

Financial assistance to $2,500,000 $8,263,053 $ 145,000 210 -0-
company to help renovation

of downtown store into
mixed-use retail/office
complex. Office space to
be donated to non-profit
corporation which will lease
the space and provide funds
for other downtown projects.

Financial assistance to $2,394,000 $7.836 ,102 $1 ,128,000 210 -0-
developer to help renovation

of ten-story historic downtown

YWCA building into mixed-use

facility to include private

athletic club, offices and

retail shops.

Second mortgage loans to $1,650,000 $6,599,596 $1,100,000 2 100
purchasers of townhouses

being built by historic

canal for occupants earning

a gross household income of

$45,000 or less.

Loan to developer to assist $4,892,199  $17,451,108 $0 570 -0~
in construction of 75-tenant

shopping mall.

A-71

587,036

$156,200

5180,063

$209,500




FISCAL YEAR 1983 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 Johs Units Revenue

QHIQ (continued)

Bellefontaine Financial assistance to $1,462,000 $4,000,038 $0 10 -0
developer to help construct
new waste-water, pre-treatment
facility. Investment will pre-
vent shutdown of plant due to
violation of EPA effluence
which would affect many jobs.

$1 18,587

Cambridge Loan to pottery and ceramics $142,740 $837,447  $460,946 40 -0
company to assist in purchase
of periodic low- and high-firing
kiln. Investment will provide
new_jobs and a 60-percent energy
savings .

510,724

Cincinnati Financial assistance to owner- $2,575,000  $3,709,993 $0 651 -0~ $246,322
developer to help rehabilitate
shopping center.

Cincinnati Loan to minority developer to $50,000  $1,759,266 $970,000 68 -0- % {76,786
help finance acquisition and
rehabilitation of two vacant,
historic structures for
conversion into office space.

Cincinnati Loan to_limited partnership to $750,000  $10,011,904 $0 430 -0- $216,717
assist in renovation of former
dairy bU|Id|n% into Class A
office space to include a four-
story atrium and on-site parking.

Cleveland Loan to can company to assist $670,300 $3,604,000 $0 25 -0- $106,699
in renovation of plant facili-

ties to include purchase and
installation of tandem coex-
truder/laminator and related
equipment.




FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

] Other Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing

State_and City Project Description Dallars  Investment Dollars Jobs units

QHIQ (continued)

Cleveland

Cleveland

Clevelan3

Cleveland

Cleveland

Loan to developer to assist in $7,100,000 $20,715,144 $0 426 -0-
renovation of department store

into office space with retail
shops and restaurants. City
will retain funds to defray

related administrative costs.

Financial assistance to $1,855,000 67,025,000 $0 85 -0-
general partnership to help

provide grading, paving, water

and sewer facilities for

industrial park and four office/

industrial buildings.

Furchase money mortgage loan $1,455,000 $8,017,157 $526,620 144 -0-
to hospital to assist in

construction of occupational

health center and two physi-

cian's office buildings.

Parking spaces and covered

pedestrian bridge will connect

new development to hospital.

Loan to Dyke College to assist $351,750 $962,928 0 45 -0-
in rehabilitation of downtown

building for future enrollment

and provision of related staff

administrative funds.

Loan to developer to assist $1 ,155,000 $4,460,442 $0 252 -0-
in renovation of building in

Old Flats area for conversion

to mixed-use facility. One-

third ~f building pre-leased

to resc . “ants and antique

dealers

A-73

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenus

$371,823

$132,310

$217,022

$102,710



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated
DG Private Public Total New
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs

OHIO (continued)

Cleveland Financial assistance to $2,726,000 $7,773,804  $2,585,300 6
developer to help construct
townhouse apartment complex
in Hough area.

Cleveland Financiai assistance to $7,555,000 $42,670,000 $0 389
corporation to help renovate
and equip former industrial
plant to modern rolling mill
producing steel bars.

Columbus Financial assistance to $900,000 $11,487,377 $0 186
limited partnership to help
renovate historic hotel and
theater.

Dayton Loan to paper manufacturing $475,000 $9,26 1,958 $0 46
plant to assist in expansion
and purchase of new paper
aluminum-foi 1 producing
equipment.

Edgerton Financial assistance to lug $103,000 $286,000 $180,000 13

wrench manufacturing company

to help add new capital equip-

ment to existing facility.

Project will allov company to

remain competitive and diver-

sify into contract coating of

other automotive products.

A-74

Estimated

Housing Local Tax

Units Revenue

183 $39,800

-0- $540,229

-0~ $212,800

-0- $71,049
»*

-0~ $10,621



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
. . . UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Oescription Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue

QHIQ (continued)

6alion Financial assistance to res- $81,700 $204 300 $15.000 18 -0- $5,800
taurant to help in expansion * ’ ' '

by adding seats and parking
spaces, modernize kitchen and
restrooms, and redecorate
dining room. A new addition
will include an atrium.

Lockland Financial assistance to paper $1,270,000 $3,746,000 $0 25 -Q- $20.930
company to partially finance ’
retooling of subsidiary paper
mill company.

Mansfield Financial assistance to Holiday $2 ,100,000 5,711,674 $0 160 -0~ $121625
Inn chain to help construct '
hotel to include restaurant,
meeting rooms and parking
spaces. Project will
generate new jobs and pro-
vide additional tax revenues.

Massillon Financial assistance to $148,000 $513,577 $0 40 -0- $10,532
restaurant corporation to '
partially finance construction
of new downtown restaurant and
banquet facility.

Monroeville Financial assistance to auto- $1,000,000 $4,7 13,160 $0 104 -0- $27.825
mobile corporation to help ’
purchase, assemble, and install
machinery and equipment for
Norwalk, Ohio plant to manu-
facture automobile headliners
and door panels.

A-75




FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN OEVEHLOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Oescription Dollars Investment Dollars dobs Units Revenue

QHIO (continued)

Newcomerstown Permanent financing to general $108,000 $1,196,393 $0 25 -0- $15,282
partnership for portion of
cost for construction of 60-
unit motel and lounge.

Sandusky Second mortgage loan to de- $2,425,000 $16,193,970 $0 312 -0- $344,440
veloper to assist in con-
struction of motor hotel,
specialty restaurant and
retail area.

Springfield Loan to developer to assist $1,645,000 $5,540,283  $2,431,000 318 -0- $144,458
in rehabilitation of two
historic downtown structures
into a farmer's market, office
space with restaurant, and a
retail mall. In addition,
grant to City to assist in
realignment of railroad tracks
intrusive to the project.

Toledo Loan to partnership to assist $305,000 $4,514,000 $6 10,000 100 26 $119,520
in rehabilitation of vacant,
historic, downtown YMCA to
apartment units, office space,
restaurant, barber shop and
athletic club.

Warren Financial assistance to $457,600 $1,520,640 $0 47 -0- $23,129
partnership to assist in
acquisition and conversion
of vacant, downtown Sears
building for use as office
and retail space.

A-76
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FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVHOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimatr Estimated Estimated

. o UDAG Private Public Total New Mousing Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue

QHIQ (continued)

Witlard Financial assistance to YMCA $214,000 $2,912,950 $0 A -0- $3,000
to provide public improvements
for storm drainage, access,
Parking, and water for adequate
ire protection to help con-
struction of transient resi-
dential faci 1ity .

Xenia Financial assistance to $1,010,000 $3,483,625 $0 90 -Q- $87,903
developer for partial cost of
construction of new hotel/
restaurant on vacant tornado
site.

OXLAHOMA

Coalgate Loan to manufacturing corpora- $146,900 $402,500 $100,000 48 -0- $0
tion for machinery and equipment
to produce lightweight cotton
work gloves to assist in develop-
ment of new facility using an
innovative process. Project to
create new jobs for a minimum
of ten years.

Guthrie Financial assistance to devel- $941,000 $2.825436 $0 142 -0- $62,540
oper to help historic revital-

ization project in central business
district to include brick paving,
landscaping and parking construction
for restored retail and commercial
buildings.

A-TT

o T —



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total Naw Housing

State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units
CHAHOMA (continued)

Oklahoma City

Ringling

Shawnee

Baker

Coquille

Loan to developer to help con- $4,500,000 $22,198,745 $900,000 233 -0~
struct hotel, office building and

parking garage. Hotel to be used

partially by hospital outpatients

not requiring hospitalization but

needing special services.

Loan to developer to help finance $68,190 $256,249 30 11 -0-
purchase of fixtures for new

grocery store and installation of

water and sewer to site.

Loan to developer to help $525,000 $6,104,255 $0 135 -0-
construct water/sewer lines and

storm windows to service shopping

center site.

Financial assistance to $618,000 $3,448,847 $116,500 50 0"
developer to purchase machinery

and equipment to help develop-

ment of new raw-joint frame and

molding-manufacturing facility.

Low-interest loan to forest $156,000 $502,652 $223,500 45 -0-
products company to assist in

refurbishing and retooling

existing, but non-operative,

planes mill and sawmill along

with construction of new

veneer plant on five-mile site.

A-78

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$332,088

$2,525

$270,642

$65,686

$15,910



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVEHLOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated

. . N UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs. . Revenue

OREGON (continued)

Yamhi 11 Loan to developers to help $280,000 $908264  $200,000 35 -0- $5,438
construct and expand destina-

tion lodge on Flying M Ranch.

PENNSYLVANIA

Allegheny Below-market home improvement $1,505,000 $3,895,000 $0 0 771 $0
County loans to low- and moderate-

income residents of targeted

areas. Grant funds to be com-

bined with tax-exempt revenue

loan bonds providing an average

loan of $7,000.

Bradford Financial assistance to $537,000 $2,290,989 $0 40 -0~ $10,125
developer to provide partial *

financing for plant expansion
and new equipment.

Bradford Second mor' ¢ |oan to non- $91,465 $246,677 $39,122 -0- 14 $10.513
profit agency Lo assist con-
struction of two buildings
containing units for low- to
moderate-income households.

Chester Twp Financial assistance to gen- $5,050,000 $23,090,849 $0 37 -0~ $68.201
eral partners to help con- ’
struct plant for production
of precipitated silicates,
together with several support
facilities and structures.

Conshohocken  Second mortgage loan to general $630,000 $2,530,667 $0 32 -0- $91.056
partnership to assist in '
financing office building
in central business district.

A-79




FISCAL YEAR 1983 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

PENNSYLVANIA (continued)

German Financial assistance to $125,000 $312,415 $0 100 -0- $42,918
Township ladies garment manufacturing
company to help construct new
facility.

Harrisburg Financial assistance to $115,000 $354,954 $0 24 -0- $13,089
developer to help with
restoration of historic
fire station to restaurant,
mezzanine area and office
space.

Hazelton Principal-reduction loans to $184,976 $526,644 $0 43 15 $10,591
14 downtown small businesses to
assist in revitalization program.

Hazelton Second mortgage loan to devei- $245,000 $671,381 $0 17 -0- $4,648
opers to assist in construction
of restaurant with banquet
facilities and parking lot in
downtown area.

Hazelton Second mortgage loan to local $147,000 $379,702 $0 7 -0- $0
health provider to assist in
rehabilitation of two floors
of building for use as mental
health/mental retardation
facility. Investment to allow
patients to receive necessary
services in one place.

A-80




FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT ANARDS

State and City Project Description

PERRSYIVANIE" (continued)
Johnstown Finﬁncial assistance f(o hospital
to help construct parking,

office and commercial space as
well as overhead pedestrian
bridge .

Kingston Financial assistance to 17
small businesses as part of

downtown revitalization to
include purchase and develop-
ment of urban renewal site.

Kingston Principal-reduction loans to 13
downtown small businesses to
assist in revitalization program.

Lebanon Financial assistance to developer
to help expand printing company
to include acquisition of adjacent
parcel, construction of addition,
partial renovation of main building
and purchase of capital equipment.

Lock Haven Financial assistance to help
24 small downtown businesses
located mostly in historic

district.
Luzerne Financial assistance to market
county corporation to help purchase

capital equipment for new
warehouse, food distribution
fac 1lity.

Other
UDAG Private Public
Dollars Investment Dollars
$750,000 $2,688,324 $0
$153,425 $634,875 $0
$167,484 $740,640 $105,000
$397,800 $1,681,412 $342,720
$178,449 $622,870 $0
5500,000 $28 16,760 $0
A-81

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

40

53

67

20

28

120

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
units Revenue
-0- $54,060
~0- $7,296
-0- $3,028
-0- $7,794
56 $3,848
-0- $50,460




State and City

Project Description

PENNSYLVANEA (continued)

Luzerne
County

Luzerne
County

Luzerne

County

Morrisville

New Kensington

Northumberland

Below-market interest loans
to eligible residents to
assist in home rehabilitation
program.

Financial assistance to
roller chain manufacturing
company to help rehabilitate
vacant plant.

Financial assistance to

help company buy and install
new equipment for manufacture
of solar collector panels

in vacant industrial building.

Second mor! 1. a2 loan to

assist ne. ¥ amic company

in acquisition, rehabilitation,
and reactivation of vacant tile
manufacturing plant.

Financial assistance to
development corporation to
help provide public improve-
ments and parking facility
to conplement new medical
office condominiums.

Financial assistance to
canning company to help
expand existing fruit and
vegetable facility through
addition of three new
processing/storage buildings
and purchase of new capital
equipment.

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG

Dollars

$1,723,000

$1,155,000

$305,000

$775,000

$108,160

$2,000,000

Other
Private Public
dnvestment Dollars

$5,000,000 $123,000

$2,836,075  $1,221,600

$1,418,326 $420,000

$2,225,517 $0

$725,739 $6, 900

$7,326,744 $775,000

A-82

Estimated Estimated Estimated
Total New Housing Local Tax
Jobs Units Revenue
-0- 750 $8,000
164 -0- $29,286
52 -0- $6,009
120 -0- $52,271
48 -0- $16,631
84 -0~ $17,100




State and City Project Description

PENNSYLVANIA (continued)

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG Private
Dollars Investment

Other

Public
Dollars

Oil City Loan to partnership to assist $336,000 $1,162,040
in construction of building

under municipal parking ramp
for lease to motor hotel cor-
poration, a restaurant and others.

Philadelphia Second mortgage loan to devel- $1,300,000 $3,440,060
oper to help rehabilitate light
industrial building to a small
business and technology center.
Project to accommodate those
needing Tow-cost rent and

office-support services.

Philadelphia Financial assistance to devel- $178,000 $604,246
oper to help rehabilitate
vacant, historic building
into children's museum, with

some tenant space.

Philadelphia Lou-interest loan to developer $2,036,000 $8,267,107

to assist in renovation of

vacant, historically certified

apartment building to provide

market-rate rental apartment

units, office and commercial

units. Twenty percent of

units will be for low- and

moderate-income- persons.

Philadelphia Loan to developer to assist $1,960,000  $16,098,148

in renovation of vacant

downtown building and provide
site improvements to integrate
building into Market Street

East project.

A-83

SO

SO

Estimated
Total New
Johs

47

306

40

49

588

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Uniis Revenue
-0- $14,285
-0- $479,994
-0- $0
172 $37,258
-0- $2,522,520



State and City

Project Description

PENNSYLVANA (continued)

Phlladelphla

Pittsburgh

Pittsburgh

Plymouth

Scranton

*
Scranton

* Terminated

Second mortgage loan to
developers 1o help construct
hotel In historlcal area.

Flnanclal assistance to
developer to help rehabili-

tate and convert vacant,
six-story warehouse Into
leasable offlce complex
with parking faclllty.

Ffnanclal assistance to
Joint venture to help with
construction of office retail
hotel complex with parking
garage adjolning City's
convention center.

Financial asslstance to 7
businesses to help expand or
Improve thelr stores to
include opening new drug
store, reopening closed
grocery store, purchasing new
equipment, purchase of vacant

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated
UDAG Private Public
Dollars  Investment Dollars

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

$6,570,000 $35011,830  $1,200,000 300

$990,000 $3678447 $0 60

$21,000,000 $107,083,190 $0 1510

$82,000 $311,500 30 57

store and renovation of existing

buildings .

Flnanclal asslstance to not-
for-profit corporation to
assist In building and managing
ski resort.

FInanclal assistance to
partnership to help rehab-
jlitate vacant downtown
bullding Into restaurant.

$2,250,000 $6,227500  $3,264,000 76

$100.000 $395,642 $0 45

A-84

Estimated
Housing Local Tax
lnite Revenue
«0- $1,982,850
-0- $99,349
-0- $2,478,760
-0- $0
-0- $21,170
-0- $7.415
e



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

] Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New  Housing Local lax
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs LUnits Revenue

PENNSYLVANIA (continued)

Sharon Financial assistance to $315,000 $1,220,695 $0 95 -0- $19,460
developer to help with
rehabilitation of vacant
department store into retail
outlet mall with one restau-
rant.

South Union Financial assistance to YWCA $258,500 $746,000 $0 10 -0- $1,212
Tep to help construct community

building on site donated by

steel corporation.

West Chester  Ftnancial assistance to $95,000 $351,254 ) 39 -0- $4,671
developers to help renovate
vacant building to a first-
class rest. @ nt.

¥yoming Principal-reduction loans to $130,475 $387,425 $0 37 5 $4,790
15 downtown mall businesses to
assist revitalization program.

York Second mortgage loan to non- $114,000 $285,000 $30,384 -0- 1 $6,586
profit agency to assist in
rehabilitation of 12 city-owned
vacant units.

PUERTO RICQ

Atbonito Loan to hospital to assist with $333,051 $1,101,467 $0 51 -0- $9,542
Hunic ipfo provision of beds on new acute-
care floor. Investment to provide
savings for bed-replacement costs
allowing patients lower per diem
rates.

A-85




State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated

- . UDAG Private PuP ic Total New
Project Description Dol lars Investment Dollars Jobs

PUERTO RICO

Aibonito _
Municipio

Anasco_
knicipio

Arecibo

Municipio

Bayamon
Municipio

Loan to hospital to relocate $346,314 $1,074,442 0 43
medical staff's offices to

hospital grounds and offer
outpatient services presently
available In emergency ward
facilities only.

Financial assistance to lower $871,115 $2,180,137 $0 425
ﬁurchase of single-family
omes making them affordable
for low- and moderate-income
families. Project responds to
municipality®s critica
housing need.

Financial assistance to write- $732,000 $2,495,000 $0 -0-
down cost of new_3-bedroom

single-family units for low-

and moderate-income families.

Financial assistance to devel- $1,178,306 $4,507,537 $0 131
oper for construction_of four-

level condominium office/

commercial/retail building

near hospital. Investment

will allow board-certified

physicans to set up modern

offices near hospital.

A-86

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax

Units Revenue
-0- $12,000
136 $54,526
93 $0
'0' 358; 74]
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Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
) _ o UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jabs nits Revenue
PUERTO RICO (continued)
Bayamon Financial assistance to devel- $757,277 $2,808,741 $0 156 -0- $143,176
Municipio oper for construction of ware-
house-type supermarket to include
sales area, warehouse, walk-in
freezer and parking.
Bayamon Financial assistance to Plan- $13,616500  $68,616,628  $4,509,800 -0- 1,579 $408.000
Municipio ning Board to meet development
requirements including widening
of street, extension of water
lines, storm sewers and sewage
treatment plant. Development
to consist of housing, educa-
tional, recreational and
commercial facilities.
Caguas Financial assistance to depart- $1,460,257 $4,644,534 $0 133 ~0- $101,000
Municipio ment store for relocation to
larger-leased facility .
Caguas Financial assistance to write- $3,763,700 $9,315,461 $0 -0- 300 $0
Hunic ipio down cost of single-family,
condominium and duplex units.
Caguas Financial assistance to market $751,847 $1,871,179 30 80 -0- $290,446
Municipio for expansion to include con-
struction of new building and
additional parking spaces
adjacent to existing facility.
camuy Financial assistance to write- $525,159 $1,611,349 $0 -0- 69 $0
Hunicipio down cost of rew 3-bedroom
duplex homes. Each buyer
required to provide 5 percent
downpayment .
] A-87
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State_and City

Project Description

PUERTO RICO (continued)

Camuy
Munic ipi o

Carolina
Municipio

Catano
Municipio

Cayey
Municipio

Cayey
Municipio

Fajardo
Municipio

I 4

Financial assistance to lumber
yard to help expand existing
facility to include space for
sales, storage and offices.

Financial assistance to
development corporation to
write-down cost of one-to
four-bedroom apartments for
sale to low- and moderate-
income families.

Financial assistance to City
to write-down cost of two-
and three-bedroom homes.

Financial assistance to
canpany for construction of
lumber yard and do-it-your-
self hardware store.

Financdal assistance to

rehab ilitate and convert
three-story tobacco ware-
house into shopping center.
City will provide ?and for
parking across the street and
pedestrian bridge will be
built connecting center with
parking lot.

Financial assistance to
developer to write-down cost
of single-family homes.

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG
Dollars

$70,000

$3,077,000

$780,006

$182,901

$777,000

$330,720

YoaVIo M

Private
Investment

$289,339

$7,535,450

$2,015,882

$761,243

$2,315744

$848,107

A-88

Other
Public

Dollars

$0

$0

SO

$0

$0

$0

Estimated Estimated Estimated
Total New Housing Local Tax
Jobs Units Revenue

15 -0- $12,000

-0- 240 $264,856

-0- 119 $57,646

45 -0~ $39,163

216 -0- $86,197

=0- 48 $20,864
_TaF = o



State and City

Project Description

PUERTO RICO (continued)

Guanica
Municipio

Guayama

knicipio

Guaynabo
Municipio

Guaynabo
knicipio

Guarabo
Municipio

Isabela
knicipio

Financial assistance to
developer to write-down cost
of single-family homes.

Financial assistance to
write-down cost of single-
family homes to help low-
income families purchase
these homes.

Financial assistance to
write-down cost of rew
3-bedroom single-family
homes for low- and moderate-
income purchasers.

Loan to corporation to

assist in construction of

new warehouse/office facility
to continue firm's expansion to
Caribbean market.

Financial assistance to
developer to help construct

1- 2- and 3-bedroom apartments
to be rented to low- and
moderate-income families.

Financial assistance to
company to establish sand

and stone-quarry business.
After 25 years of production,
land can be used for industrial
or commercial purposes.

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG
Dollars

$611,800

$1,231,705

$3,880,000

$348,386

$328,281

$537,000

Private
Jnvestment

$1,773,200

$3,712,000

$9,865,292

$1,672,629

$779,796

$1,384,620

Other
Public

Dollars

30

SO

$0

SO

$0

$0

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

-0-

35

32

Estimated  Estirnated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
62 $4,418
110 $65,000
256 M
-0- $80,963
-
70 $0
-0- $54,386




Other
i i o UDAG Private Public
State and City Project Description Dollars Jdnvestment Dol lars
PUERTO RICO (continued)
Juana Diaz Loan to nunicipio for $820,000 $2,106,8%5  $1,600,000
knicipio administrative costs of
providing part of necessary
structural and power require-
ments to put building for new
shoe manufacturing business in
working order.
Juncos Financial assistance to $1,045,516 $3,504,160 $0
Munic ipio lower purchase price of
single-fami ly homes for
low-income families.
Investment will benefit
segment otherwise not able
to purchase homes in current
market.
Lajas Second mort?ages to write- $549,528 $1,848,000 $0
Knicipio down overall interest rate of
mortgage financing for housing
development units.
Lares_ _ Second mort?ages to write- $550,000 $1,759,131 S0
Municiplo down overall Interest rate
of mortgage financing for
housing development units.
Loiza_ _ _ Second mortgages to low- and $48,400  $2,155,760 $0
Munic o moderate-incane fami lies to
purchase new 3-bedroom,
single-famlly homes.
A-90
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Estimated Estimated Estimated
Total New  Housing Local Tax
Jahs units Revenue

400 '0' $24:000
-0- 105 $57,370

O 84 $0

-0- 54 $0

-0- 80 $23,628
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State _and City

Project Description

PUERTO RICO (continued)

Loiza
Municipio

Manati
Municipio

Manati
Munic pio
Mayaguez

Municipio

Morovis
Municipio

Ponce
Municipio

Grant to 'low- and moderate-
income homebuyers to reduce
sales price of new three-
bedroom houses by $8,560

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

per unit from construction cost.

Financial assistance to
write-down cost of new,
single-family units making

them affordable for low- and

moderate-income families.

Financial assistance to
write-down cost of 3-bed-
room single-family homes.

Second mortgages to low-
and moderate-income
families to purchase
three bedroom-single-
family homes.

Financial assistance to
developer for construction
of commercial center to
include two downtown
buildings containing a
supermarket, bank, drug
store and fast-food stores.

Financial assistance to
City to write-down cost of
home improvement loans to
law- and moderate-income
families.

) Other Estimated

UDAG Private Public Total New
Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs
$984,450 $2,461,450 $0 -0-
$1,020,000 $2 494,000 $0 -0~
$960,000 $2,4 15,000 $0 -0-
$900,000 $2,366,763 $810,000 -0-
$97,650 $494,029 $0 35
$872,813 $2,675,000 $87,500 -0-

A-91
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Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
115 $36,856

86 $0
75 $45,125
100 $0
-0- $205,169
175 $0
= oo



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
) . o UDAG Private Public Total Naw Housing Local lax
State and City Project Description Dollars  Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue

PUERTO RICO (continued)

Ponce Financial assistance to $556,485 $1,428,690 $0 R1 -0- $163,306
Mun ic pio City to acquire land and
construct facilities for
module manufacturing company
to lease for 15 years. Company
will construct prefabricated
houses to sell in Puerto Rico
and the Caribbean.

Sabana Financial assistance to $478,381 $1,501,256 $1,000,000 21 -0~ $26,314
Grande fresh-water prawn farm to

partially finance land

acquisition, rehabilitation

of prawn ponds; construction

of additional ponds, water

systems , hatcheries and

additional processing

faci lties.

San Geman Financial assistance to $1,445,547 $3,663,376 $0 0" 100 $59,087
lower purchase of single-
family homes for low- and
moderate-income families.

San Juan Financial assistance to $515,000 $2,116,477 $0 85 -0- $25,000
Hunicipio Red Cross Chapter for

construction of facility

to house office, blood

donation and processing

center to insure contin-

uance of services.

San Juan Financial assistance to bank $947,600 $3,087,844 $0 69 -0- $72,931
Municipto Bartnership to construct
uilding for expanded

enro llment of non-sectarian,

private school, which will

provide scholarships for

low- and moderate-income

persons.
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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
PUERTO RICO (continued)
San Juan Loan to developer to $625,000 2,867,634 30 10 -0- 249,919
Hunicipio assist 1n construction of
food mall to include at
least five fast-food
estab lishments «
San Financial assistance $50,000 $148,876 $0 9 -0- $1,500
Sebastian to dress-pants manufac-
turer to help renovate
existing factory and
install new machinery
and equipment.
Toa Alta Low-interest, second $450,000  $1,189,900 $0 -0- 50 $0
Municipio mortgages to low- and
moderate-income families
for rew 3-bedroom, single-
family homes.
Toa Alta Financial assistance to $987,000  $2,600,000 $0 106 -0- $15,790
Munic plastic materials manu-
facturing company to
acquire machinery and
equipment.
Toa Alta financial assistance to $1,674,000 4,186,975 $0 -0- 144 $124,121
Municipio write-down price of new
3-bedroom, single-family
homes for low- and moderate-
income families.
Toa Baja Financial assistance to $934,920 $4,441,750 $0 A -0- $203,244
Municipio developer to help renovate
abandoned factory building
into cash-and-carry ware-
house supermarket.
A-93
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State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

PUERTQ RICO (continued)

Trujillo
Alto

Vega Alta
Municipio

Vega Baja
Municip io

RHODE I1SLAND

East _
Providence

Providence

Second mortgages to developer
to write-down overall interest
rate of mortgage financing for
sing le-fami ly %ousing develop-
ment.

Financial assistance to devel-
oper to help construct and equip
industrial plant to manufacture
ceramic clay articles.

Financial assistance to devel-
oper_for acquisition of
machinery and equipment for
manufacture of women and men’s
knitted wool sweaters and
sport shirts. Project gives
unique opportunity to ease_
h|?h unemployment” in munici-
pa

ity.

Financial assistance to forging
steel company to heIE reopen
defunct wire steel plant.

Financial assistance to devel-
oper to help with acquisition
of office/1ight manufacturing
facility andfprovision of public
imorovement funds. Proiect will

UDAG

Dollars

$1,598,000

$239,200

$1,280,250

$580,000

$1,200,000

prbvide space for businesses concerned

with research and development of
robotics, computer software and
medicine.

Other
Private

Jnvestnent

$5,401,668

$611,800

$3,279,563

$2,025,600

$3,488,000

A-94

Estimated
Public
Dol lars

$0

$500,000

$0

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

-0-

62

207

73

240

Est imated
Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
136 SO
-0- $35,859
-0- $20,000
-0- $47,218
-0- $63,921
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FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT 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

RHODE ISLAND

Woonsocket

SOUTH_CAROLINA

Beaufort

Bennettsville

Charleston

Loan and grant to developer to $230,000 $616,822 $45,000
partially finance land purchase,

warehouse construction and

public utilities being brought to
currently vacant site. Investment
will initiate development of small
railroad distribution center.

Grant to City's Water Authority $2,000,000 $25,559,031 $4,000,000
to expand capacity to supply

water to help aluminum company

develop homes, recreational

facilities, and public infra-

structure 0N island land.

Company will repay portion of

grant and transfer ownership rights

to City for all water facilities

on the island.

Loan to supermarket to provide $126,000 $404,700 $0
partial financing for relo-

cation to downtown existing

building. Grant to City will

also be provided for adminis-

tration of project.

Grant to City's Center Project $14,150,000 $51,076,000 $3,478,000
to provide partial funds for

public improvements, including

parking garage, for project in

Central Business District.

In addition, loan to developers

to aid in construction of hotel/

conference center, and specialty

retai 1l shops.

A-95

25

1139

21

1457

$9,088

$456,000

$1,528

$1,000,000
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UDAG

SOUTH CAROLINA (continued)

Charleston

Cowpens

Sumter

Walhalla

SOUTH_DAKOTA

Huron

Grant to City for public $225,000
improvements to aid in

construction of savings and

loan office building.

Funds will also provide loan

to real estate company for

partial financing of project.

Financial assistance to hosiery $325,000
manufacturer to help construct

new manufacturing plant.

Project to create majority of

jobs for unskilled or semi-

skilled workers.

Second mortgages to low- and $98,000
moderate-income households to

make new homes in minority

neighborhood affordable.

Financial assistance to textile $620,000
plant to help with expansion

providing additional new perma-

nent jobs.

Loan to new circuit box and $77,000
electrical equipment production

company in City-owned industrial

park to assist in capital e%Jipment
purchases. New permanent jobs

created will be targeted for

qualified low-and moderate-income

persons.

Private
Investment

$2,192,750

$1,109,821

$282,500

$2,460,000

$258,470

A-96

Other
Public
Dollars

$50,000

$0

$3,300

$0

$0

Estimated
Total Naw
Jdohs

25

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
Lnits Revenue
-0~ $41,000
-0- $9,508

1 $25%
-0- $13,400
-0- $0
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State and City Project Description

JENNESSEE

plant.

equipment.

plus office space.

food marketplace.

and a restaurant.

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New  Housing Local Tax
Dollars Investment Dollars Johs Units Revenue

Brownsvile Loan to special refrigeration $100,000 $583,460 $0 25 -0- $2,190
equipment manufacturing company
to help finance purchase of land,
building and equipping of new

Brownsville Financial assistance to manu- $535,000 $6,253,338 $0 150 -0- $26,181
facturer of thermo-plastic
products and tread-rubber for
tires to help construct new
plant and purchase capital

Chattanooga Loan to developer to help $4,680,000 $23,662,000 3,600,000 570 -0- $160,000
rehabilitate eight historical
warehouses and the Old Post
Office Building into a Mall to
include retail/restaurant,
residential and parking spaces

Chattanooga Loan to developer to help $860,000 $3,7 15,000 $0 130 36 $21,200
rehabilitate historic Southern
Railway Freight Depot into a
restaurant, retail and specialty

Clarksville Loan to developers to help $2,080,000 $8,333,352 $0 156 -0- $142,476
finance construction of downtown
hotel providing meeting space

A-97



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVHOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

TENNESSEE (continued)

Martin

Memphis

Monterey

Moris town

Low-interest loan to packaged
food distribution company to
construct new freezer and
garage plus purchase capital
equipment to help expand
operations. Project will
create new jobs and retain
those which would have been
lost without expansion.

Financial assistance to Inter-
national Harvester to help
development and production

of new cotton picker. Invest-
ment will enable company to keep
plant open as core facility and
expand emp ¥yment.

Financial assistance to City to
help increase capacity of
water treatment plant to
handle demands of finished
meat processing plant's
operation and install pollution
control facilities at site.

Loan to range manufacturing
company for purchase of new
equipment to assist in ex-
pansion of existing plant.

UDAG
Dollars

Private
Investment

Other
Public
Dollars Jobs

$113,000 $342 ,174

$6,600,000 $16 ,982,000

$1,754,400

$12,828,900

$875,000  $11,190,775

A-98

Estimated
Total New

Estimated
Housing
Units

$0 813

$20,000 300

%0 130

-0-

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

SO

$235,000

$8 ,800

$13,658



E i Project [ o
TENNESSEE (continued)
RUSLISSSISS

Rockwood Loan to carbgn manuf%cturing
corporation to assist n

acquisition, construction, _

and _equipment for new facility.
Project to create jobs and an
eg%;mated $9,000 annually for
city.

Springfield Loan to range manufacturing
company for purchase of new
equipment to assist in ex-
pansion of existing plant.

Wartrace Financial assistance to truck
air conditioner, heater and
muff ler-part manufacturing
company to expand its program.
Investiment will help build new
building and purchase capital

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other
UDAG Private Public

DoHars  Javestment Dollars

$1,000,000  $12,033,100 30
$415,000 $1,892,200 $0
$824,900  $10,728,241 $0

equipment to start manufacturing

necessary parts.

TEXAS
Austin Loans to developers to help
finance construction of hotel
with parking garage and office
building in downtown area.
Beaumont Loan to developer_to help

finance construction of
mixed-use retail, restaurant,
and office complex in historic
district.

$2,400,000  $28,211,029 $600,000

$1,465,500  $9,815,925 2,000,000

A-99

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

69

102

146

549

366

Estimated Estimated
Housing  Local Tax
Units Revenue
-0- $0,000
-0- 2,801
-0- $17,938
-0- $619,454
-0- $244,197



State and City Project Description

JEXAS (continued)
Beaumont Loan to developer to
assist in construction of
office building in historic
district. In addition,
financial assistance to be
provided for development of
retail center and parking
garage as well as rehabilita-
tion of historic building.
El Paso Financial assistance to
developer to help renovate
and expand two historic down-
town hotels into first-class
hotel with parking garage and
office building with street-
level retail space and parking

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other
Public
Dollars

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

UDAG
Dallars

Private
Investment

Estimated
Housing
Units

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$5,050,000 $13,660,000 $0 377

$6,000,000 $33,606,891 $0 569

facilities.#® Investment to also

provide realignment of street
and expansion and renovation
of pedestrian square linked to
a plaza.

Elsa

Financial assistance to developer

$500,000 $2,621,621 $0 108

to help construct shopping center

on vacant, downtown cotton-gin
site to include renovation of
four existing buildings for

retail, office, and restaurant
reuse.

A supermarket and recre-

ation center will also be constucted

on the site.

A-100

-0-

$399,668

$639,509

$30,498



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

IEXAS (continued)

Fort Worth

Fort Worth

Glveston

Kingsville

Mercedes

Financial assistance to_help
pay construction costs for

development of garden apartment
complex. Project will make 2-,
3- and 4-bedroom living units
available to low- and moderate-
income families.

Financial assistance to developer
for partial cost of construction
and permanent financing for one-,

two-, three- and four-bedroom garden

apartment complex for low- and
moderate-income families.

Financial assistance to developer
to help renovate and expand two
historic downtown hotels into
first-class hotel with parking
garage and an office building
with street-level retail space
plus parking facilities.

Project will also include realign-
ment of a street and expansion/
renovation of pedestrian square
linked to plaza.

Financial assistance to developer
to help with access road, water/
sewer and drainage improvements to
serve plaza project to include
new motel, restaurant, convenience
store and gift shop, truckers'
lounge, and truck fuel bays.

Financial assistance to minority-
owned, meat packing firm for
required off-site improvements
and loan to help construct
regional distribution center.

UDAG

Dollars

$3,500,000

$3,500,000

$980,000

$764,000

$628,000

Other
Private

lnvestment

$10,599,879

$9,503,173

$12,259,891

$2,419,987

$2,186,328

A-101

Estimated
Public
Dollars

30

$0

$0

Estimated
Total New
Jobs

16

135

90

100

Estimated

Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
392 $90,355
392 $92,352
-0- $412,932
-0- $64,995
-0- $18,284



State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG

Project Description Dollars

JEXAS (continued)
Port Arthur

Port Arthur

Pottsboro

San Diego

UTAH

Logan

Other
Private Public

Investment

Financial assistance to developer
to help pay construction costs
of office building located on
New-Town-in-Town tract.

$887,740

Loan to developer to help
construct nursing home, congre-
gate care facility, and multi-
family housing units in New-Town-
in-Town.

$3,200,000

Financial assistance to developers
to help construct water and sewer
lines to school site. As a result,
vacant buldings on site will be
rehabilitated and new buildings
constructed to house recreational
boat manufacturing facility and
develop recreational campground for
tourists.

$110,000

Financial assistance to developer
to help construct motel with
restaurant and lounge plus office
space for small businesses.

$125,000

Financial assistance to
developer to help construct
three-story office building.

$150,000

$9,476,474 $0 114

$9,073,537 $0 80

$272,500 $21,000 16

$370,000 $300,000 12

$620,595 $0 20

P-102

— —_ ——

Estimated
Total New
Dollars Jabhs

Estimated
Housing
Units

292

-0-

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$90,148

$215,000

$5,350

$1,700

$27,339



State and City Project Description

UTAH (continued)

Richfield Loan to oil company to finance

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVEHLOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Dollars

Other Estimated Estimated
Private Public Total New
Investment Dollars Jobs

part of construction of Travelodge
Motel with indoor pool, restaurant,

and banquet room.

Salt Lake Loan to newly formed corpor-

City ation to purchase equipment
to assist in development of
facility. Company will operate
as vendor for AT&T, regional
operating companies of the Bell
System and independent telephone

compan ikes .

South Salt Loan to developer to assist in

Lake construction of discount store
and demolition of existing store
to serve predominantly low- and
moderate-income community.

VERMONT

Barton Town Financial assistance to

$312,000

developers to help construct a
60-bed nursing home and convert
existing facility to a community-

care home.

Brattleboro Loan to development coporation

Twp to purchase and assist in
improving industrial land.
Without this project, the
three companies' building

facilities on the three

parcels of land would have to

relocate.

$254,000

$4,2 19,000

$4743 15

$1,456,700

$987,177 $0 34

$14,288,465 $0 2,236

$1,751,060 $0 42

$1,076,500 $0 25

$5,184,742  $1,287,000 )
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1 TEE

Estimated

Housing Local Tax
Units Revenue
-0~ $10,771
-0- $35,533
-0- $86,673
-0- $25,450
-0- $170,271



State and City

Project Description

VERMONT (continued)

Manchester
Town

Newport

St. Johnsbury

St. Albans

Winooski

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVEHLOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

UDAG

Dollars

Private
Investment

Other
Public
Dollars

Financial assistance to de- $3.400,000
veloper to help restore vacant T
historic hotel complex to

include retail and office space.

Loan to developer to help $70,000
downtown block project develop-

ment to include racquetball court,

health club, and small restaurant.

Loan to four non-profit develop- $63,000
ment corporations to assist in '
purchasing and renovating to

lease vacant department-store

block property. Initial user

of part of main building will

be a pottery company.

Loan to confectionery company $395,000
to assist in development of

addition to existing chocolate

factory located in industrial

park. New addition will produce

specialty chocolate products .

Loan to developer to assist in $195,000
construction and development of

historical building and restora-
tion/conversion into office space

and restaurant.

$11,277,713

$286,500

$170,000

$2,515,000

$910,800

A-104

$0

$0

Estimated
Total New
Johs

407

10

98

30

Estimated
Housing
Units

-0-

Estimated

Local Tax

Revenue

$217,400

$5,300

$6,521

$36,000

$13,170



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AUAROS

) Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
. o UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Units Revenue
VIRGINIA
Big Stone Ggp  Financial assistance to $600,000 $5,301,047 $0 350 -0- $45,000
City to help increase water
supply and upgrade sewer
system to service shopping
center being developed.
Richmond Second mortgage loan to $2,665,000 $12,528,703 $300,000 338 -0- $183 344
developers to help finance
office/retail building and
underground parking garage.
Roanoke Financial assistance to $2,412,684 $14,832,140 $516,464 556 -0- $96,203
industrial firm for land
and site work to construct
new manufacturing facility.
Roanoke Financial assistance to $4,000,000 $11957,840  $3,5550,000 86 0- $112.315
bottling company for site
acquisition and related
relocation/demo lition, to
help with expansion and
purchase of rew equipment
at site of existing plant.
WASHINGTON
Everson Financial assistance to $70,200 $233,357 $0 11 -0- $1,506
developer to help rehabilitate
vacant, 63-year old building
into professional office
building with leasable space.
A-105
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State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated
_ o UDAG Private Public Total New
Project Description Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs

Estimated
Housing
units

WASHNGTON (continued)

Goldendale

Spokane

Tacoma

Yelm

WEST VIRGINIA

Nitro

Financial assistance to developer $146,500 $486,539 $0 25
to help with construction of

facility to include restaurant,

conference rooms and five

chalets. Project will provide

access to fishing, cross-country

skiing and horse trails.

Financial assistance to devel- $1,530,000 $7,405,240 $0 132
oper to help construct new

six-story office building on

vacant land.

Financial assistance to devel- $633,500 $2,102,361 $0 80
oper to help restore and

rehabilitate vacant, historic

Northern Pacifc Railroad building

into first-class office space.

Loan to company to help construct $365,000 $1,321,596 $0 35
additional new industrial buildin

and production lines. Project will

allow firm to expand and increase

manufacturing capability of fiber-

glass hydrobaths, showers, and spas.

Financial assistance to developer  $1,340,000 $5,189,325 $0 315
to help convert old manufacturing

plant and site into industrial

park to include demolition site

preparation and construction of

new buildings .

A-106

12

-0-

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$1,300

$74,163

$95,000

$69,301

$44,015



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVEHLOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

State and City Project Description

WEST_VIRGINIA (continued)

Parkersburg ; ; _
e P e et e
of two structures on downtown
urban renewal land. Buildings
will contain commercial and
office space, parking and 44
apartments, nine targeted to
lower ~income households,
Wheeling Financial assistance to devel-
oper to help with construction
of addition to hotel--rooms,
restaurant and related facili-
ties. Project is part of
existing, multi-use complex
including an apartment building,
parking garage, and hotel.

WISCONSIN

Kaukauna Loan to contractor and
engineering firm to assist in
purchase of equipment as well
as improve industrial park
construction site for plant
expansion.

Kenosha Financial assistance to
plastics manufacturing
company to help with
acquisition and modifi-
cation of vacant building.
Project will allow parent
Canadian company to expand
operations into the United
States.

UDAG Private
Dollars Investment
$1,825,000 $7,954,954
$841,000 $5,106,000
$370,800 $2,246,600
$700,000 $2,876,715
A-107

Other

Public
Dollars

$450,000

$0

Estimated
Total New

Johs

202

103

38

100

Estimated Estimated
Housing Local Tax
units Revenue
44 $173,887
-0- $274,600
-0~ $128,217
-0- $0
T———



State and City

WISCONSIN (continued)

Kenosha

Milwaukee

Milwaukee

Milwaukee

Milwaukee

Milwaukee

Below-market-rate interest
loan to plastics company
to help purchase necessary
equipment for expansion.

Second mortgage loan to
developer to assist in
construction of downtown
office building with parking.

Financial assistance to
printing company to help
purchase press which prints
eight colors.

Second mortgage loan to
partnership to assist in
construction of headquarters
medical facility with under-
ground parking.

Financial assistance to de-
veloper to help renovate
closed historic brewery
consisting of seven buildings,
into cooperative housing .

Financial assistance to
developer to partially
finance renovation of
downtown historic building
to create retail space on
vacant, top three floors.

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVEHCPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated

UDAG Private Public Total New
Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs
$200,000 $811947 $220,000 30

$4,770,000 $68,153,000 SO 1512
$1,510,000 $6,149,387 $0 77
$1,000,000 $4,943,009 $0 131
$1,525,000 $8,588,264 $0 3
$750,000 $2,500,000 SO 65
A-108

Estimated
Housing
Lnits

-0-

146

Estimated

Local Tax

Revenue

SO

$2,028,653

$23,737

$89,032

$124,157

$42,395




State and City

FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVEHOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Project Description

WISCONSIN (continued)

Hilwaukee

Oshkosh

Shebaygan

Stevens Pgint

Finapcial assistance to
developer and general

partner to help with con-
struction of four-story
downtown office building
with leasable floor space.

Grant to City to assist in
development of convention

center and loan to developers
to build parking structure.
Project will also include a
hotel, surface parking, a
skywalk and other street
improvements.

Financial assistance to
developer to help upgrade
and construct publicly-
operated parking spaces
invicinity of downtown.
Investment to also provide
loan to developer for
private development costs.

Loan to developer to assist

in development of mall linking
new buildings with existing
downtown and junior department
store. Investment will help
clear site, construct parking
and utilities.

UDAG
Dollars

$700,000

$3,500,000

$1,030,000

$6,000,000

Other
Public
Dollars

Estimated
Housing
Units

Estimated
Total Naw
Johs

Private
JInvestment

$2,916,000 30 135 -0-

610,492,159  $1,900,000 270 -0~

$4,959,000

$1,382,500 199 -0-

$15,433,055

$12,200,000 612 -0-

A-109

Estimated
Local Tax
Revenue

$90,317

$213,923

$32,761

$461,701
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FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPVENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated
UDAG Private Public Total New Housing Local Tax
State and City Project Description Dollars Investment Oollars Jdahs Units Revenue
WISCONSIN (continued)
Yausau Financial assistance to City to $650,000 $4,080472  $1,820,000 150 -0~ 557,995
partially pay for upgrading and
expanding water and sewer service.
Investment will allow metal cor-
poration to expand existing produc-
tion facilities to industrial park
to include purchasing land and
constructing/equipping two new
facilities.
Whitehatl Loan to food company to assist $1,050,000 $3,940,209 $500,000 102 -0~ $33,552

in purchase of equipment for
newly renovated cheese proces-
sing products plant.

A-110




