
1985 CONSOLIDATED ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS 
ON COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

T h i s  Report Incorporates Statutorily-mandated 
Reports t o  Congress f o r  FY 1984 on the: 

Communi t y  Development B1 ock Grant Program 
Urban Development Action Grant Program 

Section 312 Rehabil i t a t i o n  Loan Program 
Urban Homesteading Program 

Rental Rehabil i t a t i on  Grants Program 

U.S. Department of  Housing and Urban Development 
Office of  the Ass is tant  Secretary f o r  Community Planning and Development 

Office o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation 

' I  





1985 CONSOLIDATED ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS ON COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
PAGE . 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ....................................................... i 

CHAPTER 1: 

CHAPTER 2: 

LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS: 
Author iza t ion  and Appropr iat ion Act ions ................. 1 

2 
Urban Development Ac t ion  Grant Program .................. 8 
CPD-Administered R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Programs ................ 9 
Neighborhood Development Demonstration .................. 11 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS: 

13 
Grantee E l i g i b i l i t y .  Pa r t i c ipa t i on .  and Funding ......... 14 

17 
Local Uses o f  Grant Funds ............................... 19 

Community Development B1 ock Grant Program ............... 

METROPOLITAN CITIES AND URBAN COUNTIES 
Program Funding and P a r t i c i p a t i o n  ....................... 
Rates o f  Expenditures arid Unexpended Funds .............. 
Methodological Appendix ................................. 42 

CHAPTER 3: 

CHAPTER 4: 

CHAPTER 5: 

CHAPTER 6: 

APPENDIX : 

URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT PROGRAM: 
Recent Program Developments ............................. 45 
Program Opera ti ons ...................................... 47 
Program Bene f i t s  ........................................ 53 
Charac te r i s t i cs  o f  P ro jec ts  w i t h  

Signed Grant Agreements ............................. 60 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS: 

Program Funding and P a r t i c i p a t i o n  ....................... 77 
Sta te  Grants t o  Small C i t i e s  ............................ 78 
Charac te r i s t i cs  o f  Grants and Recip ients ................ 82 

85 
HUD-Administered Small C i t i e s  Program ................... 87 

SMALL CITIES PROGRAM 

Funding Patterns. FY 1982 Through FY 1984 ............... 

REHABILITATION PROGRAMS: 

P a r t  Two: 
P a r t  One: Rental R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Program ................ 92 

Loan Program ............................. 94 
P a r t  Three: Urban Homesteading Program ................. 99 

Sect ion 312 R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Program 

MANAGEMENT AND POLICY INITIATIVES: 

FY 1984 Management Act ions .............................. 109 

F a i r  Housing and Equal Opportunity ...................... 126 

I N  CPD-ADMINISTERED PROGRAMS 

Po l i cy  I n i t i a t i v e s  i n  CPD Programs ...................... 118 

FISCAL YEAR 1 984 UDAG AWARDS ............................ A-1 





I 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This 1985 Consol idated Annual Report t o  Congress on Community Development 
Programs describes actions and ac t iv i t i e s  undertaken i n  FY 1984 t o  meet the 
leg is la t ive  objectives and  requirements of the following community development 
programs : 

1 . 
2. the CDBG Small Cities Program; 
3 .  
4. the Rental Rehabil i tation Program; 
5. 
6. the Urban Homesteading Program. 

the Community Development B1 ock Grant ( C D B G )  Entitlement Program; 

the Urban Development Action Grant ( U D A G )  Program; 

the Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan Program; and 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS: ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM 

Program El ig ib i l i ty  and Funding In FY 1984, 795 communities, 691 Metropolitan 
Cities and 104 Urban Counties, were e l ig ib le  t o  receive CDBG entitlement 
grants. This i s  an increase of 60 communities over 1983. Since the in i t i a t ion  
of the CDBG program i n  1975, there has been a 34 percent increase i n  the 
number of e l ig ib le  communities, as 170 new Metropolitan Cities and 31 new 
Urban Counties have become el igible .  The majority of these communities, 149 
of 20.1, have been added since 1979. lhe principal reason for this increase is 
tha t  c i t i e s  have been designated as central c i t ies  i n  existing or newly 
created Metropolitan Sta t i s t ica l  Areas (MSAs) . 
Entitlement grants were made to  783 jur isdict ions for  FY 1984; 679 
metropolitan c i t i e s  received a combined to ta l  of $1.93 b i l l ion ,  and 104 urban 
counties were awarded $435 mil 1 ion. 

Program Expenditures. Dur ing  FY 1984 , program expenditures by entitlement 
communities again exceeded the amount of new funds app rop r i a t ed  t h a t  year. In 
the early years of the CDBG program, communities' bu i l t  up a backlog of 
unexpended funds as the mechanisms for program administration were developed 
and projects were i n i t i a t e d .  By FY 1979, the amount spent d u r i n g  the year 
exceeded the appropr ia t ions ,  and this trend has continued every year. Thz 
increased rate of expenditure since 1979 has reduced the backlog of unexpended 
funds from almost $5 bi l l ion i n  FY 1979 t o  $3.8 bi l l ion i n  FY 1984. 

National Objectives. The Housing and Community Development Act o f  1974 
requires a l l  grantees to submit an annual report on how they used CDBG 
funds. As part  of this Grantee Performance Report ( G P R ) ,  l oca l i t i e s  specify 
which of the program's three national objectives--benefitting low- and 
moderate-income persons, eliminating or  preventing slums or b l i g h t ,  o r  meeting 
urgent local  community development needs--is met by the expenditure of funds 
fo r  each ac t iv i ty .  Local o f f i c i a l s  reported that  approximately $2.212 
b i l l i o n ,  or ninety percent of a l l  funds expended d u r i n g  FY 1982 ( l e s s  
administration and planning expenses) , met the program's national objective of 
benefit t ing low- and moderate-income persons. O f  the remaining expenditures, 
nine percent ($230 million) was used t o  prevent or eliminate slums of b l i g h t ,  
and one percent was directed toward meeting other urgent community development 
needs. 
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Local Uses o f  CDBG Funds. During FY 1982 (the most recent year for which 
Information was available], entitlement communities spent approximately $2.8 
billion in program funds: Of this  amount, $2.4 ' b i l l i o n '  were spent by 
Metropol i tan Cities and $419 mill ion by Urban Counties. Housing related 
activi t ies,  principally rehabilitation, constituted the largest share of  
expenditures, $988 million or 35 percent of  a l l  FY 1982 expenditures. The 
next largest broad category of expenditure was public works projects, on which 
some $726 mi l l ion  (26 percent) were spent. The other major categories of  
expenditures ( i n  order o f  the amount of f u n d i n g  for each) were economic 
development activi t ies,  pub1 ic  services, and acquisition and clearance-related 
activi t ies.  Communities expended relatively small amounts, $50 million and $3 
mil 1 ion respectively, completing projects t h a t  were begun under the 
categorical programs t h a t  preceded the CDBG program (principally Urban 
Renewal ), and repaying Section 108 loans. Planning and general program 
administration consumed 13 percent of  program funds, or $370 mil lion. 

Since FY 1979, except for economic development, the relative amounts budgeted 
for  the major activi t ies have changed l i t t l e .  Funding for  housing-related 
activi t ies,  af ter  years of steady growth i n  the program, has leveled off a t  
about 35 percent of  program funds. Similarly, public works appears t o  have 
reached a stable level of approximately 22 percent o f  budgeted funds after 
h a v i n g  Cecl ined for several years. Economic development activi t ies have 
received an increasing amount of  funds since 1979, when economic development 
f i r s t  was made a specific eligible activity o f  the CDBG program. While the 13 
percent of FY 1984 funds t h a t  communities intended t o  spend on this  activity 
was s t i l l  far below the f u n d i n g  levels of  housing and public works projects, 
i t  represents a significant increase from the five percent devoted t o  economic 
development i n  FY 1981. In FY 1984, entitlement communities budgeted nine 
percent o f  to ta l  g ran t  funds for  public services, down from the 1983 high of 
11 percent. Lesser amounts were budgeted for  clearance-related activi t ies 
(four percent), 1 ocal contingencies ( 2  percent) , and the completion o f  
categorical programs ( .5 percent). 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS: SMALL CITIES PROGRAM 

Program Fundings and Participation. The Small Cities CDBG Program i s  HUD's 
principal vehicle f o r  assist ins communities under 50.000 PoDulation. Since 
1982, States have had the option of administering their owi programs. Forty- 
seven States and Puerto Rico assumed this responsibility by FY 1984, and 
determined how and where t o  award funds w i t h i n  their jurisdictions. Only 
three States remain i n  the HUD-administered program. In FY 1984, $1.02 
b i l l i o n  was available for  the program, of  which $966.9 mi l l ion  was allocated 
t o  States administering their own programs and $53 mi l l ion  was distributed by 
HUD. In a d d i t i o n  t o  the formula dgtermined a1 loca t ion  amounts, thirty-eight 
States received Secretary's Discretionary Fund g ran t s  t o t a l i n g  $4.3 mill ion t o  
provide technical assistance t o  their small c i t ies .  

State Selection Systems. States have discretion t o  design systems t o  select 
communities they w f m u n d  and t o  establish State priori t ies and limits on the 
amounts awarded recipients. Since FY 1982, the great majority o f  States have 
awarded grants primarily by using competitive systems reflecting their 
economic and community development needs and policy preferences. Of the 48 
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States administering their own program 
shares o f  funds on a competitive basis. 
varied considerably. 

n FY 1984, 45 allocated a l l  h u t  small 
Characteristics of  these competitions 

In 34 States, funding categories ensured t h a t  priority would be given t o  
specific types of projects, while others conducted general competitions among 
applicants, regardless of types o f  projects they proposed undertaking. In ten 
States, fund ing  set-asides were establ ished for particular sizes and/or types 
of communities . 
State Selection Priorities. On average, States received 170 applications and 
made 5/ awards. The average award made by States varied from $55, 000 i n  Utah 
t o  $740,000 i n  Puerto Rico. States identified four major areas for priority 
funding.  Project Impact, Benefits t o  low- 
and moderate-Income Persons, Community Needs, and Leveraging Pub1 ic/Private 
Funds. Local Commitments, Local Management, Housing Commitment, and Urgent 
Needs were among the most important selection factors common t o  many States. 

In order of  frequency these were: 

Characteristics of Grants and Recipients. Very small c i t ies  and towns 
were the most frequent recipients of State Block 

;rant awards; 37 percf;?':: al l  grants and 33 percent o f  a l l  funds went t o  
such communities. Overall, larger nonentitlement c i t ies  (over 10,000) and 
counties received a larger average award t h a n  very small cit ies.  The smallest 
average awards ($221,000) were made t o  very small communities. 

Program Activities. In FY 1984, the activities funded and the types of 
recipients receiving awards changed very l i t t l e  from those funded i n  FY 1982 
and FY 1983. Activities most frequently funded by States were p u b l i c  works, 
followed by economic development, housing-related activities and planning.  
Mu1 ti-purpose allocatlons a1 so constituted a substantial port ion of the 
program. Economic development received 18 percent of both grant monies and of 
al l  grants awarded. Housing received 16 percent of grants, b u t  20 percent of  
funds. Most of  the housing-related grant projects provided loans and grants 
for  housing rehabilitation. 

population 1 ess t h a n  

The HUD-Administered Small Cities Program. In 1984 only Hawaii, Maryland, and 
New York remained i n  the HUD-Administered Small Cities program. HUD received 
116 applications and funded 78 (67 percent). The to ta l  amount of grants was 
$53 mill ion,  or an average o f  about  $671,000, for one year fund ing  
commitments. 

Recent Program Developments. In FY 1984, the amount of UDAG dollars i n  
applications which  met the cri teria for preliminary application approval 
exceeded the amount of UDAG funds available for each specific fund ing  round. 
In response t o  this development, HUD established a selection formula by which 
each fundable application i s  scored. The formula strongly reflects existing 
statutory and regulatory requirements concerning the factors used t o  define 
the selection criteria and the relative weight given to  each criterion. 
Applications are ranked by their scores, and the available UDAG funds are 
assigned t o  those w i t h  the highest scores. 
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HUD also modified the UDAG Program regulations t o  add the Labor Surplus Area 
(LSA) designation of the U. S. Department of Labor as a n  add i t i ona l  minimum 
standard of economic distress w h i c h  may be met by large c i t i e s ,  urban 
counties, and small c i t i es  i n  the app l i ca t ion  for UDAG funds. The change is 
intended t o  ensure t h a t  the UDAG e l i g i b i l i t y  system adequately measures the 
economic distress t h a t  results from higher-than-average unemployment rates. 
The e l i g i b i l i t y  l i s t s  were revised to r e f l ec t  this additional criterion. 

The Department revised the regulations by which  the UDAG program is  
administered dur ing  FY 1984 t o  re f lec t  the change from a quarterly funding 
cycle t o  a four-month funding cycle. Under the  revision, there are now six 
funding rounds i n  a year--three for  each c i t y  type. 

I Pro ram 0 era-tions. As of the end of FY 1984, announcements had been made for  
Z - b X f k 7 - 2  projects which had received preliminary application 
approval.  Of these projects, HUD had signed g r a n t  agreements for  2,492 of 
these projects o b l i g a t i n g  appropriated UDAG funds i n  the amount o f  
$3,681,449,000. In FY 1984, obligations of $740.3 million were incurred for  
546 project and t h a t  there were 460 grant  announcements for  $603.6 million i n  
UDAG funds. 

In 1984, more funds were awarded proportionately to the most-impacted large 
c i t i e s  and l e s s  t o  the least-impacted communities than i n  previous f iscal  
years. Sixty-seven percent of a l l  UDAG dollars were awarded to  the one- third 
most-impacted communities i n  1984 i n  comparison t o  61 percent for  the period 
1978-83. 

Program Benefits. Over the l i f e  of the UDAG program, a l l  funded UDAG projects 
are expected t o  create 456,000 new permanent jobs o f  which 56 percent are 
i n t e n d e d  ,for low- or moderate-income persons -and 18 percent for  minority 
persons. 

The 457 projects funded i n  FY 1984 ca l l  for  the creation of 66,000 new 
permanent j o b s  of w h i c h  60 percent are for  low- or moderate-income persons and 
30 percent for  minority persons. 

Through the end of FY 1984, UDAG projects were expected to produce more than 
92,000 housing units, i nc lud ing  6,500 units i n  FY 1984. Almost 36,500 units, 
or 39 percent of those planned, had been completed by the end of FY 1984. 
Over half of the completed units have been reserved for  occupancy by low- and 
moderate-income famil i e s .  

For a l l  projects,  about $513 mi l l ion  annually i n  new t a x  revenue is projected 
to  be derived. For FY 1984 projects alone, grantees anticipate a b o u t  $69 
million of additional annual revenue. Grantees report  t h a t  through the end of 
FY 1984, $114 million of add i t i ona l  annual tax revenue actually has been 
generated. Through FY 1984, grantees have reported payback of loans by 
private sector participants of $80 mi l l ion  from UDAG projects. 
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Over one-half of a l l  funded UDAG projects  spec i f i ca l ly  identify planned new 
permanent jobs fo r  minority persons. The to ta l  number of such jobs is  about 
83,000 w h i c h  represents 18 percent of a l l  new permanent jobs planned. As of 
the end of  FY 1984, communities reported t h a t  almost 48,000 new permanent jobs 
had been f i l l e d  by minority persons, or 58 percent of those planned. F i f ty  
percent of a l l  projects  t h a t  have awarded one or more contracts a s  of the 
c lose  of FY 1984 have involved the par t ic ipat ion of minority-owned firms a s  
contractors or  sub-contractors. Minority persons and minori ty-owned firms 
have a f inancial  i n t e r e s t  i n  13 percent of  a l l  funded projects .  

Program and Project  Characterist ics.  Fifty-two percent of Action Grant funds 
have been obl i g a T a  i n  support oTcommercia1 projects ,  a1 though the shares of 
project grant  agreements signed t o  date are  approximately the same fo r  
commercial (39%) and industr ia l  projects  (36%). Just under one-quarter of 
UDAG funds a re  fo r  use i n  indust r ia l  projects,  while mixed projects  account 
fo r  15 percent and housing fo r  9 percent of  the funds.  

More than three-fourths of the subsidized debt f o r  a l l  UDAG projects  has come 
from local Government sources. This r e f l e c t s  the heavy use of tax-exempt 
industr ia l  revenue bonds which account fo r  94 percent of local government 
loans t o  UDAG projects .  Twelve percent of the subsidized d e b t  i s  derived from 
Federal non-UDAG sources, and s l igh t ly  less, 11 percent, from Sta te  
contributions.  

CPD-ADFIIN ISTERED REHABILITATION PROGRAMS 

Rental Rehabil i t a t ion  Grants Program I 

For FY 1984, 327 c i t i e s  and 96 urban counties qual i f ied  fo r  d i r e c t  ass is tance 
under the Rental Rehabil i tat ion Grants Program. Of the 421 local communities 
eligible for  d i r e c t  a l loca t ions ,  400 actually e lected t o  apply for and receive 
grants d u r i n g  the f i rst  year  of the program. Of the 50 e l i g i b l e  S ta te  
j u r i sd i c t i ons  and Puerto Rico, 38 have chosen t o  administer their a l locat ions  
d i r ec t l y  d u r i n g  FY 1984. HUD F i e ld  Offices are  managing the a l locat ions  for 
the 13 remaining Sta tes .  

Of the 37 State-administered Rental Rehabilitation Programs (excluding Puerto 
Rico), 23 have thus f a r  chosen l o c a l i t i e s  to par t i c ipa te  i n  the program f o r  FY 
1984 fund ing .  As of January 11, 1985, 37 grantees, 36 communities and the 
S ta te  of Georgia, had no t i f i ed  the Department of a to ta l  of  8C impending 
Rental Rehabil i tat ion projects .  So f a r ,  nine communities had actual ly  
disbursed program funds,  and one, Allegheny County, PA, had completed a 
p ro  j ec t . 
Section 312 Rehabil i tat ion Loan Program 

Since i t s  b e g i n n i n g ,  the Section 312 program has awarded 93,650 loans 
t o t a l l i ng  $1.248 b i l l i on  for the rehab i l i t a t ion  and occasional refinancing o f  
housing . 
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Congress has appropriated no f u n d i n g  for the Section 312 program since FY 
1981. Since then, the program has depended for funding support entirely on 
loan repayments and other income, recovery of prior year commitments, and the 
unobligated balance from FY 1983. $86.119 million was obligated for loans i n  
390 comun,ities during FY 1984. In t h a t  year, 70 percent o f  Section 312 
assistance went t o  owners o f  single-family housing, and 22 percent went t o  
owners of mu1 tifamily properties. 

As of the end of FY 1984, there were 60,692 active Section 312 loans with 
unpaid  balances totalling $675.9 million. Eighty percent of al l  outs tanding  
Section 312 loans and 77 percent of the outstanding l o a n  amounts are 
current. If  only the seriously delinquent loans (usually d z f i n e d  as three or 
more months delinquent) are considered, then ten percent o f  the Section 312 
loans and 12 percent of the Section 312 loan amounts were seriously delinquent 
or i n  legal ac t ion  as of November 30, 1984. 

P 

Urban Homesteading Program 

Since 1975, Congress has appropriated $79 million t o  support  the acquisition 
o f  Federal properties for Urban Homesteading programs. This includes $12 
million Congress appropriated for the program in FY 1984. 

By the end o f  FY 1984, Section 810 funds had been used t o  reimburse the HUD 
mortgage insurance and housing loan funds ,  VA, and FmHA for 8,503 properties 
i n  116 of the participating localities. In addition, 52 participating 
locali t ies had incorporated 1,045 locally-acquired properties into their 
homesteading programs. Eighteen communities had utilized 477 Federal 
properties purchased from sources other t h a n  Section 810. Homesteading 
communities have, over the l i f e  of the program, accumulated 10,025 properties 
for homesteading purposes. 

Most urban Iiomesteadi ng communi ties currently depend on Federal, principal  ly 
HUD, properties for their homesteading product ion.  Of a1 1 participating 
communities, 87 percent have included HUD properties i n  their urban 
homesteading programs, 39 percent have used local ly-acquired properties, 30 
percent have employed Veterans Administration-owned properties, and only one 
locality has processed Farmers Home Administration-owned properties. 

As of the end of FY 1984, HUD h a d  approved 135 communities, 120 c i t i es  and 15 
counties, for  participation i n  the Urban Homesteading Program. Thirteen 
communities, 10 c i t i es  and three counties, entered the program during FY 
1984. Of the 135 approved communities, 117 remained formally in the program 
as of the end of FY 1984. Eighteen communities have formally closed o u t  their 
programs. Fifteen other communitles had inactive programs d u r i n g  FY 1984 and 
are scheduled for formal closeout during FY 1985. Ninety-two communities 
added new properties during FY 1984, a basic indicator of program activity. 

t,- 

Over the l i f e  of the Urban Homesteading program, based on a l l  properties 
acquired for homesteading from whatever source, 87 percent of a1 1 properties 
acquired had been transferred conditionally t o  homesteaders , 80 percent were 
occupied by homesteaders, renovation had begun on 83 percent, and renovation 
had Seen completed on 72 percent. 
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CHAPTER 1: 
LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS 

INTRODUCTION 

On November 30, 1983, President Reagan signed the Housing and Urban-Rural 
Recovery Act of 1983, Public Law 98-181. With respect t o  CPD-administered 
programs, t h a t  Act, hereafter  ca l l ed  the 1983 Amendments, authorized a t o t a l  
of up t o  $10.716 b i l l i o n  for use i n  CPD-administered programs through FY 1986, 
created one new program and three new demonstrations, and made several 
s ign i f ican t  changes t o  ex i s t ing  programs. This chapter reports on the changes 
t o  programs administered by the Assistant Secretary fo r  Community P l a n n i n g  and 
Development mandated by this Act and by the Housing and Community Development 
Technical Amendments of 1984 (hereaf ter  cal led the 1984 Amendments or the 
Technical Amendments). Appropriation actions affect ing the operat ion of FY 
1984 programs are a l so  described i n  this chapter. 

----I 

The Chapter i s  d i v i d e d  i n t o  four major sections. The f i r s t  section describes 
the funding-related actions t h a t  took place i n  FY 1984; subsequent sections 
describe major l eg i s l a t i ve  changes t o  the Community Development Block Grant 
Program, the Urban Development Action Grant Program, and r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
programs administered by the Assistant Secretary fo r  Community Planning and 
Development . 

AUTHORIZATION AND APPROPRIATION ACTIONS -- 
The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 continued the Community 
Development B1 ock Grant (CDBG) program, i ncl udi  ng the Secretary 's  
Discretionary Fund and the Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) Program, f o r  
another three years.  The l eg i s la t ion  provided a t o t a l  of up t o  $3.468 b i l l i on  
t o  fund the CDBG program fo r  each of Fiscal Years 1984, 1985, and 1986. O f  
this sum, up t o  $68.2 million annually was authorized f o r  the Secretary 's  Fund 
and up t o  $2 mill ion i n  FY 1984 and 1985 was authorized fo r  the newly enacted 
Neighborhood Development Demonstration. Under the UDAG program an 
appropriat ion n o t  t o  exceed $440 mill ion was authorized fo r  each of Fiscal 
Years 1984, 1985 and 1986, and o f  this amount u p  t o  $2.5 million was 
authorized i n  each f i sca l  year fo r  the Secretary t o  use fo r  technical 
assistance t o  help small c i t i es  prepare and submit applications f o r  assistance 
and implement UDAG programs. In addit ion,  1 oan guarantees permitted under 
Section 108 of the CDBG l eg i s l a t i on  were author ized  up t o  $225 million f o r  FY 
1984. 

-- 

A new Program created by the 1983 Amendments, the Rental Rehabilitation 
Program , was authorized fo r  $150 mi l l ion  i n  each of Fiscal Years 1984 and 
1985. One mil l ion dol lars  o f  this amount was t o  be avai lable  each year fo r  
technical assistance t o  par t ic ipat ing cotmnuni ties. 



The Act also contained an authorization of $12 million for the Urban 
Homesteading program i n  Fiscal Year 1984 and ''such sums as may be necessary 
for Fiscal Year 1985." The Secretary was directed t o  use u p  t o  $1 million of 
any funds  appropriated for each o f  these fiscal years for the Local Property 
Urban Homesteading Demonstration. 

The FY 1984 Appropriation Act provided funds for  a l l  CPD programs, w i t h  the 
exception o f  the new Rental Rehabil itation Program, a t  the level s authorized 
by the 1983 Amendments.* In addition, the Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan 
Program, which received no new budget authority, was directed t o  use 
collections from outstanding loans , unexpended 5al ances of prior 
appropr ia t ions ,  loan repayments and other income t o  make new loans, meet 
operating costs, and capitalize delinquent interest on delinquent or defaulted 
loans. The F Y  1984 Appropriation also continued the 20 percent limitation on 
the amount of any CDBG grant t h a t  could be expended on planning and 
administration ac ti v i  t ies. Table 1-1 shows the allocation of funds 
appropriated for CPD-administered programs for FY 1984. 

APPROPRIATIONS FOR CPD-ADMINISTERED PROGRAMS, FY 1984 
(Do1 lars i n  Mil lions) 

Program FY 1984 I Amount 
7 3 J € ! m O > E K - - -  

Entitlement Communities $2,380 
Metropol i tan Cities (1,949) 
Urban Counties 431) 

Small Cities 1,020 
Secretary's Discretionary Fund 66 
Neighborhood Development 
Demonstration 2 

Urban Development Action Grants 440 
Rental Rehabilitation Grants Program 150 
Urban Homesteading 12  
Section 312 0 
Total m 

mFU. S . De p a f i - e m W s K g  and U F F a ~ E i p ~ J F F E e -  
of Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

LEGISLATIVE ACTION AFFECTING THE CDBG ----- PROGRAM 

The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 made several impor tan t  
changes t o  the CDBG legislation. The most important changes involved 
provisions affecting benefit t o  1 ow- and moderate-i ncome persons, grantee 
reporting requirements, the e l ig ibi l i ty  of previously p r o h i b i t e d  ac t iv i t ies ,  

- ----I-_I 
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* Congress subsequently provided funfln@-fFthe Rental Rehabil i tation 
Program as a par t  of HUD's FY 1985 appropriation measure which  was signed 
by President Reagan on July 18, 1984. 
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and c i t izen  participation requirements i n  the program. Unless specifically 
indicated, these changes apply t o  both the Entitlement Program and the Small 
Ci t ies '  Program. In a d d i t i o n ,  the 1983 Amendments also made changes to 
provisions of the Act t h a t  affected only the State-administered part of the 
CDBG Program. 

Low- and Moderate-Income Benefit. In FY 1984, Congress made changes t o  four 
p ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ i - ' ~ ~ ~ - u ~ ~ C o r n m u n i t y  Development Act t h a t  affected the 
operation of the CDBG program r2garding benefit to  lower-income persons. 
F i r s t ,  Congress c la r i f ied  the low- and moderate-income objective of the CDBG 
program by changing the purposes section of  the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974. That section (Section 101(c)) now s t a t e s  tha t  not 
l e s s  t h a n  51 percent o f  the g ran t  assistance, jncluding funds  received as  a 
guarantee under Section 108, must be used for the support of ac t iv i t i e s  , t ha t  
benefit persons o f  low- and moderate-income. Prior to  this change, the Act's 
primarily objective was stated i n  terms t h a t  stressed i t  was "principally for  
low- and moderate income persons," b u t  d i d  n o t  define "principally" as to  how 
much f u n d s  were t o  be spent. A similar change was made t o  Section 104(b)(3) 
o f  the Act, requiring local o f f i c i a l s  t o  cer t i fy  tha t ,  d u r i n g  a one-to-three 
year period which they select ,  a t  l e a s t  51 percent o f  the aggregate CDBG funds 
expended, including loan guarantees under Section 108, shall be spent on 
ac t iv i t i e s  principally benefit t ing persons of low- and moderate-income. The 
States are subject t o  th-is requirement, rather than each Small City g ran t  
recipient i n  the State program. 

Second, the 1983 Amendments and refinements i n  the 1984 Technical Amendments 
standardize the definition of  low- and moderate-income persons. Under th i s  
definit ion, low- and moderate-income families and individuals are those w i t h  
incomes not exceeding 80 percent of the area median income; low-income 
families and individuals are those whose incomes do not exceed 50 percent of 
the area median, and moderate-income families and individual s are those whose 
incomes are  between 50 and 80 percent of area median. Area must be defined i n  
the same way as i t  i s  i n  the Section 8 housing assistance program. Moreover, 
as  i n  tha t  program, the Secretary may make adjustments i n  the income levels to  
ref1 ec t  smaller or 1 arger families. Finally, the percentages of median income 
for  any ar2a may also be adjusted higher or lower i f  the Secretary finds the 
area has unusually h i g h  or low family incomes. Prior to  these changes, States 
had discretion to se t  the low- and moderate-income definit ions i n  the i r  
programs, and I'lowl' and "moderate" were n o t  separately defined. 

The t h i r d  change the 1983 Amendments made regarding low- and moderate-income 
benefit  specified the extent to  which certain ac t iv i t i e s  may be considered to 
benefit  such persons. These changes apply t o  three major uses of CDBG funds-- 
the acquisition or rehabili tation of residential property; economic 
development projects carried out by private for-profit  Firms; and any 
a c t i v i t i e s  which serve an area generally and which are designed t o  meet the 
needs o f  low- and moderate-income persons l i v i n g  in the area. The Amendments 
s t a t e  tha t  property tha t  i s  acquired or rehabili tated for residential uses 
w i t h  CDBG funds  may be considered to  benefit low- and moderate-income persons 
only to the extent t h a t  such housing wil l ,  upon completion, be occupied by 
lower-income persons. T h i s  statutory provision d i f fe rs  from existing 
regulatory standards i n  counting lower income benefit. Under the regulations, 
i f  51 percent of  the occupants of  property acquired or rehabili tated . .  
residential  use are lower income persons, a l l  funds spent on the ac t iv i ty  

for 
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credited toward the local program's overall 1 ower i ncme benef.i t count. After 
the 1983 Amendments, however, only the amount of funds equal t o  the proportion 
of lower income persons in the property will count toward the new 51 percent 
lower income benefit certification. To qualify a s  a benefit t o  low- and 
moderate-income persons under the new statutory p rov i s ion ,  the economic 
development activi t ies must: (1 1 be carried o u t  i n  a neighborhood consisting 
predominantly of 1 ow- and moderate-lncome persons and provide services for 
such persons; (2)  *involve fac i l i t i es  designed for use predominantly by persons 
o f  low- and moderate-income; or ( 3 )  involve employment o f  persons, a majority 
o f  whom are low- and moderate-income. This new statutory provision largely 
restates existing regulatory standards for economic development projects. 

The 1953 Amendments, as further clarified by the 1984 Technical Amendments, 
a1 so essentially incorporate for entitlement communities the regulations i n  
force a t  the time f o r  determining when an activity that serves an area 
generally, as opposed to  aa individual, may be considered t o  principally 
benefit low- and moderate-income persons. Under the new law, an areawide 
activity i s  considered t o  benefit low- and moderate-income persons if: i t  i s  
clearly designed t o  meet the needs of such persons and i t  takes place in an  
area where a t  least  51 percent (rather t h a n  a ''majority" as specified i n  the 
regulation) of  the residents of the area are low- and moderate-income 
persons. 

The 1983 Amendments, l ike the regulations i n  force when they were enacted, 
also provided an exception t o  the 51 percent area requirement for those 
communities w i t h  scattered l ow-  and moderate-income populations and t h a t  
therefore, have no areas w i t h  a majority o f  residents of low- and moderate- 
income. However, the unique and rapid manner in which the 1983 Amendments 
were passed resulted i n  the new law n o t  reflecting Congressional intent t h a t  
the statutory coverage a1 so mirror the existing regulation's inclusion o f  
communities having few areas w i t h  low- and moderate-income majorities. This 
oversfght was clariTTFd in the 1984 Technical Amendments. Areawide community 
development activi t ies now may be qualified i f  they are clearly designed t o  
meet the needs o f  low- and moderate-income residents and the area served ranks 
among the top  25 percent of a l l  areas w i t h i n  the community h a v i n g  the  highest 
concentration of low- and moderate-income residents. The importance o f  the 
exception cr i ter ia  t o  many local community development programs was reflected 
in Congressional directions t h a t  the amendment take effect immediately upon 
enactment (October 17,  1994) and t h a t  HUD implement the provision f i r s t  
through interim instructions t o  grantees and then by issuing a final 
regulation by June 1 ,  1985.* 

rWDT<ii3T7>-sTrGc t i  0 n s ~ o f l ~ ~ - 6 - - ~ ~ ~ s ~ ~ ~ ~ r ~ r ~ ~ P Q ~ ~ a S n g - - - - -  
the deadlines for the submission of cooperation agreements and o p t- o u t  
notices for urban county qualification for 1985-87. 
of general local government i n  urban counties whose decision t o  participate 
or  n o t  may have been affected by the 1983 Amendments narrow language 
a chance t o  reconsider their choice. 
transmitted instructions t o  a l l  entitlement grantees on how the new 
exception rule was t o  be interpreted. 

This provided units 

In a d d i t i o n ,  on January 4,  1985 HUD 
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New P1 anning_and Information Requirements. The 1983 Amendments added several 
nTw-%Tt?g - a T - % < m o x x q u i r e m e n t s  t h a t  affect the certifications and 
information grantees must submit t o  HUD. These Amendments modify b o t h  the 
Final  Statement of Community Development Objectives submitted as a 
prerequisite t o  o b t a i n i n g  funding and the performance report submit ted a t  the 
end of a grantee's program year. 

Entitlement and State grantees must now certify t h a t  they have prepared a 
community development plan t h a t  covers the same period t h a t  the grantee 
specified for meeting the 51 percent low- and moderate-income benefit test  
described above. The p l a n  must identify community development and housing 
needs of lower-income famil ies and include b o t h  short- and long-tcrm community 
development objectives t h a t  have been developed in accordance w i t h  the primary 
objective and requirements o f  the Act. 

Entitlement and State grantees must advise citizens of their plans for 
minimizing displacement o f  persons as a result of CDBG-funded activities and 
for assisting persons actually displaced by those activities. Small Cities 
recipients must only certify t h a t  they will minimize the displacement of 
persons as a result of  CDBG-funded activities. Grantees must also inform 
citizens of the estimated amount o f  CDBG funds t o  be used for activities 
benefitting low- and moderate-income persons. 

The 1983 Amendments also require Entitlement and State grantees t o  submit 
add i t i ona l  information each year as part of their Proposed and Final  Statement 
of  Community Development Objectives and Projected Use of Funds. As a result 
of  this change, the Statements must contain a description of the grantee's use 
of  f u n d s  since the preparation of the l a s t  statement, an  assessment by the 
grantee of the relationship of the past use of funds t o  the community 
development objectives identified i n  the previous Statement and t o  the three 
national objectives of  the Housing and Community Development Act o f  1974, and 
a description of how the grantee i s  meeting the overall program requirement 
t h a t  a t  least 51 percent of funds be used for activities benefitting low- and 
moderate-i ncome persons. 

For Entitlement and State Program grantees , recent legislative changes made 
f ive substantive additions t o  the content of  the annual report on 
performance. Grantees are required t o  describe the accomplishments o f  their 
local programs, explain the nature of any changes i n  program objectives a n d  
the reasons for those changes, indicate how they would change their program as 
a result of their recent experience, evaluate the extent t o  w h i c h  CDBG funds 
have been used for activities t h a t  benefitted low- and moderate-income 
persons, and include summaries of c i t izens '  comnents received during the 
repor ti ng period . 
The new law also directs the Secretary t o  encourage and assist States, 
National Associations o f  States and small cit ies recipients and units of 
general local  government i n  nonentitlement areas t o  develop and recommend t o  
the Secretary uniform record keeping, performance reporting, and eva lua t ion  
reporting and a u d i t  requirements for States and local governments. Based upon 
the Secretary's approval of such recommendations , such uniform requirements 
shall be established fo r  States and nonentitlement local governments. 
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Citizen Prarticipation. The 1983 Amendments also added new citizen 
P T t k i o a t i o n  reaf iGents  for entitlement communities and States. These 
changes' concerned' access to  local records, amendment of past Statements, and 
preparation of performance reports. They require grantees t o  provide citizens 
w i t h  reasonable access t o  records regarding the past use of CDBG funds. The 
new provisions require citizen participation when a grantee modifies or amends 
i t s  Final Statement. Citizens must be provided w i t h  reasonable notice o f  any 
substantial change t o  the proposed use of funds and an opportunity t o  comnent 
on such changes. The Amendments also specifically require a grantee t o  
consider citizen comments, make the modified Final Statement available t o  the 
public, and submit a copy of the modified Final Statement t o  HUD. Citizen 
participation i s  also addressed i n  the development of the annual report 
required t o  be submitted by grantees. The report must be made available t o  
citizens in-sufficient time to permit them t o  comment before i t  i s  submitted 
t o  HUD. 

State Small Cities grantees must certify t h a t  they will provide opportunities 
for citizen Participation, publ i c  hearings, and access to  information similar 
to  those required of Entitlement and State jurisdictions. 

Eligible Activities. The 1983 Amendments broadened the discretion allowed 
'local o - f W Z F T n  using CDBG funds  by makinq several chanqes i n  the 
eligibil i ty of certain activities. The Amendients remove a i l  previous 
limitations on the fund ing  of activities i n v o l v i n g  parks, playgrounds, river 
reclamation, f lood and drainage, parking, f i re  protection, sol id  waste 
disposal , and recycl i ng and conversion facil i ti es . B u i l  d i ngs  fo r  general 
conduct of government remain the only public f a c i l i t y  ineligible for funding,  
and the Act specifically defines the categories of government b u i l d i n g s  
affected. Two housing-related activities were a l so  made eligible for CDBG 
funding. The development, except by new construction, of shared-housing 
opportunities for  elderly persons was added as a specific eligible ac t iv i ty  
when undertaken by neighborhood-based nonprofit organizations or other private 
o r  publ ic nonprof i t  organizations. The Amendments a1 so made assistance t o  the 
development o r  rehabilitation of housing assisted under the new Rental 
Rehabilitation and Housing Development Grants Programs eligible for CDBG 
fundi  ng . 
The 1983 Amendments a l so  give local officials greater discretion i n  the use of  
CDBG funds by raising the l i m i t a t i o n  on public services activities from 10 t o  
15 percent beginning w i t h  the program year funded by FY 1984 appropriations. 
Recipients t h a t  used more t h a n  15 percent of their grants for p u b l i c  services 
i n  FY 1982 or FY 1983 may i n  future years use either the amount or percentage 
of such funds used i n  either 1982 or 1983, whichever is greater. 

Chan es i n  Entitlement Status and El igibi l i ty .  The 1983 Amendments and the * ec n i c a T w n K  contain three Provisions arandfatherinq the 
eligibil i ty of entitlement communities and spec'ifying new &les for  quallfying 
certain a d d i t i o n a l  Urban Counties. Those actions assure t h a t  Metropolitan 
Cities and Urban Counties t h a t  lost populat ion according t o  the 1980 census or 
lost classif icat ion as central cit ies continue to  be considered entitlement 
communities for  FY 1984 and 1985. In the case of Urban Counties, the 
retention of entitlement status may be for  a longer period i f  new three-year 
cooperation agreements among participating jurisdictions are executed i n  
1984. However, an existing Urban County's status would no t  be protected i f  

6 



i t s  population f e l l  below 200,000 as a resu l t  of i t s  fai lure  t o  renew 
cooperation agreements or because an included u n i t  o f  government elected to  
exclude i t s  population from the county, e.g., because of i t s  new designation 
as a Metropolitan City. The law now permits a local government attaining 
Metropolitan City s ta tus  i n  1984 and 1985 to e l ec t  to  defer i t s  classif icat ion 
and t o  have i t s  population included i n  an Urban County i n  1984, 1985 and 1986. 

Finally, t o  accommodate the needs of rapidly expanding urban areas, the new 
law provides tha t  a county not i n  the Entitlement program i n  1983 may qualify 
for  an Urban County entitlement i f  i t  has a combined 1980 population of CDBG- 
included areas between 190,000 and 199,999, had a growth ra te  of a t  l e a s t  15 
percent over the most recent applicable 10-year census period, and can show a 
current combined population, excluding Metropol itan Cities,  of a t  l e a s t  
200,000, and i f  i t  meets a l l  current requirements. 

State Administration. The 1983 Amendments contain several provisions solely 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ s t r a t i o n  of  the State Small Ci t ies  program. The new law 
prohibits States from refusing t o  dis t r ibute  funds for  any ac t iv i t i e s  defined 
as e l ig ib le  under the s tatute .  Local governments may apply for funding for 
any e l ig ib le  act ivi ty .  However, the States may establish c r i t e r i a  and 
p r io r i t i e s  for  selecting among the various a c t i v i t i e s  proposed for fund ing  i n  
small c i t y  applications, and the Governor must cer t i fy  t h a t  each community to 
be funded will identify community development and housing needs, including the 
needs of  low- and moderate-income persons and ac t iv i t i e s  to be undertaken t o  
meet such needs. However, States and nonenti tlement commtini t i e s  do not have 
to  develop or follow a Housing Assistance Plan. 

States are now allowed to cover a larger share of the i r  administration 
expenses from the CDBG grant. Beginning i n  FY 1984, a State may deduct the 
f i r s t  $100,000 of i t s  expenses from grant funds and then 50 percent of any 
additional expenses i n  excess of $100,000, provided tha t  the excess does n o t  
exceed two percent of the total  grant. 

The new law also deletes the ten percent State match or  buy-in provision from 
the cer t i f ica t ion  requirements imposed on States. In addition, any decision 
to  administer the program a f t e r  FY 1984 is permanent and f ina l .  If a State 
administering the program i n  FY 1985 and i n  subsequent years f a i l s  to  submit  
i t s  Final Statement and cer t i f ica t ions ,  the S ta te ' s  funds will be reallocated 
t o  other States i n  the succeeding f iscal  year. Finally, the 1983 Amendments 
provide that  a c t i v i t i e s  carried out by recipients of the State program are to  
be subject t o  the same provisions of Ti t le  I and other applicable laws i n  the 
same manner and to the same extent as ac t iv i t i e s  carried out by entitlement 
communi t i e s .  

---- Other Changes. In addition to changes t h a t  affected the operation of the CDBG 
program i n  m e  f ive broad areas described above, the 1983 and 1984 Amendments 
included several changes tha t  affected specific provisions of  the Housing and 
Community Development Act. One 1983 Amendment t o  the Act requires entitlement 
communities, States ,  and Small Ci t ies  recipients to  ce r t i fy  t h a t  they will not 
recover any capital  costs of public improvements assisted i n  whole or i n  p a r t  
w i t h  CDBG funds.  I f  assessments are  made on the non-CDBG portion of a public 
improvement, CDBG funds must be used to pay the assessments i n  behalf of low- 
income persons ( i . e . ,  generally those whose incomes are l e s s  than 50 percent 
of the area median). The grantee also must pay the assessments o f  moderate- 
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income households (generally those between 50 and 80 percent of area median) 
unless i t  c e r t i f i e s  t h a t  i t  has insufficient CDBG f u n d s  t o  do so. In 
addition, entitlement communities, States,  and Small Cities recipients must 
n3w cer t i fy  tha t  they will affirmatively further f a i r  housing. 

Other provisions of the 1983 Amendments require grantees t o  provide reasonable 
benefjts t o  persons involuntarily and permanently displaced as a resu l t  of 
assistance used to acquire or substantially rehabil i ta te  property; require 
grantees to make s u b s t a n t i a l  disbursements of rehabili tation revolving 1 oan 
funds w i t h i n  130 days a f t e r  the receipt of  a lump-sum drawdown; and permit 
entitlement and small c i t i e s  recipients t o  retain program income i f  such 
income was realized a f t e r  ,the i n i t i a l  disbursement of grant funds  and i f  the 
proceeds are used For e l ig ib le  community development ac t iv i t ies .  A State may 
require the return of a l l  program income from i t s  local government grantees, 
except t h a t  which the local government uses for t k  same activfty which 
generated the income. The 1983 Amendments also add a provision requiring 
entitlement communities to take i n t o  consideration vacant and abandoned 
dwell i ng units when they develop the i r  annual Housi ng Assistance Plans ( H A P ) .  

LEGISLATIVE CHANGES AFFECT1 NG THE URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT PROGRAM 

The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 made a number of changes 
affecting the determination of e l i g i b i l i t y ,  disclosure of information to  
c i t izens ,  and the selection c r i t e r i a  used i n  the UDAG program. HUD i s  now 
required to incliide surplus labor d a t a  as a measure o f  dis t ress  for 
determining UDAG e l ig ib i l i t y .  Under existing rules,  unemployment had  been 
included as a measure of d is t ress  f o r  large c i t i e s  and  urban counties, b u t  i t s  
use for small c i t j e s  was limited because there were no uniform unemployment 
data For coinmuni t ies  with a population under 25,000. However, the Department 
of Labor does col lect  unemployment s t a t i s t i c s  for counties and the balance of  
counties excluding any c i t y  w i t h  a population over 50,000. Those areas t h a t  
have an unemployment rate  of 120 percent of the na t i ona l  average over a two 
year period are designated "labor surplus areas". W i t h o u t  the use o f  this 
measure, HUD would have had t o  rely on 1980 census data, and this  would have 
resulted i n  many communities w h i c h  were severely affected by the 1982 
recession losing the i r  UDAG e l i g i b i l i t y .  The 1983 Amendments a l s o  specify 
tha t  no small c i ty  e l ig ib le  for a UDAG i n  1983 shall lose i t s  e l i g i b i l i t y  
u n t i l  i t  i s  determined whether i t  would qualify for  sssistance when the labor 
surplus c r i te r ion  i s  added t o  the e l ig ib i l i t y .  

- -- -_.-I - ---- -... - -- - - --- ---I ------- ----I - --- ---- -- - --------- -.- - - - - - - - 

The Act directs  the Secretary to encourage cooperation by geographically 
proximate c i t i e s  of l e s s  than 50,000 population by permitting consortia o f  
such c i t i e s ,  which may include non-urban counties, t o  apply For grants on 
behalf of an e l ig ib le  small c i ty .  

The 1983 legis lat ive changes also a f fec t  Pockets o f  Poverty provisions for  
determining e l i g i b i l i t y  for UDAG awards. One change permits an ident i f iable  
unincorporated community of  an Urban County t o  qualify for a UDAG i f  i t  meets 
the Pockets of Poverty d is t ress  c r i t e r i a .  Another provision a1 lows Pockets of 
Poverty projects to be located i n  contiguous "Neighborhood S ta t i s t i c s  Areas" 
as defined by the Bureau of the Census, as long as  e l i g i b i l i t y  standards for  
population, income, and poverty are met. 
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Appl icant  Disc losure and Se lec t ion  Standards. UDAG app l i can ts  are requ i red  t o  
m a f T e a T i n m e  t o  a%-m6%stxDF<6'6-or o rgan iza t ion  From an a f f e c t e d  
neighborhood the  ana lys i s  o f  p r o j e c t  impact on G s i d e n t s  ( p a r t i c u l a r l y  those 
o f  lower .income) o f  the  proposed s i t e  and on the  neighborhood. The UDAG 
program regu la t i ons  requ i red  the prepara t ion  of  such a neighborhood impact 
ana lys is .  

The phrase ' ' fo r  a na t i ona l  compet i t ion"  was added t o  the  sec t i on  o f  the 
Sta tu te  dea l i ng  w i t h  se lec t i on  c r i t e r i a .  I n  making awards, the  Secretary 
cannot d i s c r i m i n a t e  among p r o j e c t s  on the bas is  o f  the p a r t i c u l a r  type of  
a c t i v i t y  involved,  whether such a c t i v i t y  i s  p r i m a r i l y  a neighborhood, 
i n d u s t r i a l ,  o r  commercial a c t i v i t y .  This p r o v i s i o n  i s  designed t o  cont inue 
the  funding o f  q u a l i f i e d  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  i n v o l v e  on l y  housing 3 r  i n  which 
housing i s  t he  p r i n c i p a l  a c t i v i t y .  

The 1983 Amendments conta ined a p r o v i s i o n  which pe rm i t t ed  the Secretary t o  use 
up t o  $2.5 m i l l i o n  o f  FY 1984 appropr ia t ions  t o  make technical  ass is tance 
grants  t o  States o r  thel ' r  agencies , municipal techn ica l  advisory serv ices  
operated by u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  o r  S ta te  assoc ia t ions  o f  count ies  o r  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  
t o  enable them t o  a s s i s t  u n i t s  o f  l o c a l  government (smal l  c i t i e s )  i n  
developing, app ly ing  f o r ,  and implementing UDAG p ro jec ts .  

LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS AFFECTING CPD-ADMINISTERED REHABILITATION PROGRAMS ---- ____ ___--------- ll---l----lll_ 

.- Rental R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Prosam." Several c l a r i f i c a t i o n s  r e l a t i n g  t o  the  Rental 
RehaTnTta t ion  Program a u t i i F i z e d  by the Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act  
o f  1983 were conta ined i n  techn ica l  amendments enacted i n  October 1984. These 
Amendments concerned Sta te  admin i s t ra t i on  o f  the program, the  use o f  housing 
vouchers i n  con junc t i on  w i t h  the program, the d e f i n i t i o n  o f  communities 
e l i g i b l e  t o  rece i ve  funds through the  S ta te ' s  program, and t h e  program 
requirements i n v o l v i n g  assis tance t o  l a r g e  famil i es  w i t h  ch i ld ren .  

The 1984 Amendments permi t  States t o  use CDBG funds t o  cover p a r t  o f  the  
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  c o s t s  o f  the  Rental R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Program. A State may now 
use i t s  CDBG funds f o r  any reasonable cos t  o f  admin is te r ing  the  program, 
i n c l u d i n g  runn ing  a compet i t ion  t o  d i s t r i b u t e  funds t o  l o c a l  r e c i p i e n t s ,  
designing t h e  program, conduct ing workshops and t r a i n i n g  sessions, and 
performing o the r  management func t ions .  Any funds spent on r e n t a l  
r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  management a re  a l s o  sub jec t  t o  the  matching requirement and the  
o v e r a l l  l i m i t a t i o n  on a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  expenses t o  two percent  o f  the S t a t e ' s  
CDBG grant .  

The 1984 Amendments a l so  expand the range of  l o c a l i t i e s  i n  which funds can be 
used under a S ta te  Rental R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  program. The Amendments now permi t  
States t o  i nc lude  i n  t h e i r  programs a l l  u n i t s  o f  general l o c a l  government 
o the r  than those e l i g i b l e  f o r  a formula a l l o c a t i o n  o r  f o r  T i t l e  V Rural 

-I--- ------I----- * The l e g i s l a t i v e  r e q l l r i r e m e n t s o ~ t ~ - ~ n ~ ~ ~ R ~ ~ - ~ ~ t a t i o n  Frogram a re  
described i n  t he  F i r s t  Report on the  Rental R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  ----- Program, which 
was submitted t o . ~ o ~ 5 - i ~ ~ ~ m ~ 6 ~ ~ ~ 4 .  
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Housing Assistance under the Farmers Home Administration (FmHA). This 
corrects language t h a t  prohibited States from assisting certain units of 
general local government, such as non-urban counties. This change a1 so 
assures t h a t  activities can be carried o u t  i n  a l l  areas t h a t  contribute t o  the 
demographic data  used t o  determine the State's a l loca t ions .  

The 1984 Technical Amendments related t o  Section 8 Housing Vouchers expands 
their use t o  include families whose incomes are between 50 and 80 percent of  
area median income and who are dlsplaced from units rehabilitated under the 
Rental qehabil i tation Program because of physical construction needs, housing 
ovzrcrowding, or change in the use of  the u n i t .  Vouchers issued for this 
purpose would be subject t o  the existing five percent nat ional  limit on the 
number o f  families in the 50 t o  80 percent income category t h a t  can be 
admitted t o -  certain units under the Section 8 Housing Assistance and Public 
Housing Programs. 

Before the Technical Amendments, the program could provide such Section 8 
assistance only t o  displaced families whose incomes d i d  no t  exceed 50 percent 
o f  median, a l t h o u g h  properties w i t h  tenants whose incomes l i e  between 50 
percent and 80 percent are eligible for the Rental Rehab i l i t a t ion  Program. 
This limitation on the use o f  housing vouchers could have forced grantees 
either t o  choose more deteriorated neighborhoods w i t h  higher percentages o f  
very low-income families (below 50 percent of the area median), thereby 
increasing rehabilitation costs, or t o  provide relocation assistance t o  
displaced households. Such projects would result i n  higher program costs and 
fewer units rehabilitated or few projects being financially feasible for 
rehabilitation. 

Anot4er 1984 Technical Amendment related t o  the new program clarifies the 
statutory requirement t h a t  an equitable share of rehabil itatisn funds must be 
provided for housing families. The new law provides t h a t  an equitable share 
of program funds must be provided for families w i t h  children, particularly 
those requiring three bedrooms or more. 

Urban Homesteading Pror-a. The 1983 Act makes several changes i n  the 
eXtTiiij-TFEaTXmestea I ng program and authorizes two new demonstrations of 
the urban homesteading concept. The Amendments increase from three t o  five 
years the period t h a t  a homesteader i s  required t o  occupy a property prior t o  
receiving fee simple t i t l e  and increase from 18 months t o  three years the time 
they are permitted t o  complete repairs necessary t o  meet local  standards for 
decent, safe, and sanitary housing. The Act also makes persons who own other 
homes ineligible t o  participate and establishes a special priority in the 
homesteader selection process for low- and moderate-income persons who 1 ive i n  
substandard or overcrowded housing, pay i n  excess of  30 percent of their 
incomes for rent, need the homesteading opportunity t o  improve their housing, 
and can contribute substantial "sweat-equity" t o  the rehabilitation of their 
houses. Finally,  the 1983 Act authorizes HUD t o  transfer property not  
occupied by il person legally entitled t o  reside there t o  local homesteading 
agencies. 

The two new demonstrations of the homesteading concept t h a t  the 1983 
Amendments authorize HUD t o  undertake involve HUD-owned mu1 ti family properties 
and non-HUD-owned single-family properties. HUD i s  authorized on a 
demonstration basis t o  convey properties i t  considers suitable for a m u l t i -  
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family homesteading program for  consideration agreed u p o n  by HUD and 
designated state and local governments. These properties must be used 
primarily for  residential purposes after  rehabilitation, and a t  least  75 
percent o f  the homesteaders must be lower income. The Secretary i s  also 
dir2cted t o  undertake a demonstration o f  providing assistance t o  State and 
1 ocal governments for the purchase of 1 ocal s i  ngl c-family properties fo r  urban 
homesteading use. The Amendments require HUD t o  give preference to  local 
demonstrations involving the acquisition of properties available through 
satisfaction of pub1 i c  1 ien procedures. 

Section ----- 312. The 1983 Amendments prohibit the earmarking of  Section 312 funds 
‘for any particul ar type of housing (such as si ngl e-family or mu1 t i  family 
dwellings). Moreover, the Secretary may no t  establish a pr ior i ty  f o r  receipt 
of Section 312 funds based on the receipt or use of  other Federal funds For 
housing or community development, other t h a n  the priority for  use i n  
conjunction w i t h  the Urban Homesteading Program. 

The 1983 Amendments created a demonstration program t o  determine the 
feasibil i ty  of supporting neighborhood development by prov id ing  Federal 
matching funds t o  eligible neighborhood development organizations on the basis 
of the monetary support such organizations can generate from individuals, 
businesses, a n d  nonprofi t  or other organizations in their neighborhoods. The 
program i s  intended t o  increase the self-sufficiency o f  local organizations. 
Matching funds to  any organiza t ion  shall n o t  exceed $50,000. In awarding 
grants,  the Secretary shall consider the extent t o  which the proposed 
activi t ies benefit 1 0 ~ ~ -  and moderate-i ncome persons. 

Projects must either create permanent jobs ,  establish or expand businesses 
within the neighborhood, or develop, rehabilitate, or manage housing i n  the 
neighborhood, develop delivery mechanisms for  essential services t h a t  have 
lasting benefit t o  t h 2  neighborhood, or further the p l a n n i n g ,  promoting, or 
financing of voluntary neighborhood improvement efforts.  

An app l  icant must be a private voluntary nonpro f i t  neighborhood development 
organiza t ion  t h a t  has a majority of neighborhood residents on i t s  governing 
board and has operated for a t  leas t  three years w i t h i n  an area eligible for 
UDAG assistance. In addition, an applicant must request t h a t  a local 
government certify t h a t  the Demonstration project i s  not  inconsistent with 
1 ocal housing and community devel ogment plans. 

Lw 
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CHAPTER 2 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM 

~- INTRODUCTION 

The Community Development Block Grant ( C D B G )  Entitlement Program provides 
funding t o  central c i t i e s  i n  Metropolitan Stat is t ical  Areas (MSAs) , t o  c i t i e s  
w i t h  popula t ions  of over 50,000, and t o  Urban Counties, which are counties i n  
MSAs that  have populations of 200,000 or more excluding any c i t i e s  t h a t  
qualify for a CDBG entitlement g r a n t  and any smaller communities t h a t  do not 
choose t o  participate i n  the program through the Urban County. T'ne amount of  
CDBG entitlement funds t h a t  a community receives i s  determined by two 
allocation formulas t h a t  incorporate the current p o p u l a t i o n ,  the rate of 
popula t ion  change, the number of persons i n  poverty, the extent o f  over- 
crowded housing, and the amount of pre-1940 housing.* Communities t h a t  
receive an entitlement grant  may use the funds for a broad range o f  community 
development-related act ivi t ies .  Because i t  i s  a block gran t  program, 
communities have considerable discretion i n  design-ing and implementing their 
own programs. The act iv i t ies  selected must either benefit low- and moderate- 
income persons, prevent or eliminate slums and b l i g h t ,  or meet local urgent 
needs. Since the 1983 Amendments t o  the Housing and Community Development Act 
of  1974, a t  leas t  51 percent o f  a l l  program expenditures over a period o f  one 
to three years selected by the grantees must be used fo r  ac t iv i t ies  t h a t  
benefit low- and moderate-income persons. 

This chapter reports on the progress of Metropolitan Cities and Urban Counties 
receiving entitlement grants. The chapter i s  organized i n t o  two major 
sections: program fund ing  and participation, and local uses of g r a n t  funds. 
The f i r s t  section discusses actual participation and f u n d i n g  during Fiscal 
Year 1984. The second section reports how communities intended t o  use the 
funds budgeted i n  FY 1984, as well as reports o f  funds actually expended 
d u r i n g  FY 1982. Information on moni tor ing,  audits, and other aspects of 
program management related t o  the CDBG Entitlement Program i s  provided in 
Chapter S ix  o f  th i s  report. 

c 

PROGRAM FUNDING - AND PARTICIPATION -- - 
This section discusses trends i n  the overall CDBG program since 1979. I t  i s  
divided i n t o  three parts t h a t  examine community e l ig ib i l i ty  and participation, 
annual a1 locations and rates of  program expenditures. 

Jc The exact components o f  the formula and the methodology for determining- 
g ran t  amounts are described i n  24 CFR Section 570.102. 
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GRANTEE ELIGIBILITY, PARTICIPATION, AND FUNDING 
_.- - PI_ 

Eligibi l i ty .  In FY 1984, there were 795 communities, 691 Metropolitan Cities 
and 104 U rban Counties, e l ig ib le  t o  receive CDBG entitlement grants. Sixty of 
these communities, 54 c i t i es  and six counties, were new participants i n  the 
Entitlement Program. Fifty-two ci t ies  qualified for  entitlement grants as a 
result of becoming central c i t i es  in MSAs, and two c i t i es  became e l ig ib le  
because their populations grew t o  exceed 50,000. Five of the six new Urban 
Counties qualified because of the new criteria adopted i n  the 1983 Amendments 
t h a t  qualify a county i f  i t :  (1) had  a combined population i n  participating 
non-entitlement areas of between 190,000 and 199,999, ( 2 )  had a population 
rowth of not  less t h a n  15 percent during the most recent ten-year period, and 4 3) submitted data t h a t  sa t i s fac tor i ly  demonstrated t h a t  i t  had a to ta l  

populat ion exc luding  any Metropolitan Cities of no t  less t h a n  200,000. The 
other new Urban County qualified under the t r a d i t i o n a l  cri teria for Urban 
Cou n t i  es . 
The 1983 Amendments a lso continued the e l i g i b i l i t y  o f  ten c i t i es  t h a t  would 
have lost their 1984 and 1985 entitlement status because their populations 
dropped below the 50,000 threshold. Nineteen c i t i e s  t h a t  would have been 
denied entitlement e l i g i b i l i t y  because they 1 ost their status as central 
c i t i es  also h a d  the i r  e l i g i b i l i t y  continued by the legislation for those two 
years. 

Since the i n i t i a t i o n  o f  the CDBG program i n  1975, there has been a 34 percent 
increase i n  the number of e l ig ib le  communities, as 170 new Metropolitan'Cities 
and 31 new Urban Counties have become el igible .  The majority o f  these 
communities, 149 of 201, have been added since 1979. (See Table 2-1.) The 
principal reason for  this increase i s  t h a t  c i t i e s  have been designated as 
central c i t i e s  i n  existing or newly created Metropol i t a n  S ta t i s t ica l  Areas 
(MSAs) . 
The average popula t ion  of the c i t ies  t h a t  qualified as central c i t ies  was 
33,509. Because of their relatively small sizes, these communities received 
small CDBG grants averaging $567,000. 

TABLt 2-1 

ELIGIBLE CDBG ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 
1979-1984 

Grantee Type 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 
_I- - -- I_ -- - 

Metro Cities 562 573 583 636 637 691 
Urban Counties 84 85 86 96 98 104 
- - T o r - - - - m 5 - - m  m 732- 755 7 9 3  

7- - s7JlnxE : Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
Assistant Secretary for  Comuni t y  P1 a n n i n g  and 
Development, Office of Management. 
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FY 1984 Par t i cAat ion  and Funding .  Grantees i n  the CDBG program have funds 
available from three  sources--new appropriat ions,  real locat ions  o f  prior year 
funds, and income generated from a c t i v i t i e s  they had previously undertaken 
w i t h  CDBG funds. The large  majority of available funds,  however, comes from 
the formula g ran t  they receive annually. In FY 1984 entitlement grants were 
made t o  783 jurisdictions; 679 metropolitan c i t i e s  received a combined t o t a l  
o f  $1.93 b i l l i on ,  and 104 urban counties were awarded $435 million. As i n  FY 
1983, f ive  Metropolitan Cities chose t o  have their grants combined w i t h  an 
Urban County program. (See Table 2-2.) Four o f  the approved enti t lement 
grantees (three Metropolitan Cities and one Urban County) had their grants  
pa r t i a l l y  reduced. The reduction of $523,000 from these grantees will be 
reallocated d u r i n g  FY 1985. As o f  February 1, 1985, the FY 1984 grants t o  
three c i t i e s  were s t i l l  pending because questions regarding their submission 
or past  performance were preventing approval. Eight c i t i es  did n o t  apply fo r  
FY 1984 CDBG funds, even though they were e l i g i b l e  fo r  an enti t lement grant ,  
and one c i t y  withdrew i ts  approved submission a s  a result of  a local 
referendum. 

FUNDING STATUS OF CDBG ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES DURING FY 1984 
(Dollars i n  Thousands) 

Total Metro Cities Urban Counties 
Amount --- Status  Number houn  t- 'Number Amount Number ---- 

Eligible  795 $2,379,860 691 $1,949,412 104 $430,448 
Awarded : 783 $2,366,513 679 1,931,424 104 435,089 

Par t ia l  Award' 4 , 315; :::: 3 47,156 1 2 , 937 
Combined w i t h  

7 u l l w a r d s  m m m3 --mT,m 

Urban County 5 4 , 759 5 N/A N/A 4,759 
0 .- 0 - 5,296 -- 3 - .9.---- Pendin Approval - 3 5 , 296 

Not Awarded': 9 7,528 9 7,528 0 0 
m m p 1 y  -s rn a 

0 
T m a  

1 468 0 Withdrawn 1 468 

' Grant reductions t o t a l l ed  $523,000. These funds,  along w i t h  those 

mi: 
t h a t  were not  awarded, will be reallocated during FY 1985. 

U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development , Community 
Planning and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and 
S t a t i s t i c s  Division. 
Eva1 uati on. 

Compiled by the Office o f  Program Analysis and 

FY 1984 Reallocations. In addit ion to  grants  from each Fiscal Year's 
appropriation , HUD rea l loca tes ,  according to' s t a tu to ry  direction, the 
previous yea r s '  funds t h a t  were not applied for, w i t h h e l d ,  or  recaptured. The 
law provides t h a t  funds are t o  be reallocated by formula among other 
entitlement rec ip ien t s  i n  the same metropolitan area a s  the community from 
which  the funds were obtained. In FY 1984 a to ta l  of $10.1 m i l l i o n  was 
reallocated ($2,075,707 from FY 1982 and $8,044,255 from FY 1983 actions) t o  

I /  

' I  
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343 enti  t 1  ement grantees. Fi fty-eight percent of these grantees (200 
communities) received reallocations o f  $1,000, and 34 grantees (10 percent) 
received over $50,000 each. 

Under the law, a comunity that  has i t s  grant reduced may not receive a share 
o f  those funds when reallocated. Thus ,  where a metropolitan area has only one 
grantee, tha t  grantee i s  banned from hav ing  i t s  funds "reallocated" to  
i t s e l f .  Additionally, no community may receive reallocated f u n d s  i n  an amount 
t h a t  exceeds 25 percent of i t s  basic grant amount. Funds tha t  become 
available for reallocation b u t  may n o t  be received by communities under these 
rules are reallocated nationally by formula t o  a l l  grantees. In FY 1984, 
$456,628 was reallocated na t iona l ly  under this provision. 

!rogram Income. The t h i r d  source o f  income available t o  grantees i s  the 
income generated by previous ac t iv i t i e s  assisted by CDBG funds. A1 though  n o t  
a l l  communities undertake ac t iv i t i e s  that  generate income, the aggregate 
amount of f u n d s  produced is considerable. During the 1982 program year, the 
most recent year for which this information is available, entitlement 
communities reported receiving income of about $200 million from the i r  CDBG 
ac t iv i t i e s .  Thus, $200 mi l l ion  i n  program income for FY 1982 represented 
approximately eight percent of the new funds appropriated tha t  year. Program 
regulations require this money to  be spent i n  a manner tha t  i s  consistent w i t h  
the laws and regulations governing the CDBG program. 

CDBG FY 1982 PROGRAM INCOME 
( Do1 1 ars i n Thousands) 

Total Percent of  
Revenue All FY 1952 

Source of Income Generated Program Income 

Revol v i  ng Loan Funds $ 56,565 28% 
Loan Repayments 45 , 636 23 
Sale of  Land 40 , 436 20 
Refunds 10,516 6 
Rental Income 8,148 4 
Fees for Services 2,552 1 

--- - 

Other Income Source 
Total 

36,102 m 18 
1m 

U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, 
Community P l a n n i n g  and Development, Office o f  Program Analysis 
and Eva1 uation, CDBG Performance Monitoring and Evaluation 
Data Bases. 

I 
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As Table 2-3 indicates,  the main sources of program income are loan repayments 
including repayments from revolving funds ,  and the sale of  real property.* 
Together these sources accounted for 71 percent o f  a l l  program income. Loan 
repayments are broken into two categories according to  whether or n o t  ,they are 
p a r t  of a local Usually the loan repayments are from housing 
rehabili tation programs b u t  loans to businesses make up a large share. The 
$40 million i n  income from the sale  of land represents some O F  the payback 
tha t  communities are realizing from the acquisition and clearance-related 
ac t iv i t i e s  tha t  consti tuted a major CDBG act ivi ty  i n  the early years of the 
program. Refunds, rental income, and fees for services were sources of more 
modest amounts of program income. The $36 mi l l i on  i n  other program income 
mainly includes monies t h a t  communities reported i n  a way t h a t  d i d  n o t  lend 
i t s e l f  toward precise and accurate inclus-ion i n  another category. 

revolving fund. 

RATES OF I-̂ EXPENDITURE AND UNEXPENDED PROGRAM FUNDS 

During FY 1984, program expenditures by entitlement communities again exceeded 
the amount of new funds appropriated that  year. In the early years o f  the 
CDBG program, communities b u i l t  up  a backlog of unexpended f u n d s  as  the 
mechanisms for  program administration were developed and projects were 
in i t ia ted .  By FY 1979, the amount spent d u r i n g  the year exceeded the 
appropriations, and this trend has continued every year. Table 2-4 indicates 
tha t  this increased ra te  of expenditure has reduced the backlog of unexpended 
funds from almost $5 b i l l ion  i n  FY 1979 to $3.8 b i l l ion  i n  FY 1984. The ra te  
a t  which unexpended appropriations were reduced reached i t s  highest i n  FY 
1982, when the unexpended balance was nine percent l e s s  t h a n  the previous 
year. In FY 1984, the ra te  of reduction slowed to one percent over the 
previous year,  largely due to the i n f l u x  of an a d d i t i o n a l  one-time 
appropriation i n  1983 of $770 million to entitlement communities as part  of 
the CDBG Jobs Program. In order to  expend these emergency funds quickly, some 
communities channelled these funds into projects tha t  ordinarily would have 
been funded under the regular CDBG program. In addition, some communities 
lacked the capacity to  handle the unexpected addition of a relatively large 
amount of funds  made available to  them w i t h  l i t t l e  advance notice. 

That unexpended appropriated funds have been reduced i s  further i l lus t ra ted  by 
Table 2-5. Overall i n  FY 1982, grantees spent 112 percent o f  the funds  newly 
available tha t  year,  including the i r  FY 1982 grants and program income. As 
Table 2-4 indicated, the 112 percent rate of  expenditures i n  FY 1982 coincided 
w i t h  a nine percent reduction i n  unexpended appropriations from the previous 
year. 

4. .. The sources of income tha t  a re  shown i n  lable 2-3 may n o t  be precise, 
since they are  drawn from narratives provided by individual communities, 
b u t  they do of fer  an indication of the relat ive importance of the 
different  sources of program income i n  the CDBG Entitlement Program. 

17 

1 



TABLE 2 - 4 I 

UNEXPENDED CDBG ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM APPROPRIATIONS, 

(Dollars i n  Mi l l i ons )  
FY 1979 - FY 1984 

Total 
Unexpe nded 

F i sca l  Year - - Appropriat ions 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 

$4 , 956 
4,739 
4,471 
4,065 
3,810 
3,787 

Percent 
Change From 
Prev-i ous Year 

+4% 
-4 
-6 
-9 
-6 
- 1 

SOURCE: U .S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
Community Planning and Development, Office o f  Management, 
Budget Division. 
and Evaluat ion.  

Compiled by the Office of  Program Analysis 

Table 2-5 

FY 1982 CDBG EXPENDITURE RATES REPORTED BY COMMUNITIES 
(Dollars i n  Mi l l i ons )  

FY 1982 Grants + 

Metro Urban A1 1 
Cities Counties Grantees  

Program Income $2 , 104 $ 416 $ 2,520 
FY 1982 Expendi tures  $2,413 $ 419 $ 2,832 
Expendi tu res /Grant  115% 101% 112% 

b 

R C t :  U.S. Department o t  Housing and Urban Development, 
Community PI anning and Devel opment, Off ice  of  Program 
Analysis  and Evaluat ion,  CDBG Performance Monitoring and 
Eva1 ua t ion  Data Bases. 
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LOCAL USES OF GRANT FUNDS 

This section examines how CDBG funds ava i l ab le  t o  entitlement communities were 
spent. The f i r s t  part of this section considers the activities t h a t  
communities funded w i t h  their grant  money. I t  includes an analysis of actual  
expenditures d u r i n g  FY 1982 and an examination of local budgeting o f  CDBG 
funds from program years 1979 through 1984. The second major pa r t  describes 
how communities have expended their funds t o  meet the nat ional  objectives o f  
the program and the benefits t h a t  have derived from these expenditures." 

SPENDING BY ACTIVITY CATEGORY 

During FY 1982, entitlement communities spent approximately $2.8 b i l l i o n  i n  
program funds. Of this amount, $2.4 b i l l i o n  were spent by Metropolitan Cities 
and $419 m i l l i o n  by Urban Counties. In the program as a whole, housing 
related activities, principally rehabilitation, constituted the largest share 
of expenditures, $988 mi l l i on  or 35 percent of a l l  FY 1982 expenditures. The 
next largest broad category of expenditure was public works projects, on which  
some $726 mi l l ion  (26 percent) were spent. The other major categories o f  
expenditures (in order of the amount of funding for each) were economic 
development activities, public services, and acquisition and clearance-related 
activities. (See Table 2-6.) Communities expended relatively small amounts, 
$50 mil 1 ion  and $3 mil 1 ion  respectively , compl @ti ng projects t h a t  were begun 
under the categorical programs t h a t  preceeded the CDBG program (principally 
Urban Renewal 1 , and repaying Section 108 loans. P1 a n n i n g  and general program 
administration cost 13 percent of  program funds, or $370 mil 1 ion. 

Metropolitan Cities and Urban Counties differed somewhat i n  the types o f  
activities they supported through CDBG expenditures. While housing-related 
activities received equivalently 1 arge funding shares from both  types of 
jurisdictions, the largest f u n d i n g  category for Urban Counties was p u b l i c  
works, which received 40 percent of a l l  their funds. In contrast, 
Metropolitan Cities spent only 23 percent of their  funds  for p u b l i c  works 
projects, and spent a substantially higher port ion o f  their funds for  public 
services and acquisition and clearance-related activities t h a n  d i d  Urban 
Counties . 

Spec i f i c Ac ti v i ti es . This section analyzes spending by P+ etropo i t a n  Cities and Urban C o z i e s  on the specific activities t h a t  made UD 
the largest CDBG expenditure categories i n '  FY 1982 -- housing-related 
activities, pub1 ic  works projects and local CDBG economic development 
programs, and p l a n n i n g  and adminis t ra t ion  costs. Tables 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, and 2- 
10 provide detailed breakdowns of the components of these three major 
expenditure categories, and also h i g h l i g h t  the differences i n  the expenditure 
patterns of Metropol i t a n  Cities and Urban Counties. 

* -- The data used i n  the analysis of FY 1982 expend; tures are taken from 
Grantee Performance Reports (GPRs) . Fiscal Year 1984 information is 
drawn from Projected Use of Funds documents t h a t  cornunities submit as a 
prerequisite t o  receiving their  grants. 
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TABLt  2 - 6 
CDBG ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM 

EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES AND GRANTEE TYPE 
FY 1982 

(Dollars i n  Millions) 

Program Metro Urban 
Total C i  t i e s  Counties 

Act i v i ty  
Nousi ng-Re1 fET 

ount  Pct. ount  PcX ount  Pc 

Publ  ic-Facil i t i es  and 
Improvements 726 26 558 23 168 40 

Economic Development 269 9 238 10 31 7 
Publ i c  Services 232 8 220 9 12 3 
Acquisition and 

C1 earance-Re1 ated 194 7 184 8 10 2 
Compl e t i  on of 

Categorical Programs 50 2 50 2 * * 
Repayment of 

Section 108 Loans 3 "  2 "  1 "  
Admi n i s t r a t i  on and 

P1 a n n i n g  370 13 313 13% 57 14 
l o t a l  s $mm $rZrrrlrn m m  

* Less than .5%, or less t h a n  $500,000. 
R C t :  U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, 

Community Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis 
and Evaluat ion,  CDBG Performance Monitoring and Evaluat ion 
Data Bases. 

CDBG-Funded Housing Activities. The principal components of  CDBG housing- 
related expenditures appear i n  Table 2-7. The principal component of housins 
expenditures in FY 1982 was loans and grants to '  fac i l i ta te  the rehabilitation 
o f  single-family housing.  Urban Counties concentrated a large majority of 
their housing f u n d i n g ,  73 percent o f  a l l  such expenditures, i n  single-family 
rehabilitation. Metropol itan Cities, on the other hand,  used their CDBG funds  
t o  undertake a broader range of act ivi t ies such as the rehabilitation of 
mu1 ti family (usually renter-occupied) housing, public housing modernization, 
and the rehabilitation of other publicly-owned residential housing. Both 
types of grantees spent smaller amounts of housing funds i n  administering 
their  housing programs and suppor t ing  code enforcement, general housing 
repair, housing development, o r  non-profi t  corporations or other sub- 
recipients t o  undertake similar act ivi t ies.  Overall, these figures suggest 
that  entitlement communities may be using their CDBG funds more for the 
rehabilitation of multifamily or rental properties t h a n  i n  past years. The 
differences i n  the mix of housing activi t ies between c i t i es  and counties are 
consistent with general aggregate differences i n  their housing 
characteristics. Urban Counties, which are comprised of suburbs t o  a large 
extent, are characterized by single-family, owner-occupied housing. In 
contrast, Metropolitan Cities tend t o  have a greater proportion of mu1 tifamily 
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rental housing and Federal pub1 i c  housing. Consequently, a1 though single- 
family rehabili tation s t i l l  i s  by f a r  the largest  category of  expenditures for 
c i t i e s ,  they spend a larger proportion of funds i n  other areas than do Urban 
Counties. 

COMPONENTS OF HOUSING SPENDING FY 1982 
CDBG ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM 

(Dollars i n  Millions) 

Metro Cities Urban Counties Total 
A m o u T t T e X  Amount-&= %ii%iiif--t 

_I_-- -- -- Activity 
Sing1 e-I-amily 

Mu1 t i  family/Rental 

Rehabilitation of 

Housing Activit ies 

Code Enforcement 55 6 3 2 58 
3 Other 2 * 1 * 

Administration of 

Rehabil i t a t i  on $406 48% $1 02 73% $509 51% 

Rehabilitation 160 19 13 9 173 18 

Public Residential 
Fac i l i t i e s  130 15 4 3 134 14 

by Sub -Rec i p i  ent s 46 6 15 11 61 6 
6 * 

Housing Programs 48 6 3 2 51 5 
$wB m% m m  $ss;g -ml 

- Total s 

* Less t h a n  .5%, or l e s s  t h a n  $500,000. 

SOURCE: __r__ U .S. Department of Housing and Urban D&t6GFni Community 
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG 
Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases. 

CDBG-Funded Pub1 i c  Works Activit ies.  Table 2-8 indicates t h a t  s t r e e t  and 
SI dewal k improvements, construction and repair of public f a c i l i t i e s ,  
improvements, t o  water and sewer f a c i l i t i e s ,  and construction O F  parks and 
recreational f a c i l i t i e s  are the leading uses of  CDBG public works funds. On 
the whole, Urban Counties emphasize public works more i n  the i r  CDBG programs 
than do Metropolitan Ci t ies ,  and this i s  especially true i n  the area o f  water- 
and sewer-related ac t iv i t i e s .  Urban Counties devote some 29 percent of t he i r  
CDBG public works funds  (compared w i t h  13 percent i n  Metropolitan Cit ies)  for  
a c t i v i t i e s  such as b u i l d i n g  or repairing water systems, sewer systems, and 
f a c i l i t i e s  to control flooding or  improve drainage. I t  i s  l ikely tha t  the 
higher level of CDBG fund ing  for  water and sewer f a c i l i t i e s  re f lec ts  the cost 
of b u i l d i n g  or expanding such systems i n  growing parts o f  the Urban Counties, 
and the relat ively small capital  improvement budgets available to  cornunities 
participating i n  the CDBG program through the Urban County. Other public 
f a c i l i t i e s  spending, which includes the construction and repair of seniors 
centers,  f a c i l i t i e s  for  the handicapped, neighborhood f a c i l i t i e s ,  and other 
b u i l d i n g s  for  use by the public, consti tutes about the same proportion of 
spending i n  entitlement c i t i e s  and counties. 
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LE 2 - 8 

Activity I 

COMPONENTS OF CDBG ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM 
PUBLIC WORKS SPENDING, FY 1982 

(Dollars i n  Millions) 

Metro Cities Urban Counties Total 
Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 

Street Improvements $241 43% $60 36% $301 41 % 
Pub1 ic  Facil i t i es  137 25 39 23 176 24 
Water and Sewer 73 13 48 29 121 17 
Parks 80 14 15 9 95 13 
Other 27 5 6 3 33 5 
Total s F33.m $TcB m m m  

SOURCE: U . S .  Department of Housing and Urban Development, Comnunity 
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG 
Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases. 

CDBG-Funded Economic Developiiient Activities. CDBG-funded economic development 
activi t ies-have been a steadily increasing par t  of  the entitlement program 
(See Figure 2-1). The extent t o  which entitlement grantees used CDBG funds t o  
undertake such act iv i t ies  i n  FY 1982 i s  shown i n  Table 2-9. Monies provided 
t o  businesses, usually subsidized loans, frequently were for the 
rehabilitation of  existing buildings (19 percent overall), a1 though other 
loans t o  businesses, including money for start-up or expansion capital and t o  
improve production equipment, received somewhat greater emphasis (27 percent 
of a l l  CDBG economic development funds). These sums included loans made 
directly by the c i ty  to  private businesses, b u t  many cornunities also 
channel led funds through subrecipients such as economic development 
corporations. The other economic development category ($33 mil lion) mainly 
included the funding of such subrecipients who, i n  turn, provided technical 
assistance t o  businesses, fostered the formation of pub1 ic/private 
partnerships, developed economic development plans, and made loans t o  
businesses. 

As i n  other CDBG f u n d i n g  categories, there are notable differences in the 
economic development activi t ies t h a t  counties and c i t i es  emphasized. 
Counties, consistent w i t h  their overall emphasis on u s i n g  CDBG-funded public 
works, spent a larger proportion on' infrastructure development in support of  
economic development than did Metropol i t an  Cities. Conversely, Metropol i tan  
Cities tended t o  support redevelopment and rehabilitation activi t ies by 
spending $66 mil lion t o  acquire and package land ,  and $49 mil l i o n  t o  provide 
assistance t o  rehabilitate existing commercial and industr ia l  faci l i t ies .  

k 
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I TABLE 2 - 9 

COMPONENTS OF CDBG ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SPENDING, FY 1982 

(Dollars i n  Millions) 

Metro Cities 
Activity Amount Percent 
loans and Grants $I1147% 

t o  Businesses 
-- for Rehab (49) (21) 
-- Othepn (62) (26)  

Land Acquisition/ 
Disposition 66 28 

Infrastructure- 
Re1 a ted 30 16 

Other Assistance 23 9 
7TEir- $73- rn% 

Urban Counties Total 
Amount Percent h ount  Percent 
T 4 2 x  -$12446% 

4 13 70 26 

9 29 47 18 
5 16 28 10 

$51- rn% $rn rn% 
SOURCE: U .S .  Department of  Housing and Urban Development, Community 

Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG 
Performance Monitoring and Eva1 ua t ion  Data Bases. 

CDBG Planning and Administrative Expenditures. Entitlement communities 
reported spending $3 /O million,  or 13 percent of a l l  funds, on planning and 
administration, a share w i t h i n  the statutory requirement t h a t  no t  more than 20 
percent of a comnunity's annual grant be used for such purposes. 
Administration activities that are directly required i n  the delivery of a 
program product or service currently are n o t  counted against  the 20 percent 
requirement, Examples of these administrative costs, called "activity 
delivery" costs, include staff  costs of reviewing applications for low 
interest home improvement loans or o f  monitoring t o  ensure t h a t  rehabilitation 
work is completed properly. 

Entitlement communities spent $271 million dur ing  FY 1982 on general program 
management, which was 73 percent of p lann ing  and administration expenses (ten 
percent of a l l  FY 1982 expenditures). (See Table 2-10.) This represents the 
basic overhead of local administering agencies, including such items as staff 
salaries, office space, travel costs, and legal and a u d i t  expenses associated 
w i t h  the general administration of a local program. Approximately $56 mil l ion  
were reported as being directed toward p l a n n i n g  activities, such as  preparing 
environmental reviews, developing comprehensive comnunity development plans, 
and preparing plans for particular c i ty  neighborhoods or types of 
infrastructure improvements. Another $43 million were spent for 
administrative activities other than general program management , such as 
providing information t o  citizens, providing f a i r  housing counsel l i n g ,  
p rov id ing  assistance t o  facil i tate bonding,  and preparing applications for  
other Federal programs. 
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TABLE 2 - 10 

CDBG ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION EXPENDITURES, 
FY 1982 

(Do1 1 ars i n  Mil 1 ions) 

Activity 
Expenditures 

-7GiGiit -FEEii€ -- 
General Program Management $271 73% 
P1 an n i ng Ac ti v i t i  es 56 15 
Other Admini strati  on 43 12 
Total T T  -TDo% 

m x € :  u .S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
Community Planning and Development Office of Program Analysis 
and Eval uation, CDBG Performance Monitoring and Eval uation Data 
Bases. 

Planned Entitlement S e n d i n  #++--- FY 1979 through FY 1984. Figure 2-1 illustrates 
the i n t x e d  use of u n  s o r  major program activities dur ing  FY 1979 through 
FY 1984. As this figure shows, except for economic development, the relative 
amounts budgeted for the major activities have changed l i t t l e  during recent 
years. Funding for housing-related activities, after years of steady growth 
i n  the program, has leveled off  a t  about  35 percent of program funds. 
Similarly, public works appears t o  have reached a stable level of 
approximately 22 percent of budgeted funds  after having declined for several 
years. 

Economic development ac t iv i t ies  have received an increasing amount of  funds 
since 1979, when economic development f i r s t  was made a specific eligible 
ac t iv i ty  of the CDBG program. While the 13 percent o f  FY 1984 funds t h a t  
communities in tended  t o  spend on this activity was s t i l l  far below the funding 
levels of housing and public works projects, i t  represents a s ignif icant  
increase from the five percent devoted t o  economic development i n  FY 1981. 

In FY 1984, entitlement communities budgeted nine percent of total grant  funds 
for public services, down from the 1983 h i g h  of 11 percent. This appears t o  
reflect the 1981 statutory changes t h a t  generally limited the amount o f  
spending for public services t o  ten percent of a community's grant. A more 
recent statutory change has increased t h a t  general limit t o  15 percent, so a 
reversal of  this trend may follow. 

24 



Figure 2-1 

Planned Spending in the CDBG EnUtlement Program By Program Activity, 1879-1984 

40% 

P 
E 35%. 
R 
C 
E 
N 
T 30%. 

0 
F 

N 
T 
I 
T 

25%. 

20% 
M 
E 
N 

F 
U 
N 

15% 

: 104f 

5% 

0% 

Public Works 
rlr * rlr rlr Housing 

m m Clearance - Public Service 
0 0 0 0 0 0 Contingencies 
w+www Economic Development 36 36 - Categoricals * * * * * * * * * * *  

13 I Q  

1 
2 
-1 

- * + 4  4 

0 0 0 0 j  0.0 0 2 

a 0 o e - 0  e 0 0 0 0 0 0.. 

3& 
e - a a m ~  

0 . 0 .  
4 .@., A 

H 1 
1 

1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

a 
.S .  Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, 

and Evaluation, CDBG Performance Monitoring and Evaluation 
Data Bases. 

?:;;ni!y Planning and Development, Office o f  Program Analysis 

25 



USE OF ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM FUNDS TO MEET NATIONAL OBJECTIVES 

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 requires a l l  grantees t o  
s u b m i t  an annual report on how they used CDBG funds.  As p a r t  of  this Grantee 
Performance Report ( G P R ) ,  l oca l i t i e s  specify which of  the program's three 
national objectives -- benefitting 1 ow- and modera te- i ncome persons, 
eliminating or  preventing slums or  b l i g h t ,  o r  meeting urgent local comnunity 
development needs -- is met by the expenditure of funds fo r  each act ivi ty.  
This section reports the amount of funds grantees claimed t o  have spent on 
a c t i v i t i e s  designed t o  address each of the national objectives and gives 
particular attention to  describing ac t iv i t i e s  tha t  grantees report undertaking 
t o  benefit  low- and moderate-income persons. The 1983 hendments to  the 
legis lat ion authorizing the CDBG program, which d i d  not  govern FY 1982 
expenditures, require t h a t  51 percent of CDBG funds be used for ac t iv i t i e s  
tha t  benefit  low- and moderate-income persons during a one t o  three 
consecutive year period as  specified by each grantee. 

I figure 2-2 

DlslrlbuHon of FY 1962 CDBG EntHlemenl Expenditures by National ObJactive 

L O W - M ~  Benefit 9 

996 Slums and Blight 

.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Comnunity 
30%%in! and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, 

CDBG Performance Monitoring and Eva1 uation Data Bases. 

26 



Expenditures by National Objective. Local officials  reported t h a t  
approximately $2.2 b i l l i o n ,  or ninety percent of a l l  funds expended dur ing  FY 
1982, met the program's nat ional  objective of  benefiting low- and moderate- 
income persons.* Of the remaining expenditures, nine percent ($230 mi l l ion)  
was used to  prevent or eliminate slums and b l i g h t ,  and one percent was 
directed toward meeting other urgent community development needs. Figure 2-2 
i l lustrates the relative amounts of fund ing  t o  each of  the three objectives, 
and Table 2-11 shows the breakdown of FY 1982 expenditures for each national  
objective by the type of activity funded. 

- 
TABLt 2 - 11 

CDBG ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM EXPENDITURES BY TYPE OF ACTIVITY 
AND NATIONAL OBJECTIVE, FY 1982' 

(Dollars i n  Millions) 

Activity 

National Objective 
Low and Eliminate 
Moderate S1 ums 

Income Benefit and Bli h t  Ur ent Needs 
Amount _I Pet. 6 k -- Total 

Housing-Re1 ated $ 943 95% $ 45 5% * * $ 98% 
Publ i c  Facil i t i e s  

Economic Development 213 79 54 20 
Publ i c  Services 229 99 3 1 
Acquisition and 

Completion of 

1 726 
* 269 2 

* * 232 

C1 earance-Re1 ated 129 66 59 30 6 3 194 

Categorical Programs 25 50 25 50 * * 50 

and Improvements 673 93 44 6 9 

Totals $rn --xi% '$nu -Y% m 7% rn 
* Less t h a n  .5%, or less than  $500,000. 
+ This tab1 e excl udes $373 mil 1 ion i n  expenditures for administration 

and planning and the repayment of Section 108 loans. 

t: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community 
P1 anni  ng and Devel opment, Of f  ice of Program Analysis and Eval uation , 
CDBG Performance Monitoring and Eval ua t ion  Data Bases. 

With  one relatively minor exception, a t  leas t  two- thirds of the t o t a l  FY 1982 
expenditures for each type of  activity was reported by local officials t o  have 
benefited lower-i ncome persons. Virtually a1 1 (99  percent) of expenditures 
for public services and more t h a n  93 percent of  expenditures for  housing- 
related activi t ies and public works projects were described as meeting this 

* Funds spent for program administrat ion are presumed by regulations t o  
benefit low- and moderate-income persons i n  the same proportions as  the 
remainder of  the grant .  
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statutory objective. Substantial percentages of economic development (79 
percent) and acquisition and clearance activi t ies (66 percent) were a l so  
reported t o  benefit lower-income persons. The balance of funds  used for these 
two activi t ies were used almost inclusively for projects described as 
eliminating slums and blight, one of the other statutory objectives. Funding 
f o r  categorical projects provided the one exception t o  the pattern o f  
predominate low- and moderate-income benefit. Local officials  reported t h a t  
expenditures for such projects were sp l i t  almost equally between benefitting 
low- and moderate-income persons and preventing or eliminating slums and 
b l i g h t .  

While 90 percent of the t o t a l  entitlement program funds expended during FY 
1982 was reported t o  benefit persons w i t h  low- and moderate-incomes, the 
proportion of spending claimed t o  qua1 ify under this provision varied 
substantially from community t o  community. Table 2-12 indicates t h a t  most 
entitlement communities for which information was available reported spending 
more than 90 percent of their funds t o  benefit persons w i t h  low- and moderate- 
incomes, a1 though some communities reported spending as 1 i t t l e  as ten percent 
of FY 1982 expenditures for this purpose. The median level of reported 
spending under this provision was 97 percent, and 195 of the 536 comnunities 
claimed t o  have spent a l l  program funds principally for the benefit of people 
w i t h  low- and moderate-incomes. 

I 

--- 
TABLE 2 - 12 

BENEFIT TO PEOPLE WITH LOW- AND MODERATE-INCOMES 
FROM FY 1982 CDBG EXPENDITURES 

Percent of Expenditures 
Reported as Low- and Entitlement Communities 
Moderate- Income Benefit Number Percent 

100% 195 36% 
91 - 99 151 28 
76 - 90 110 21 
51 - 75 71 13 
10 - 50 9 2 

T Z 3 - S  337 rn% 
Median = 97 percent 
Overall Program Total = 90 percent 

RCt: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, 
Community P lann ing  and Development, Office of Program Analysis 
and Eval uati on , CDBG Performance Monitoring and Eval uati on 
Data Bases. 

The CDBG programs i n  the nine communities t h a t  reported spending less than 
half of their FY 1982 funds for low- and moderate- income benefit were 
dominated by relatively large redevelopment projects designed t o  eliminate 
slums and blight. Consequently, these communities showed a low proportion of 
benefit t o  low- and moderate- income persons o u t  of the fair ly small amount of 
funds t h a t  they had expended dur ing  their FY 1982 program years. 
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DIRECT BENEFITS AND AREA BENEFITS 

In the CDBG program, benefits t o  low- and moderate-income persons result 
either from direct benefit activities, such as providing individuals w i t h  
social services or a housing rehabilitation loan ,  or through activities t h a t  
improve the neighborhood where lower income people live, e.g., by improving 
the streets or constructing a park.* T h i s  section discusses the proportion o f  
funds  expended on direct benefit activities and characteristics of  the 
beneficiaries of these expenditures. 

Use of  CDBG Funds for Direct Benefit Activities. Over three-quarters of the 
$591 mi l l ion  t h a t  entitlemeft communities s-to provide direct benefits t o  
persons w i t h  low- and moderate-incomes funded housing-related activities, 
Publ ic services (14 percent) constituted the second 1 argest category of  direct 
benefit expenditures. Table 2-13 indicates direct benefit spending by 
act ivi ty group for Metropol i t a n  Cities and Urban Counties. 

TABLE 2 - 13 

CDBG DIRECT BENEFIT SPENDING BY ACTIVITY GROUP AND GRANTEE TYPE 
FY 1982 

(Dollars i n  Millions) 

Metro Cities Urban Counties Total 
ftiyi t y R G y p  Amount Pct. ‘Amount Pct. kiiunt Pct. 

ousing-  e ated T 3 E - X  -$85-m r- 7IR; 
Publ ic-Services 75 15 5 6 80 14 
Acquisition and 

C1 earance-Re1 ated 24 5 3 3 27 4 
Publ  ic Facil i t ies 

and Improvements 12 2 1 1 13 2 
Economic Development 4 1 1 1 5 1 
Completion of Cate- 

gorical Programs 5 1 0 0 5 1 
Totals $“K m m m  $rn m 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, C o m m u n i t y  
P l a n n i n g  and Development, Office of  Program Analysis and Evaluation, 
Performance Monitoring and Eva1 uat ion Data Bases. 

Direct benefit activities are those t h a t  identify particular individuals t o  
receive assistance w i t h  CDBG funds. The activities t h a t  provided most of 
these benefits i n  FY 1982 included making grants and loans t o  low- and 
moderate-income homeowners o r  t o  rehabilitate buildings i n  which lower-income 
persons live. Public service activities, such as day care and assistance t o  
the elderly, handicapped, or abused wives a1 so received substantial amounts of 
direct benefit funds. Activities such as relocation assistance ( w i t h i n  

* A direct benefit activity i s  defined as any activity t h a t  requires the 
beneficiary t o  submi t  an application or t o  complete a personal record as an 
integral p a r t  o f  receiving the benefit of  the ac t i v i t y .  

cl 
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acquisition . and clearance), improvements of b u i l d i n g s  t o  provide direct 
benefits (pub1 ic f ac i l i t i e s ) ,  and relocation assistance where the displacement 
was caused by clearance for economic development consumed smaller amounts of 
direct benefit fund ing .  

Urban Counties and Metropolitan Cities differed somewhat i n  direct benefit 
spending. The counties placed a higher emphasis on housing-related 
act iv i t ies ,  principally the rehabilitation of single-family homes, t h a n  d i d  
Metropol i t a n  Cities, which spent more t o  provide direct benefits by fund ing  
public services. Housing, nonetheless, was also the largest category of 
direct benefit spending i n  Metropolitan Cities (76 percent). 

Income and Ethnicity of Direct Beneficiaries. Sixty-nine percent of the 
beneficiaries of direct benefit act ivi t ies were identified by local officials  
as members of households t h a t  had incomes t h a t  were less t h a n  half of the 
median income of  the SMSA i n  which they lived; only nine percent of the 
beneficiaries were reported as not hav ing  low- and moderate-incomes ( i  .e. w i t h  
a household income t h a t  exceeded 80 percent of the SMSA median family 
income). See Figure 2-3. 

kr 

Figure 2-3 

Incomes of Beneficiaries of Direct Benefil Activities In the CDBG Entitlemenl Program, FY 1982 

Low Income 

' Income 

Ct: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community 
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and 
Evaluat ion,  Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases. 
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In addition t o  the preponderance of  beneficiaries of direct benefit programs 
funded dur ing  FY 1982 hav ing  low- and moderate- incomes, large proportions of 
these beneficiaries also were members of minority groups. The proportion of 
beneficiaries of direct benefit spending by ethnic group, as well a s  the 
proportions of these groups i n  the to ta l  populat ion and the poverty population 
of  al l  entitlement comnunities are presented i n  Figure 2-4. 

Fburo 2-4 

EUIniclty of Benoficlarkr ol CDBG Dim! k . A t  Spending 
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+ Figuw 2 4  excludes Puerto Rico, which is 100 percent Hispanic. Its inclusion wwld 
alter distribution som2hhat to favor Hispanic mipients. lhe ''bhite" catmgry 
includes Rnerican Indians and Asians; these tm grolps we not separal~ly 
identifiable i n  the data base. 

and Evaluation Data Bases. 

According to  information provided by local officials  i n  their GPRs, 
minorities, particularly Blacks, represented a much 1 arger percentage of 
beneficiaries i n  CDBG-funded direct benefit act ivi t ies than they d i d  i n  
entitlement communities as a whole. Thus, while 15 percent of the residents 
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of entitlement communities are Black and 9 percent are Hispanic, 39 percent of 
the beneficiaries of  direct benefit spending i n  these communities were Blacks 
and 10 percent were Hispanics. Clearly, the CDBG monies t h a t  communities 
reportedly have used to  provide services such as social services or housing 
rehabilitation assistance were in FY 1982 benefiting minority households. 
However, the lower-income population of entitlement communities tend t o  be 
more minority t h a n  the popula t ion  as a whole. Figure 2-4 indicates t h a t  the 
CDBG direct benefit population i s  composed of minorities i n  rough proportion 
t o  their incidence in the population of households w i t h  incomes below the 
poverty line.* This figure suggests that, dur ing  the 1982 program year, 
lower-income Whites and Blacks benefited somewhat more t h a n  did lower-income 
Hispanics from CDBG direct benefit spending, 

P 
Location o f  FY 1982 Funded Activities 

Table 2-14 i l lus t ra tes  the amounts of spending by the national objectives 
under which local officials  qualified the activity and the type o f  census 
t rac t  i n  which the spending occurred. 

TABLE 2 14 
-- - I 

Spending Was 
Directed to: 

NATIONAL OBJECTIVE BY TYPE OF CENSUS TRACT+ 
(Dollars i n  Millions) 

Low/Modera te  - 
Income Tracts 

Non- Low/Modera te  - 
Income Tracts 

Citywide 

Total s 
Percent 

Low- and Moderate 
Income Benefit 

D i  rec t Other 

$277 $789 
(11%) (32%) 

96 347 
(4%) (14%) 
218 484 

24% 66% 

S1 urns 
and 

B1 i g h t  

$1 27 
( 5%) 
47 

(2%) 
56 

(2%) 
$W 

9% 

Urgent 
Needs To ta 1 

$1 201 
(49%) 
499 

(20%) 
7 58 

(31%) 
$= 

100% 

-- 

* less t h a n  .5% 
+ excludes $373 million i n  p lann ing  and administration and the 

SOURCE: 
repayment of Section 108 loans. 

Planning and Development, Office o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation, 
CDBG Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases. 

U .S. Department of  Housing and Urban Development, Community 

* While the definition of low- and moderate-income i n  the CDBG program is 
different from the definition of poverty, the la t t e r  figure is a rough 
indicator of  the ethnic composition of the lower-income population of 
entitlement communities. 
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Communities reported spending $1.201 bi l l ion,  or  49 percent of the $2.459 
b i l l i o n  i n  program f u n d s  expended dur ing  FY 1982, i n  census t r ac t s  where a 
majority of households had incomes of l e s s  than 80 percent of the SMSA median 
family income. Approximately two-thirds of this amount were expended on 
ac t iv i t i e s  tha t  met the area t e s t  for  low- and moderate-income benefit ,  and 
another one-quarter provided benefits direct ly  t o  low- and moderate-income 
households. 

The remaining $1.258 b i l l i o n  i n  FY 1982 expenditures went to census t r ac t s  
where a majority of residents d i d  n o t  have low- and moderate-incomes (20 
percent of a l l  funds)  o r  were reported by grantees as being spent "citywide" I 

(31 percent). The la rges t  portion o f  these funds  t ha t  were not spent i n  low- 
and moderate-income census t r ac t s  nonetheless met the area t e s t  for low- and 
moderate-income benefit. Two factors account for  most of the money tha t  i s  

ii 
spent i n  non lower-income census t r ac t s  meeting the area test  for-low- and 
moderate-income benefit. One i s  tha t  a community may employ a geographic area 
other t h a n  a census t r a c t  i n  defining the area of benefit; for  example, a 
target  area tha t  i s  a lower-income block group tha t  is  par t  of a non-low- and 
moderate-income census t r a c t .  The other factor,  which is most applicable to  
suburban c i t i e s  and Urban Counties, is  tha t  some entitlement communities 
contain very few, i f  any, low- and moderate-income census t rac ts .  These 
communities may qualify low- and moderate-income ac t iv i t i e s  i f  the funds are 
spent i n  t he i r  l eas t  aff luent  areas. 
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TABLE 2-15 
ESTIMATED PLANNED EXPENDITURES OF CDBG ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM FUNDS, 

FY 1984 
(Dollars in Millions) 

I 

HOUSING-RELATED 
( percent 1 
Private Residential Rehab. : 
Single-family 
Mu1 ti-Family 

Rehab. of Pub. Res. Property 
Rehab. of Pub. Housing 
Code Enforcement 
Historic Preservation 
Housing Activities by Sub-Recip: 
New Housing & Acquisition 
Rehabil i tation 

Rehabilitation o f  Closed Schools 
Weatherization Rehabilitation: 
Si ng 1 e- f ami 1 y 
Mu1 ti-family 

Rehabilitation Administration 

PUBLIC FACILITIES 
W S  

( percent 1 
Street 
Park, Recreation, etc. 
Water and Sewer 
Flood and Drainage 
Neighborhood Facilities 
Sol id Waste Faci 1 i ties 
Removal of Arch. Barrier 
Senior Centers 
Centers for Handicapped 
Renovation of Closed Schools 
Historic Preservation 
Other Pub. Fac. and Improve. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
(percent) 

Assistance to For-Prof i t 
Entities 
,Rehab loans and grants 
Other loans and grants 
Other assistance 

Comm. and Industrial 
Improvements by Grantee: 
Land acq./disposition 
Infrastructure development 
Rehab. loans and grants 
Other loans and grants 
Other improvements 

Loans and grants 
Other assistance 

Special Activities Subrecipients: 

Rehab. of Private Property 

PUBLIC SERVICES 
(percent) 

Pub1 ic Services 
Special Activities 
by Subrecipients 

METRO 
CITIES 

837.8 
7373 

414.4 
,114.9 
93.3 
19.0 
45.2 
3.0 

19.9 
46.6 
1.5 

6.7 
1.5 
71.8 

421.8 m 
186.7 
55.0 
56.2 
11.2 
24.6 
2.6 
5.7 
4.3 
4.7 
1.2 
5.4 
64.2 

293.1 m 
.2 

1.2 
.2 

41.6 
65.2 
34.4 
42.5 
42.2 

32.8 
20.8 
12.0 

217.9 m 
201 .o 
16.9 

34 

URBAN 
COUNT1 ES 

132.5 m 
100.3 
14.2 
1.0 
2.6 
2.8 

.2 

3.2 
2.0 

2.0 

4.2 

- 

- 

164.7 m 
64.7 
12.2 
43.3 
6.7 
5.6 
0.2 
5.4 
9.3 
2.4 
1.1 
2.9 
10.9 

62.2 (m 
- 
- - 

14.1 
12.9 
6.5 
15.4 
4.9 

2.7 
2.2 
3.5 

22.3 m 
20.7 

1.6 

A1 1 
ENTITLEMENTS 

970.3 m 
514.7 
129.1 
94.3 
21.6 
48.0 
3.2 

23.1 
48.6 
1.5 

8.7 
1.5 
76.0 

586.5 m 
251.4 
67.2 
99.5 
17.9 
30.2 
2.8 

11.1 
13.6 
7.1 
2.3 
8.3 
75.1 

355.3 
7-l-n-I 

.2 
1.2 
.2 

55.7 
78.1 
40.9 
57.9 
47.1 

35.5 
23.0 
15.5 

240.2 

221.7 
m 
18.5 

k 

r- 
I 



TABLE 2-15 (Continued) 
ESTIMATED PLANNED EXPENDITURES OF CDBG ENTITLEMENT PROGRAM FUNDS, 

FY 1984 
(Dollars in Millions) 

ACQUISITION, CLEARANCE RELATED 
(percent) 

Acquisition of Real 
Property 

C1 earance 
Re1 ocation 
Disposition 

OTHER 
(percent 1 

Completion o f  Urban Renewal 
Con ti ngenci es/Local Options 
Repayment of Section 108 Loans 
Special Activities by Subrecip. 

ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING 
( Dercen t 1 

A d d  nistration 
Planning 

TOTAL PROGRAM RESOURCES* 

METRO 
CITIES 

85.3 
-7370 
11.7 
43.8 
18.5 
11.3 

64.5 
72-m 

9.8 
37.1 
16.7 
.9 

287.3 m 
264.0 
23.3 

2,210 

URBAN 
COUNT1 ES 

5.5 rn 
.9 

2.1 
2.2 
.3 

16.6 
7 - 3 3  

15.5 
.9 
.2 

68.6 m 
61.0 
7.6 

-- 

47 5 - 

A1 1 
ENTITLEMENTS 

90.8 m 
12.6 
45.9 
20.7 
11.6 

81.1 m 
9.8 
52.6 
17.6 
1.1 

355.9 
n-3-3 
325.0 
30.9 

2,685 

* Includes CDBG entitlement grants, program income, loan proceeds, and funds 
reprogrammed from prior year's grants. 

SOURCt. .S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and bev!lopment, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG 
Performance Monitoring and Eva1 uation Data Bases. 
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TABLE 2-16: PART 1 
ESTIMATED PLANNED EXPENDITURES-BY- CDBG ENTITLEMENT CITIES, 

FYs 1979-1 983 

PUBLIC FACILITIES 
-S 

(percent 1 
S t r e e t  Improvements 
Parks, Recreation, etc. 
Water and Sewer 
Flood and Drainage 
Neighborhood Facil i t ies  
Sol id  Waste Facilities 
Parking Faci l i t ies  
F i r e  Protection F a c i l i t i e s  
Removal of Arch. Barriers 
Senior Centers 
Centers f o r  the Handicapped 
Other P u b l i c  Works and F a c i l i t i e s  

HOUSING RELATED ACTIVITIES 

Rehab. of  Private Property 
Rehab. of Pub. Res. St ructures  
Rehab. of Pub. Housing Mod. 
Code Enforcement 
Historic Preservation 
New Housing LDCs 

ACQUISITION CLEARANCE RELATED 

Acquisi t ion of Real Property 
C1 earance 
Re1 oca ti on 
Disposition 

PUBLIC SERVICES 
(percent) 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
( percent ) 

Local Development Corporation 
Public Fac. and Impr. f o r  ED 
Com. and Ind. Fac. f o r  ED 
Acquisi t ion f o r  ED 

(percent) 

(percent )  

COMPLETION OF CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS 
(percent) 

CONTINGENCIES AND LOCAL OPTIONS 
(percent) 

ADMINISTRATION AND PLANN I NG 
(percent) 

Admi n i  strati on 
Planning 

TOTAL RESOURCES 

j t h e r  Program Resources' 

N/A = Not ava i l ab le  

e t  Grant Amount 

(Dollars i n  Mill ions) 

1983 rn m 
182.4 
58.2 
52.0 
22.7 
16.2 
8.7' 
7.1 
6.5 
6.0 
6.0 
1.3 

46.0 

$802.5 
737-3) 

548.0 
105.0 

18.3 
54.8 
9.2 

67.2 

$ 99.9 
(4.6) 

25.4 
36.4 
27.9 
11.2 

$254.1 m 
$204.7 
-753 

90.4 
27.1 
58.6 
28.6 

$19.8 
0 

$ 53.8 m 
$304.2 m 
249.8 
54.4 

$21 52.1 lTmJ 
198.1 

1982 
T4-23-X m 

164.3 
55.0 
44.0 
14.3 
19.4 
2.5 

.7 
9.6 
6.8 
8.3 
1.4 

96.7 

$768.1 
73m-I 

584.2 
108.9 

12.5 
52.6 
9.9 

$176.0 m 
92.3 
45.5 
31 .O 
7.2 

$195.1 
-Em 
$174.1 
7 - 8 3  

73.7 
31.7 
52.5 
16.2 

$31.6 m 
$ 47.3 
(2a, 

$303.4 
7Tv;3) 

253.4 
50.0 

$2118.6 
-l-9733 

154.7 

- NA- 

1981 
Rm7F m 

279.1 
67.3 
68.9 
16.6 
49.0 

1.3 
9.4 
9.5 

11 .o 
9.6 
8.2 

40.1 

$816.0 m 
610.7 
115.0 
27.0 
52.2 
11.1 - NA- 

$260.4 

141.3 
53.8 
54.5 
10.8 

$180.3 
(7.6) 

$121 5 

74.8 
16.5 
19.1 
11.1 

$1 9.8 
7.8) 

$ 79.9 7n-I 
$327.1 
7T3;8) 

272.1 
55.0 

$2374.3 
-2l?xx 

177.5 

7TT;o) 

7-557 

1980 
s3-m m 

266.8 
81.2 
66.7 
21.3 
70.2 
1.1 

23.8 
9.7 

13.2 
14.7 
8.6 

55.4 

$752.8 m 
575.9 
88.5 
28.4 
47.5 
12.5 - NA- 

$278.7 

151 .O 
60.2 
58.8 
8.7 

$180.1 
17.7) 
$119 4 

68.5 
22.5 
18.0 
10.4 

$36.8 
7TTs) 

$ 95.3 
14.1) 
$255.0 m 
205.9 
49.1 

$2350.7 
2216,8 

133.9 

7177v) 

-0 

1979 
m-23 m 

278.5 
104.5 
78.8 
39.1 
67.9 
2.2 

12.1 
12.4 
13.4 
16.8 
7.2 

79.8 

$702.6 m 
471.6 
133.6 
29.7 
53.4 
14.3 - NA- 

$324.7 m 
182.6 
65.3 
68.8 
8.0 

$191.2 
-0 

$89.2 m 
38.4 
22.3 
17.3 
11.2 

$43.1 
7l-n 

$102.4 
74.11 

m $304.2 

250.0 
54.2 

$2471.1 
2282.7 

188.4 

k 

' 
* U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning an 

S o ~ ~ ~ ~ i o p m e n t  Office of Program Analysis and Evaluat ion,  CDBG Performance Moni to:ing and 

Includes program income, surplus urban renewal funds, loan proceeds, and funds 
reprogrammed from prior yea r s  grants .  

Eva lua t ion  Data Bases. 
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TABLE 2-16: PART 2 
ESTIMATED PLANNED EXPENDITURES BY CDBG ENTITLEMENT CITIES, 

FYs 1975-1 978 
(Dollars in Millions) 

1978 1977 1976 1975 
PUBLIC FACILITIES 

AND IMPR- S $ 751.8 $ 830.2 $ 759.4 $ 601.5 
(percent) 0 734-m (33.9) 0 

Public Works, Facilities, 

Payments for Loss 
and Site Improvements 751.4 830.1 759.2 601.3 

of Rental Income .4 .1 .2 .2 

REHABILITATION $ 402.3 $ 329.5 $ 285.3 $ 228.0 
(percent) o - o m  ---lTnI 

Rehabilitation Loans 
and Grants 356.8 294.0 255.4 195.7 

Code Enforcement 45.5 35.5 29.9 32.4 

ACQUI S ITION/CLEARANCE $ 527.8 $ 440.0 $ 420.1 $ 436.4 
(percent) -72 l -73  m m  (21.7) 
Acquisition 207.7 225.5 215.5 240.0 
C1 earance Demo1 i tion and 
Rehabilitation 234.8 125.8 112.5 105.8 

Disposition 4.8 3.7 7.0 3.1 
Relocation Payments 
and Assistance 80.5 85.0 85.1 87.5 

PUBLIC SERVICES 
(percent) 

$ 220.6 $ 174.6 $ 149.1 $ 87.4 
-Ts,) ~(7;3) 16.7') 14.4) 

Provision o f  

Speci a1 Projects 
Public Services 200.5 163.1 136.4 72.2 

for the Elderly and 
Handicapped 20.1 11.5 12.7 15.2 

COMPLETION OF 
PROGRAMS $ 113.9 $ 204.4 $ 261.1 $ 320.9 

( percent 1 (4.7) - 1 8 1  Tr l7 )  176.0) 

Completion of Urban 

Continuation of 

Payment o f  

Renewal Projects 76.0 151.9 154.3 158.1 

Model Cities Activities 2.4 17.6 66.4 132.2 

Non-Federal Share 35.5 34.9 40.4 30.6 

CONTINGENCIES AND - 
(percent) 

ADMIN. AND PLANNING 
(percent) 

$ 86.2 $ 107.3 $ 93.6 $ 97.2 
73.5) -7K-rTj 7 2 . 1 )  (4.9) 

$ 335.0 $ 309.3 $ 270.6 $ 232.5 
- 7 l - 3 7  n21p) 'p12.1) 0 

Administration 251.5 229.5 201.4 150.6 
P1 anni ng/Management 83.5 79.8 69.2 81.9 

TOTAL RESOURCES $2437.6 $2395.3 $2239.2 $2003.9 

Net Grant Amount 2295.8 2263.3 2115.9 1986.9 
Other Program Resources1 141.8 132.0 123.3 17.0 

Includes w o w a m  income. surplus urban renewal funds, loan proceeds, and 

' I  

I 

funds reprogrammed from-prior years ' grants. 
+R anning and Development, Office of Management, Data Systems and Statistics 

Division 
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TABLE 2-17: PART 1 

FYs 1979-1 983 
ESTIMATED CDBG URBAN COUNTY FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES BUDGETED 

(Do l l a rs  i n  M i l l i o n s )  
1983 

$161.2 m 
61.6 
11.4 
39.0 
9.7 

.9 

- 1982 

$155.6 m 
51.2 
13.1 
32.3 
9.3 

11.5 
1.9 

- 1981 

$171 1 

61.2 
17.1 
42.5 
10.7 
10.7 

.2 
1.7 
4.2 

- 

7-3-h-I 

1980 

$1 78.5 m 
65.5 
15.8 
42.6 

9.9 
13.8 

1.9 
3.6 
6.9 

10.9 
1.8 

4.6 

- 

---- 

1979 

$186.6 rn 
60.8 
17.1 
47.6 
11.2 
16.5 

.2 
2.5 
3.9 
6.0 

12.2 
1.3 

- PUBLIC FACILITIES 
AND I M P R O V t m  

(percent)  
S t ree t  Improvements 
Parks, Recreation, etc. 
Water and Sewer 
Flood and Drainage 
Neighborhood F a c i l i t i e s  
Sol i d  Waste F a c i l i t i e s  
Parking F a c i l i t i e s  
F i r e  Pro tec t ion  F a c i l i t i e s  
Removal o f  Arch. Ba r r i e rs  
Senior Centers 
Centers f o r  the Handicapped 
Other Publ ic Works 

and F a c i l i t i e s  

HOUSING RELATED ACTIVITIES 
(percent) 
Rehab. o f  P r i va te  Property 
Rehab. o f  Pub. 

Res. Structures 
Rehab. o f  Pub. Housing Mod. 
Code Enforcment 
H i s t o r i c  Preservation 
New Housing LDCs 

.5 
2.5 
4.5 
5.2 
8.2 
1.7 

1 .o 
3.2 
3.8 
7.9 
1.1 

5.8 
11.3 

.9 

4.1 16.0 

$119.1 
Tzs;n 

100.6 

1.5 
2.2 
3.2 
2.0 
9.6 

18.6 

$117.4 
T28;5) 

110.4 

1.6 
1.1 
3.0 
1.6 

-NA- 

4.2 

$135.7 $109.6 

119.1 97.2 
m m  $ 94.4 

7-232-l 
84.0 

3.4 
1.6 
2.9 
2.5 

-NA- 

5.4 
2.2 

3.3 
2.1 
4.8 
2.2 

~~ 

6.6 
2.4 

-NA- -NA- 

$ 18.9 $ 32.9 m m  $37.2 37 0 

29.3 26.9 
3.5 4.9 
4.4 4.9 

.3 

-rs.-s,Tvj) 

---- 

ACQUISITION CLEARANCE RELATED $ 7.1 
(percent) n.5) 
Acquis i t ion  o f  Real. Property 1.4 
C1 earance 2.2 
Re1 oca t i  on 3.4 
D ispos i t ion  .1 

13.3- -24.7 
2.3 3.9 
3.3 4.1 

.2 ---- 
$ 22.0 
(4.7) 

$ 18.4 $' 7.6 
7-473 '(r.7) 

$ 7.3 $ 8.0 70 
PUBLIC SERVICES 

(percent 1 

$ 31.2 $11.5 o m  $ 10.3 $ 8.2 
- 0 - 7 - 2 - 3 7  

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT $ 58.1 
(percent 1 m 
Local Development Corp. 14.0 5.4 7.2 5.7 3.7 
Publ ic Fac. and Impr. f o r  ED 3.7 6.7 2.6 1.2 1.9 
Com. and Ind. Fac. f o r  ED 25.0 11.4 .5 1.8 1.9 
Acqu is i t ion  f o r  ED 2.1 1.9 1.2 1.6 .7 

COMPLETION OF 
-PROGRAMS $ .2 $ .7 $ .7 $ 1.2 2.1 

(percent ) 0 - 7 2 7  -72-1 - - a  
CONTINGENCIES AND - 

( percent 1 
$ 34.3 $ 15.9 $21.9 $ 24.1 $22.0 rn 3.9) TSTU) 75.7) -(52n 

ADMINISTRATION - 
(percent)  

$ 70.4 $ 55.2 $ 54.3 $ 54.5 51.1 - m m m m  
47.8 41.3 45.5 46.4 40.10 
22.6 13.9 8.8 8.1 11.1 

Administrat ion 
Planning 

TOTAL RESOURCES $472.4 $412.6 $435.0 $421.8 $406.2 
Net Grant Amount m - m K 3 7 2 4 - 7 r n 3 9 6 . 0  
Other Program Resources' 46.3 8.3 10.3 4.5 10.2 

= Not ava i l ab le  "' Includes program income, surplus urban renewal funds, loan DrOCeedS. and 
funds reprogrammed from p r i o r  years '  grants. 

mRCt: U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning 
and Development Office o f  Program Analysis and Evaluation, CDBG 
Performance Moni tor ing and Evaluation Data  Bases. 



TABLE 2-17: PART 2 
ESTIMATED CDBG URBAN COUNTY FUNDING BY MAJOR ACTIVITIES, 

PUBLIC FACILITIES - 
Public  Works, F a c i l i t i e s ,  

Payments f o r  

(percent )  

and S i t e  Improvements 

Loss o f  Rental Income 

REHABILITATION 
(percent  1 
R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  

Code Enforcement 
Loans and Grants 

ACQUI S ITIONKLEARANCE 
RELATED 
(percent) 
A c q u i s i t i o n  o f  

Real Proper ty  
C1 earance Demo1 i t i o n  and 

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  
D i s p o s i t i o n  o f  

Real Proper ty  
Re1 oca t i  on Payments 
and Assistance 

PUBLIC SERVICES 
( percent  1 

P r o v i s i o n  o f  

Special  P r o j e c t s  f o r  
t he  E l d e r l y  

P u b l i c  Services 

and Handicapped 

Completion o f  Urban 
Renewal P r o j e c t s  

Cont inuat ion o f  Model 
C i t i e s  A c t i v i t i e s  

Payment o f  
Non-Federal Share 

ADMINISTRATION AND w 
Admi n i  s t r a t i  on 
P1 anning/Devel opment 

TOTAL RESOURCES 
Net Grant Amount 
Other Progfam 

Resources 

Inc ludes program income, 

FYs 1975-1 978 

1978 1977 
( D o l l a r s  i n  M i l l i o n s )  

$166.0 
-0 

166.0 

0 

$ 63.9 rn 
60.6 

3.3 

$ 49.3 
113.2) 

28.7 

14.8 

--- 
5.8 

$ 16.5 
(4.4) 

6.7 

9.8 

5.6 
0 

3.1 

.1 

2.4 

$ 18.6 m 
$ 52.7 

36.1 
16.6 

$ 372.8 
368.1 

3.6 

m 

$156.9 m 
156.9 

0 

$ 52.1 m 
49.6 

2.5 

$ 47.8 m 
31.2 

11.2 

--- 
5.4 

$ 10.8 
(3.2) 

6.8 

4.0 

$ 3.9 
---ma 

.9 

----- 
3.0 

$ 19.4 
0 

$ 41.3 
7Tm-l 

27.4 
13.9 

$ 332.4 
327.7 

4.7 

1976 

$102.9 m 
102.9 

0 

$ 28.2 
7T372) 

25.8 
2.4 

$ 32.7 m 
22.1 

7.1 

--- 
3.5 

$ 7.0 
-0 

3.6 

3.4 

$ 4.9 m 
.2 

.9 

3.8 

$ 12.0 
15.6) 

$ 25.7 

15.1 
10.6 

$ 213.5 
208.1 

5.4 

-7l-m-I 

1975 

$ 40.8 rn 
40.8 

0 

$ 13.7 
7Tz;-5) 

11.7 
2.0 

$ 17.4 m 
11.2 

4.2 

.1 

1.9 

$ 4.1 
7 3 - m  

2.6 

i .5 

$ 7.4 
0 

1.5 

4.3 

1.6 

$ 6.4 
---ma 

$ 19.4 
(17.8) 

9.0 
10.4 

$ 109.2 
108.9 

.3 

su rp lus  urban renewal funds, l o a n  proceeds, and 
funds reprogrammed from- p r i o r  yea rs '  grants.  

m R C t :  U.S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Comnunity Planning 
and Development, O f f i c e  o f  Management, Data Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  D i v i s i o n  
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TABLE 2-18 
ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES OF CDBG ENTITLEMENT FUNDS, 

FY 1982 
( D o l l a r s  i n  M i l l i o n s )  

HOUSING-RELATED 
( Dercen t 1 
P h v a t e  Res iden t ia l  Rehab. : 

S ing le- fami l y  
Mu1 ti -Family 

Rehab. o f  Pub. Res. Property 
Rehab. o f  Pub. Housing 
Code Enforcement 
H i s t o r i c  Preservat ion 
Housing A c t i v i t i e s  by Sub-Recip: 

New Housing i% A c q u i s i t i o n  
R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  o f  Closed Schools 
Weather izat ion R e h a b i l i t a t i o n :  

Sing1 e- fami l y  
Mu1 t i - f a m i l y  

R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Admin is t ra t i on  

PUBLIC FACILITIES 
W S  

( Dercen t 1 
st i -eet  . 
Park, Recreation, etc.  
Water and Sewer 
F lood and Drainage 
Neighborhood F a c i l i t i e s  
S o l i d  Waste F a c i l i t i e s  
Removal o f  Arch. B a r r i e r  
Senior Centers 
Centers f o r  Handicapped 
Renovation o f  Closed Schools 
H i s t o r i c  Preservat ion 
Other Pub. Fac. and Improve. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
( percent  ) 

Assistance t o  For-Prof i t : 
Land acq./disposi t i o n  
I n f r a s t r u c t u r e  development 
Rehab loans and g ran ts  
Other loans and g ran ts  
Other ass is tance 

Corn. and I n d u s t r i a l  
Improvements by Grantee: 
Land acq./disposi t i o n  
I n f r a s t r u c t u r e  development 
Rehab. loans and g ran ts  
Other l oans  and g ran ts  
Other ass is tance 

METRO 
CITIES 

848.0 m 
396.6 
158.6 
100.5 
29.3 
55.3 
2.7 

17.1 
28.8 - 

9.4 
1.4 

48.3 

557.6 m 
233.6 

79.8 
64.9 
8.0 

44.5 
.3 

10.7 
14.0 
5.2 
3.9 
7.4 

85.3 

234.5 m 
.9 

7.0 
17.0 

1.7 

- - 

66.1 
22.5 
28.7 

7.7 
14.9 

Special  A c t i v i t i e s  Subrecipients:  
Loans and g ran ts  37.5 
Other ass is tance 17.7 

Rehab. o f  P r i v a t e  Property 12.8 

URBAN 
COUNTIES 

139.6 m 
101.2 
12.8 

1.2 
2.7 
2.8 

.2 

12.8 
1 .8 

.4 

1.3 

2.4 
- 

168.0 m 
58.7 
14.8 
42.7 

5.2 
13.1 

.2 
5.0 

10.8 
1.7 

.9 
2.0 

12.9 

27.7 m 
1.2 
1.2 

2.4 
.8 

- 

- 

2.6 
3.9 

.6 
3.5 
3.5 

4.0 
1.3 
2.7 

A1 1 
ENTITLEMENTS 

987.6 m 
497.8 
171.4 
101.7 
32.0 
58.1 
2.9 

29.9 
30.6 

.4 

10.7 
1.4 

50.7 

725.6 m 
292.3 

94.6 
107.6 
13.2 
57.6 

.5 
15.7 
24.8 
6.9 
4.8 
9.4 

98.2 

262.2 m - 
1.2 
2.1 
7.0 

19.4 
2.5 

68.7 
26.4 
29.3 
11.2 
18.4 

41.5 
19.0 
15.5 
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TABLE 2-18 
ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES OF CDBG ENTITLEMENT FUNDS, 

FY 1982 (Continued) 
(Dol la r s  i n  Mil l ions)  

PUBLIC SERVICES 
(pe rcen t )  

Pub1 i c  Services  
Special  A c t i v i t i e s  
by Subrecipients  

ACQUISITION, CLEARANCE RELATED 
(pe rcen t  1 

Acquisit ion of Real 
Property 

C1 earance 
Relocation 
Disposi t ion 

OTHER 
- 7 p e r c e n  t) 

Completion o f  Urban Renewal 
Conti ngenci es/Local Options 
Repayment o f  Sect ion 108 Loans 
Special  A c t i v i t i e s  by Subrecip. 

ADMINISTRATION AND PLANNING 
(Dercent) 

Adm'i n i  s t r a t i  on 
Planning 

METRO 
CITIES m m 
193.5 

26.5 

184.5 
7773 

66.9 
60.4 
43.3 
13.9 

55.0 
7-m- 
49.4 

NA 
1 .a 
3.8 

313.2 m 
265.6 
47.6 

TOTAL PROGRAM EXPENDITURES* 2,412.8 

URBAN 
COUNTIES 

11.4 

.8 

9.8 
(73 
3.2 
2.5 
4.0 
.1 

4.3 (rn 
.3 

NA 
.9 

3.1 

57.0 m 
48.7 
8.3 

418.7 

A1 1 
ENTITLEMENTS 

232.2 
7 8 2 7  
204.9 

27.3 

194.3 m 
70.1 
62.9 
47.3 
14.0 

59.3 m 
49.7 

NA 
2.7 
6.9 

370.4 
m-37 
314.5 
55.9 

2,832.1 

* Includes CDBG entitlement g ran t s ,  program income, and loan proceeds. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department o f  I-lousing aod Urban Development, Comnunity Planning 
and Development, Off ice  of Program Analysis and Evaluation,  CDBG 
Performance Monitoring and Evaluation Data Bases. 
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METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX 

CDBG Performance Monitoring and Eva lua t ion  Database 

The da ta  presented i n  this chapter come from the CDBG Performance Monitoring 
and Eva lua t ion  Database maintained by HUD's Off-ice of  Program Analysis and 
Evaluation. This database contains information extracted by content analysis 
from F ina l  Statements of  Community Development Objectives and Projected Use o f  
Funds and  Grantee Performance Reports ( G P R )  submitted by each Urban County and 
a representative sample o f  220 Metropolitan Cities. The 220 cit ies included 
i n  the database were selected by a stratified random sample of a l l  c i t ies  
eligible for CDBG formula grants. The strata used i n  drawing this sample 
distinguished grantees by the size of entitlement grant, whether the community 
is a central c i t y  or a non-central city, and whether the community received 
i t s  grant according t o  Formula A or Formula B. 

-- 

1982 GPR Universe, Sample, PI- and Coding -------- 
The universe o f  communities required t o  s u b m i t  1982 GPRs consisted of 623 
Metropolitan Cities and 96 Urban Counties t h a t  received 1982 CDBG grants and 
four Metropolitan Cities t h a t  were required t o  submit GPRs covering 
expenditures from grants received i n  previous years. 

Data on the actual use o f  FY 1982 CDBG entitlement program funds came from 
GPRs submitted by 87 Urban Counties and 207 Metropolitan Cities i n  the 
sample. GPR's  from e!even Metropolitan Cities and nine Urban Counties were 
n o t  included because they were received too late t o  be coded. In a d d i t i o n ,  
two c i t ies  included i n  the sample of eligible communities were not  required t o  
submit a GPR because they had never applied for CDBG funds and one city 's  GPR 
could  no t  be coded. 

Each city was weighted t o  reflect the ratio of  sampled communities t o  the 
universe i n  t h a t  stratum. Table 1 shows the composition of the 1982 GPR 
universe and the coded sample of Metropolitan Cities i n  each stratum. 

1984 Statement ----- Universe, Sample, and Coding 

In FY 1984 691 Metropolitan Cities and 104 Urban Counties were eligible t o  
receive CDBG entitlement grants. Of t h a t  number, 676 cit ies and 104 counties 
(5 ci t ies  chose t o  combine w i t h  counties) applied for and received fund ing ;  
the application of one other community for FY 1984 f u n d i n g  was pending a t  the 
time this report was prepared. Two of the Metropolitan Cities included i n  the 
CDBG sample participated i n  the program through Urban Counties and the 
Statements submitted by two other c i t ies  were not  received i n  time t o  be coded 
and included i n  this Report. Consequently, the data presented i n  this chapter 
on the planned use o f  FY 1984 funds are based on information submitted by 214 
Metropol i t a n  Cities and 104 Urban Counties. 

Each c i t y  was weighted t o  reflect the ratio of sampled cit ies t o  the tota l  
number o f  communities i n  the stratum t h a t  received grants. Table 2 shows the 
composition of the 1984 universe of c i t ies  receiving entitlement funds and the 
coded sample of Metropolitan Cities i n  each stratum. 
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TABLE 1 

CHARACTERISTICS OF 1982 G P R  UNIVERSE AND 
SAMPLE OF METROPOLITAN CITIES 

Central Cities Non-Central Cities 
m u l a  A t-ormula B Formula A tormula 8 

Grant Amount NT T n  N n 7 T - T  
$TcmmDm l o n r 2 2 2 o T - o -  

4 000; 000- 
9,999,999 20 17 30 19 2 2 1 1 
2,000,000- 
3,999,999 29 14 41 15 8 3 16 7 
1,000,000- 
1,999,999 49 14 58 14 24 4 29 13 
Less Than 
1,000,000 115 18 66 12 87 20 20 4 
To t a  1 z T r 7 3 2 € T ' ~ K T z 9 8 6 2 5  

'N = Number o f  communities i n  universe o f  entitlement cominities 

n = Number o f  communities included in the sample. 
submitting 1982 GPR. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF 1984 STATEMENT UNIVERSE AND 
SAMPLE OF METROPOLITAN CITIES 

Central Cities Non-Central Cities 
Formula A tormula B tormula A Formul a E 

Grant Amount N n 7 7  N n N n 
$~O,OOO , ooo+ ' I U - T ( T - 2 2 2 2 T - T -  

4,000 J 000- 
9,999,999 20 19 30 19 2 2 1 1 
2,000,000- 
3,999,999 30 15 41 16 8 3 14 6 
1,000,000- 
1,999,999 50 14 60 15 23 4 29 13 
Less Than 
1,000,000 146 18 84 15 87 19 19 3 

Total m T6m 8 T T Z T T - 2 8 -  53- 73 

N = Number o f  communities awarded Entitlement Program grants i n  1984. 
n = Number o f  communities included i n  sample. 
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CHAPTER 3: THE URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT PROGRAM 

I NTRODUCT I ON 

T h i s  Chapter reports on the ac t iv i t i e s  of the Urban Development Action Grant 
Program ( U D A G )  through the end of Fiscal Year 1984. The Chapter begins w i t h  a 
discussion of Recent Program Developments covering FY 1984 program 
parti ci pati on, and regul atory and admi n i  s t r a t i  ve changes. T h i s  i s fol 1 owed by 
a section on Program Operations which is  divided into four subsections. The 
f i r s t  provides basic information on the financial and distributional 
character is t ics  o f  al l  2,282 projects funded as of the end of FY 1984. The  
second deals w i t h  project progress and expenditure rates ,  and the next 
ident i f ies  pl-anned and actual program benefits. The final subsection focusses 
on the character is t ics  of various project types and the sources and uses of 
project funds i n  1,688 projects w i t h  Signed Grant Agreements. A description 
of each of the 460 projects announced d u r i n g  FY 1984, arranged alphabetically 
by State and municipality, i s  included i n  an Appendix t o  the Report. 

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS 

1984 PARTICIPATION 

Dur ing  FY 1984, the Department reviewed and inade a final disposition decision 
on a total  of 1,167 applications for  UDAG funds from 721 e l ig ib le  
jur isdict ions.  O f  those ' I ,  167 applications, 707 received no further 
consideration because they had insuff ic ient  financial commitments, d i d  not 
meet minimum 1 everagi ng requirements, the c i t y  withdrew the appl i cat i  on, or 
the appl i cation was i ncompl ete. Preliminary appl i cation approval was 
announced for  460 appl i ca t i  ons; however, three of these projects subsequently 
were terminated d u r i n g  FY 1984. The balance of the 457 funded projects 
announced du r i  ng FY 1984-- 1 ocated i n  335 juri sdi c t i  ons--invol ves $602 mil 1 ion 
i n  Action Grant funds. An additional 801 applications were received d u r i n g  FY 
1984 for  which final funding decisions will be made i n  FY 1985. 

REGULATORY CHANGES 

Change i n  Funding Cycle. The Department revised the regulations by which the 
UDAG program i s  administered d u r i n g  FY 1984 t o  re f lec t  the change from a 
quarter ly  funding  cycle t o  a fourlmonth f u n d i n g  cycle. Under the former 
quarterly funding cycle, there were eight funding rounds i n  a year--four 
rounds fo r  large c i t i e s  and urban counties and four rounds for  small 
c i t ies .*  Under the revision, there are now six funding rounds i n  a year-- 
three for  each c i t y  type. 

The revised fundi ng cycl e provi des appl icants and private parties 
participating in  the projects more time to  complete and refine t h e i r  
applications. The revision also gives more time between each f u n d i n g  round 

k In the remainder of the chapter, the term "large city" includes urban 
counties. 
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fo r  HUU t o  prepare contracts and amendments t o  grant agreements and t o  work 
w i t h  applicants t o  improve the quality of grant  applications. I t  should also 
reduce the amount of time applicants and HUD spend on reprocessing 
applications. 

Addition of Labor Surplus Areas. HUD also modified the UDAG program 
regulations d u r i n g  FY 1984 -the Labor Surplus Area (LSA)  designation of 
the U.S. Department of Labor as an additional minimum standard of economic 
distress which may be met by large c i t ies ,  urban counties, and small c i t i es  in 
the application for UD G funds as  provided for i n  the Housing and Urban-Rural 
Recovery Act of 19835 The cnange i s  intended t o  ensure t h a t  the UDAG 
e l ig ibi l i ty  system adequately measures the economic distress that results from 
higher-than-average unemployment rates. The e l ig ibi l i ty  1 i s t s  for  bo th  1 arge 
c i t i es  and for small c i t i es  were revised t o  reflect this  additional distress 
criterion and the application of updated data  from the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census and the U .  S .  Bureau of Labor Sta t is t ics  relating t o  the minimum 
standards of distress for  other criteria. 

application approval began t o  exceed the amount of UDAG funds available fo r  
each specific funding round. T h i s  was the case i n  the funding rounds for 
large c i t i es  as well as f o r  small ci t ies.  In response t o  th i s  development, 
HUD established a selection formula by which each fundable application is  

Clarification of Small City Distress Criteria. Language in the section of the 
r e 9 u ' l a t i o n f x i i w w i t h  distress criter7-a was changed t o  make clear t h a t  
small c i t i es  may qua1 i fy by nieeti ng any two other standards i n cases where the 
age of housing s tandard  is twice the HUD-established s tandard  b u t  the city 
does not meet the poverty standard. 

Language in the regulations was a1 so changed t o  make i t  cl ear t h a t  the poverty 
standard applies uniformly t o  all possible UDAG grantees. The use of a 
"poverty penalty" was more clearly described as applicable t o  small c i t ies  of 
less than  25,000 population by requiring t h a t  i n  cases where such a c i ty ' s  
percentage of poverty i s  1 ess t h a n  one-half of the HUD-established s tandard ,  
i t  will have t o  meet one additional distress criterion beyond the normal 
number. 

ADMINISTRATIVE CHANGE 

i 
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P KOGRAPI OPE RAT I ON S 

This sect ion summarizes the operati  n of the UDAG prograin from i t s  inception 
i n  FY 1578 t o  the end of FY 1984.? The section i s  divided i n t o  four  major 
subsectioris. The f i r s t  provides information on the charac te r i s t i cs  of 2,282 
projects  funded dur ing  t h a t  period as  well as  tne  d i s t r ibu t ion  of projects and 
UDAG do l la r s  by c i t y  and project  type, and the d i s t r ibu t ion  of UDAG dol lars  by 
degree o f  impaction. The second deals w i t h  construction progress and 
expenditure r a t e s  i n  funded projects.  The next shows planned versus actual 
benef i ts  i n  funded projects  i n  regard t o  employment, taxes, housing and 
mi nori ti es. The f inal  subsecti on describes the characteri  sti cs o f  various 
project  types and the sources and uses of project  funds based on an analysis  
of 1,688 projects  w i t h  grant agreements which had been signed by poth HUD and 
the grantee as  of t he  end of FY '1984. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF FUNDED PROJECTS 

UDAG Funds Obligated. A s  of the end of FY 1984, announcements had been made 
f o r a  t o t a l  of 2,a2 projects w h i c h  had received preliminary application 
approval. Of these projects ,  HUD's Fiscal Year 1986 Budget shows t ha t  since 
the beginning of the program, H U D  had signed grant  agreements f o r  2,492 of 
these projects  obligating appropriated UDAG funds  i n  the amount of 
$3,681,449,000. Budget documents ind ica te  t h a t  i n FY 1984, obl i gations of 
$740.3 mil l ion were incurred fo r  546 projects and t h a t  there were 460 grant 
announcements f o r  $603.6 million i n  UDAG funds. 

Financial Character is t ics  of Funded Projects.  T h i s  analys is  is  based on the 
number o f  f u n d e d  projects.  A " f  unded" project  is  one which has received an 

-)announcement of pre'l imi nary appl i c a t i  on approval , has not been subsequently 
terminated and i s  either s t i l l  underway or has been closed out o r  
completed. Of the 2,612 announced projects,  330 subsequently have been 
cancelled o r  terminated, leaving a balance o f  2,282 funded projects  as  of the 
end of FY 1984. 

NUMBER OF FUNDED PROJECTS AND SOURCES OF FUNDS 
(Dollars i n  mil l i o n s )  

Category 
Prograin 
Total s -- FY 1984 

Number of Funded Projects 457 2,282 

Pr ivate  Investment 2,962 19,611 , ' 
Action Grant Funds $602 $3,505'. ! 1 L 

L )  I ,!, 

Other Pub1 i c Funds 220 'I ,785 
Total Project  Costs $m $m 

TOmCE : Department of Housi na and Urban Devel oment. 
Ass i s t an t  Secretary f o r  Cokunity Planning and 
Devel opment , Off ice of Management. 
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As shown i n  Table 3-1, these 2,282 projects account for  $24.9 b i l l ion  i n  total  
planned costs. Action Grants constitute $3.5 b i l l ion  or 14 percent of this 
amount with 79 percent, or $19.6 bi l l ion,  expected t o  be leveraged i n  private 
investment and seven percent or $1.8 bi l l ion from other Federal, State and 
1 ocal government sources. Basi c i nformati on on the f i nanci a1 characteri s ti cs 
and planned benefits of funded projects, b f iscal  year and i n  t o t a l ,  i s  shown 

The 457 projects funded d u r i n g  FY 1984 involve $602 million i n  Action Grant 
funds. These funds are expected t o  leverage almost $3.0 b i l l ion  i n  private 
investment and $220 million in  other public funds, b r i n g i n g  total planned 
project costs t o  $3.8 b i l l  ion. 

For FY 1984 projects, the r a t i o  of private investment t o  Action Grant dollars 
was 4.9:l.O w h i c h  i s  14 percent lower t h a n  the average fo r  FY 1978-1983 
projects of 5.7: 1.0. Action Grant do1 1 ars per project averaged $1,317,000 i n  
FY 1984 compared t o  $1,591,000 fo r  FY 1978-1983 and average total project 
costs of $8,280,000 were significantly lower t h a n  the average for  FY 1978-1983 
projects of $1 1 , 51 6,000. 

i n  E x h i b i t  3-2 a t  the end of this Chapter. 4 

D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Projects and Action Grant Dollars by City Type. Legislation 
r'equires tha t  a t  l e a s t  25 percent of the funds appropriated for  the UDAG 
program be made available for  c i t i e s  w i t h  a population of l e s s  than 50,000 
w h i c h  are not  central ci t i  es of Standard Metropol i t an  Areas. Small ci  t i  es 
compete for  this share of the funds separately from large c i t i e s .  

While four large c i ty  selection rounds were held d u r i n g  FY 1984, the awards 
for  only three rounds were actually announced d u r i n g  FY 1984 compared t o  four 
rounds announced fo r  small c i t i e s .  As a consequence, large c i t i e s  received 
just 61 percent of the UDAG dollars i n  FY 1984, as shown i n  Figure 3-1 Small 
c i t i es  received $239 m i l l i o n ,  the other 39 percent of the total .5  This 
represented the la rges t  annual amount for  small ci t ies i n  the history of the 
UDAG program and brought the small c i ty  share of UDAG dollars i n  funded 
projects up t o  25 percent of the total  over the l i f e  of the program. 

The  averaye large c i ty  project i n  FY 1984 required $1,697,000 i n  UDAG funds 
compared t o  an average of $970,000 in  small c i ty  projects. Over the l i f e  of 
the program, the averages are $2,090,000 f o r  large c i t i e s  and $854,000 fo r  
small ci t i  es. 

Pockets o f  Poverty Projects. Jurisdictions w h i c h  do not otherwise meet the 
AG e l i g i b i l i t y  standards for  dis tress  can apply for  awards i f  certain . .  - 

requirements a r e  met for  pockets o f  severe dis tress  w i t h i n  the community. The 
statute provides t h a t  u p  t o  20 percent of funds appropriated i n  any fiscal 
year may be used for  Pockets of Poverty projects. These projects must provide 
substanti a1 direct  benefits t o  1 ow- and moderate-i ncome residents of the 
Pocket, particularly i n  regard t o  employment opportunit ies.  I n  FY 1984, the 
Department made seven Pockets of Poverty awards i n v o l v i n g  $11 million i n  UDAG 
funds. Since the s t a tu te  was amended i n  1979 t o  include this type of project, 
34 such projects have been funded w i t h  a total  Action Grant-'amount o f  $57 
mil 1 ion.6 

L 
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Construction and Completion S ta tus .  By the end of FY 1984, construction had 
not y e t  s ta r ted  on 30 percent of a l l  funded projects. (See Figure 3-5). 
Grantees reported tha t  construction was underway o r  completed, prior t o  cl ose- 
out, i n  an additional 43 percent of the projects. Twenty-seven percent of a l l  
projects had reached the closeout stage or  had been completed. 

UDAG Drawdowns. The Department's Office of Finance and Accounting reports 
that  recipierits had drawndown $1,961,374,000 as of the end of FY 1984. 
T h i s  i s  53 percent of the $3,681,449,000 i n  program funds which had been 
obl i gated. 

-I_ 

Private Investment Expenditure. As shown i n  Table 3-2, there i s  more than 
$19.6 b i l l ion  i n  plaiined private investment associated w i t h  a l l  2,282 funded 
UDAG projects. By the end of FY 1984, grantees reported tha t  more than $14.5 
bi l l ion,  or 74 percent of tha t  amount, had been expended. The expenditure 
ra te  of planned private investment (74%) i s  s ignif icant ly higher than the UDAG 
drawdown rate  ( 53%) because private investment can begin before Legal l y  
Binding Commitments from project participants are approved by HUD and because 
most UDAG grant agreements are written t o  s t ipula te  t h a t  a specific proportion 
of the private funds must be spent before a proportionate amount of the UDAG 
funds can be drawn down. 

The reported private expenditure r a t e  i n  small c i ty  projects of 77 percent i s  
somewhat higher than the 73 percent fo r  large c i t i e s .  T h i s  finding probably 
re f lec ts  the higher proportion of UDAG industrial projects i n  small c i t i e s  and 
t h a t  i n d u s t r i  a1 projects show the highest ra te  o f  pri vate expenditure (83%). 

Grantees reports that  actual private investment i n  projects which are  ei ther  
closed out or  completed exceeds 120 percent of the planned amount. T h i s  is  
accounted for  by a combination of higher than anticipated costs,  inf la t ion,  
and, i n  some cases, expanded project scope. 

TABLE 3 - 2 -  

ACTUAL VERSUS PLANNED PRIVATE INVESTMENT IN FUNDED PROJECTS 
(Dollars i n  millions) 

Projects P1 anned Actual Per cent 
Ar;ij'roj ec t s $m $W -Ti%--- 
Large Ci t ies  14,505 'I 0,590 73 
Small Ci t ies  5,107 3,943 77 

I ndus tri a1 6,119 5,104 83 
Commerci a1 1 0,209 7,119 70 

Nei ghbor hood 3,284 2,310 70 

SOURCE: Department o f  Hou3Ei$TnXlFban Development, Assistant 
Secretary fo r  Community Planning and Development, Office of 
Management, Data Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  Division, Action Grant 
I nf ormati on Sys tem. 
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PROGRAM BENEFITS 

Th i  s secti  on describes pl anned versus actual benefits deri vi  ng from a1 1 funded 
Action Grant Projects i n  the areas of jobs, taxes, hous ing ,  and f o r  minority 
persons and firms. The findings from a study of UDAG paybacks are also 
discussed. I t  should be noted tha t ,  for the f i r s t  time, recent performance 
data for a substantial number of completed and closed-out projects are 
incorporated i n  the anaylsis. As a consequence, the reported bene i t s  more accurately ref1 ect the actual benefits being provided by the program. B 
EMPLOYMENT BENEF I TS 

Planned Job Generation. The 457 projects funded i n  FY 1984 cal l  for  the 
creation of 66 ,000 new permanent jobs  of which 60 percent are fo r  low- or 
moderate-income persons and 30 percent for  minority persons. Over the l i f e  of 
the UDAG program, the 2,282 total  funded projects are expected t o  create 
456,000 new permanent jobs  of which  56 percent are intended for  low- or 
moderate-income persons and 18 percent f o r  minority persons. (See Table 3-3). 

For a l l  projects, the average number of planned new permanent jobs per project 
I i s  200, while for  FY 1984 the average i s  145. T h i s  downward trend ref lects  

more accurate job estimates by grantees as well as a generally downward trend 
i n  average project size. 

PLANNED EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS IN FUNDED PROJECTS 

FY 1984 
I tern Projects All Projects 

Permanent Jobs 66,391 x m -  
Low/Moderate Income 40,105 253,984 

Percent Low/Moderate 60% 5 6% 
Jobs 

Minority Jobs 20,155 82,593 
Percent Mi nori ty  30% 18% 

New Perman en t J o bs  145 200 

UDAG Dollars per $9,067 $7,680 
per Project 

New Job 

Retained Jobs 4,784 119,022 

Cons t r  uc t i  on Jobs 50,919 353,440 

[ . >..*- 

I 

SOIJR-CE: u . S .  Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
Ass? s tant Secretary for  Communi ty  P1 anni ng and Devel opment , 
Office of Management, Data Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  Division, 
Action Grant Informati on System. 
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The average amount of UDAG dol lars  per planned new permanent job  i n  FY 1984 
projects  of $9,100 represents a slight decline from the average of $9,600 i n  
FY 1983 projects .  Fiscal Year 1984 was the f i r s t  year i n  the his tory  of the 
program t h a t  the .average UDAG subsidy required t o  provide a new permanent job  
has declined. This decline can be pa r t i a l l y  accounted f o r  by the higher 
proportion of small c i t y  awards where l e s s  average investment per j o b  i s  
required and t o  the lower number of housing projects,  i n  w h i c h  few i f  any jobs 
are  created. The average UDAG dollar-per-job f igure  f o r  a l l  2,282 projects 
funded from FY 1978-FY 1984 i s  $7,700. 

Over the his tory  of the UDAG program, industrial  projects have shown the  
lowest average UDAG dol lar  cost  ($6,000) per planned new permanent j o b  f o r  
typical ly ,  industr ia l  projects have a higher leveraging r a t i o  than other 
project  types. In comparison, the average cost  f o r  commercial projects  is 
about $7,200, while t h a t  f o r  neighborhood projects i s  over $15,300. The h i g h  
cost-per-job f o r  neighborhood projects  is  because many of them involve housing 
a c t i v i t i e s  w h i c h  generate few new permanent jobs. By c i t y  type, the average 
o f  $6,600 UDAG dol lars  per new permanent job f o r  small c i t y  projects compares 
t o  $8,100 f o r  projects i n  large  c i t i e s  and urban counties. The difference 
probably r e f l e c t s  1 ower construction costs and the predominance of  indust r ia l  
projects  i n small ci  ti es. 

A number of projects  have been funded t ha t  will r e ta in  existing permanent jobs  
t h a t  would otherwise have been l o s t  t o  the community. Over 119,000 such j o b s  
have been iden t i f i ed  over the l i f e  of the program. For projects announced i n  
FY 1984, the reported number of jobs retained f o r  was 4,800. As more emphasis 
has been placed on econoniic development and new job  creat ion i n  the 
administrat ion of the UDAG program, the number of jobs retained has become a 
much smaller proportion of a l l  planned new permanent jobs.  The r a t i o  of new 
permanent j o b s  t o  retained jobs  f o r  FY 1984 is 13.1:1 compared t o  a r a t i o  f o r  
a l l  projects  (FY 1978-1984) of 3.8:l. 

In addit ion t o  new permanent jobs ,  most UDAG projects create  temporary 
construction jobs.  Over 353,000 construction jobs were expected t o  occur from 
a l l  UDAG projects  w i t h  almost 51,000 from those awarded i n  FY 1984 projects.  

Actual Jobs Created. As of the end of FY 1984, grantees reported t h a t  almost 
161,000 new permanent jobs ac tua l ly  had been created by the UDAG program--35 
percent of those planned i n  a l l  funded projects. (See Table 3-4). In projects  
wh ich  hlave been e i t he r  closed-out or  completed, 82 percent of a l l  planned new 
permanent jobs have been created. 

NEW PERMANENT JOBS CREATED IN FUNDED PROJECTS 
Type of Job P1 anned Created Percent 

35% 
38 

T6cTJBD6 
96,728 

New Permanent - 
Low/Mod Income 253 , 984 

SUURCE U. S .  Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
Assis tant  Secretary f o r  Comuni t y  P1 anni ng and Development, 
Off ice  o f  Management, Data Sys tems and S t a t i  s ti cs D i  v i  si on, 
Action Grant Information System. 
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PLANNED FISCAL BENEFITS 

Another intended benefit of UDAG projects i s  the generation o f  new t a x  revenue 
for distressed communities. For a l l  projects, a b o u t  $513 million annually i n  
new t a x  revenue i s  projected t o  be derived. O f  this amount, $334 mil 1 ion i s  
t o  come from increases i n  property taxes, $161 million from other taxes such 
as 1 ocal sal es taxes, 1 ocal income taxes, and inventory taxes, and $18 mil 1 ion 
from payments i n  lieu of taxes (PILOT) as shown in Table 3-5. 

For FY 1984 projects alone, about $69 million of additional annual revenue i s  
anticipated. O f  t h a t  t o t a l ,  $40 million i s  t o  cane from increases in real 
estate taxes, $25 million from other taxes and $4 million from payments in 
lieu of taxes. For a l l  projects, each UDAG dollar i s  anticipated t o  generate 
15$ per year in increased local revenue compared t o  11$ i n  FY 1984 projects. 

PLANNED ANNUAL FISCAL BENEFITS FROM FUNDED PROJECTS 
(Dollars in millions) 

FY 1984 
Type of Revenue Projects All Projects --- 
P r o p e r t m  ---Ru-- $334 

Other Taxes 25 161 
PILOT 4 18 
Total $i;v m 

R C t :  U .  S .  Depaxent of Housing and Urban Development, 
Assi s t an t  Secretary for Community P1 anni ng and Devel opment, 
Office o f  Management, Data Systems and Statistics Division, 
Acti on Grant I n f  ormati on Sys tem. 

Tax Abatements. About 22 percent of a1 1 UDAG projects invo l  ve some type of a 
t ax  abatement. The numbers shown i n  Table 3-5 are net o f  abatements.* 
Twenty-six percent of the projects in large cities and 17 percent of those in 
small cit ies have abatements. The percentages are simil ar for industr ia l  
projects (26  percent) and commercial projects (24  percent). Over the l i f e  of 
the program, 86 percent of the abatements have been provided by local 
governments and the remaining 14 percent by State governments; however, i n 
more recent Fiscal Years, the percentage o f  abatements provided by local 
governments approaches 95 percent. 

Actual Tax Revenues. Grantees report t h a t  through the end o f  FY 1984, $114 
i n i l l i on  o f  additional annual t a x  revenue actual ly  has been generated. This 
represents 22 percent o f  what i s  planned for a l l  funded projects. Of  t h a t  
amount, $71 million has come from property t a x  revenue increases, $29 m i l l i o n  
frm other taxes, and $14 mil 1 ion f rom payments i n 1 ieu of taxes. (See Tab1 e 
3-6.) The explanation as t o  why 78 percent of planned PILOTs are being 
received i s  t h a t  PILOTs were included i n  planned "Other Taxes" over most of 
the program's history. 

c 

d 
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In projects which have been closed out or completed, 54% of a l l  planned 
i ncreased annual revenue i s  reported as being recei ved. 

Payback of UDAG Loans. Another source of revenue t o  distressed communities 
From UDAG projects i s  the payback of loans by private sector participants. 
Through FY 1984, grantees have reported rccei v i  ng approximately $75 mil 1 ion i n  
the form of paybacks from UDAG projects. 

TABLE 3-6 

TAX AND RELATED REVENUES RECEIVED IN FUNDED PROJECTS 
(Dollars i n  milll'ons) 

Revenue Source P1 anned Recei ved Percent 
Property lax t334$71-T%- 
Other Taxes 161 29 1 6  
PILOT 'I 8 14 78 
Total m m 72% 

SOURCE: Department of  Housing and Urban Development, 
Assi s tan t  Secretary for  Community P1 anni ng and Devel- 
opment, Office of Management, Data Systems and Sta- 
t i s t i c s  Division, Action Grant Information System. 

UDAG PAYBACK STUDY 

Durfng  FY 1984, C P D ' s  Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation undertook a 
major study of paybacks t o  c i t i e s  to  be generated by UDAG projects announced 
through March, 1984. The study ident i f ied the number of projects involving 
paybacks, the amount of money including in teres t  t o  be repaid, and how c i t i e s  
plan t o  use or  actually a re  u s i n g  such funds. The major findings of the study 
are  that: 

o Seventy-five percent of a l l  UDAG projects require a payback i n  the fom 
o f  1 oan repayments, 1 ease payments, or equity participation. 

o The percentage of projects requiring some type of repayment has 
increased from 37 percent of FY 1978 projects to  94 percent of FY 1984 
projects. 

o Fifty-seven percent of total  UDAG program dollars awarded are  t o  be 
repaid--usually w i t h  interest .  The average in teres t  r a t e  i s  5.7 
percent. 

o F ive  percent of the c i t i e s  w i t h  projects requiring paybacks account f o r  
for ty  percent of a1 1 UDAG funds extended as 1 oans. 

o I t  i s  estimated tha t  repayments, including principal and in teres t ,  from 
projects f o r  which funds had been obligated a t  the time of the study 
will total  a t  l e a s t  $3.0 bi l l ion.  
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o Total reported repayments received th rough  1983 were nominal --$66 
million. T h i s  relatively small amount re f lec ts  the average loan term 
of '19 years and the average period of two years from project 
announcement t o  schedul ed begi n n i n g  of repayments. A1 so, some 1 oans 
provide for  deferred payments of principal and/or in teres t .  

o Cumul a t i  ve repayments will increase significantly i n future years as 
more projects reach the stage when repayments begin. 

o An estimated 68 percent of projects w i t h  repayments are earmarked f o r  
economic devel opment purposes--the bal ance for  other el i g i  bl e 
ac t i  v i  ti es. 

esta bl i s h,  revol v i  ng 1 oan funds t o  recycl e UDAG repayments for  economic 
devel opment 

o Of the c i t i e s  surveyed, 59 percent have established, or  plan t o  lnrr 

HOUSING BENEFITS 

Through the end of FY 1984, over 92,000 housing units,  including 6,500 units r 

I 
i n  FY 1984, are planned t o  be constructed or rehabili tated i n  UDAG projects. 
Seventy-eight percent of the planned units i n  FY 1984 projects involve new 
construction compared t o  the program average of 49 percent. Lower interest 
ra tes  have lessened the demand for UDAG funds  for  projects involving 
rehabil i ta t ion which i s  not  as rate-sensitive as new construction. 

In FY 1984 projects, 34 percent of a l l  planned housing units has been reserved 
f o r  1 ow-or-moderate-i ncome families. T h i s  compared t o  39 percent over the 
l i f e  of the program and is up significantly from the 20 percent i n  FY 1983 
proj ec ts . 
Housing Performance. Almost 36,500 units, or 39 percent of the number 
p l e d ,  had been completed as of the end of FY 1984. One-half of the 
compl eted units has been reserved for occupancy by 1 ow- and moderate-income 
famil i es. 

BENEFITS TO MINORITIES 

Urban Development Action Grant projects provide a variety of benefits t o  
minority persons and opportuni t ies  for  participation by minority-owned firms. 
Tab1 e 3-7 summarizes this i nformation.9 

M i  nori ty  Empl oyment . Over one- ha1 f of a1 1 funded UDAG projects speci f ical l y  
'identify planned new permanent jobs f o r  minority persons. The total number of 
such j o b s  i s  about 83,000, which  represents 18 percent of a l l  new permanent 
jobs planned i n  funded projects. As of the end of FY 1984, comnunities 
reported tha t  almost 48,000 new permanent jobs  had been f i l l e d  by minority 
persons, or 58 percent of those planned. In the early years of the program, 
grantees were not asked t o  identify jobs  pl anned for minority persons a1 though 
they report the number of actual minority jobs created f o r  each project. As a 
consequence, the number of projects w i t h  planned jobs  for  minorities and the 
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number of such planned jobs i s  understated. This accounts f o r  the high 
percentage of planned jobs fo r  minorities reported as actually created (58%) 
compared t o  tha t  fo r  a1 1 nw permanent jobs  (35%). 

Minority Contracts. Grantees report t ha t  f i f t y  percent of a l l  projects tha t  
had a w a r d e a - F n c r  more contracts as of the close of FY 1984 involved the 
participation of mi  nority-owned firms as contractors or sub-contractors. 
These a re  firms i n  w h i c h  50 percent or more of the firm i s  owned by persons o f  
racial or  ethnic minorities. Fifteen percent of the number of a l l  contracts 
has been awarded t o  minority-owned firms, and they have received seven percent 
of a l l  contract funds. The total  value of contracts awarded t o  minority-owned 
firms t h r o u g h  the end of FY 1984 i s  $777 million. 

Mi nori  t y  Fi nanci a1 I nteres ts. Mi nor1 ty persons and m i  nori ty-owned f i rms have 
m a - d - T t K f m T p e r c e n t  of a1 1 funded projects. T h i s  financial 
in te res t  can involve an ownership role o r  equity position i n  the project, a 
specific set-aside of space t o  be leased, or a specif ic  set-aside of 
construction contracts. 

Other Benefits. In addi ti on, a1 mos t one-quarter of a1 1 projects i ncl ude 
p l n e d  benefits f o r  minorities, other t h a n  jobs and ownership, such as loans 
t o  m i  nori ty persons to  purchase or  rehabil i t a t e  housi ng units.  

TABLE 3-7 

BENEFITS TO MINORITY PERSONS AND FIRMS 
FROM ALL FUNDED PROJECTS 

PERCENT -- CATEGORY - 

Percent o f  Projects with P1 anned N e w  
Permanent Jobs f o r  Mi nori ty Persons 

Percent of Planned N e w  Permanent Jobs 
Designated f o r  Mi nori ty  Persons 

Percent of Planned New Permanent Jobs for  
Minority Persons Actual l y  Created 

Percent of Projects w i t h  Involvement of 
Minority Contractors i n  Projects Which 
Had Awarded Contracts 

Percent of the Number of Contracts Awarded 
to  Minority Firms 

Percent of the Value of Contracts 
Awarded t o  Minority Fi rms 

Percent of Projects w i  t h  Minority F i  nanci a1 
Interest  

Percent of Projects w i t h  Other benefits f o r  
M i  nori ti es 

53% 

18 

58 

50 

15 

7 

13 

24 

J 
R C t :  U .  S. Epartment o f  Housing and Urban Development, 

Assi s tant  Secretary for  Community P1 anni ng and Devel opment , 
Office of Management, Data Systems and S t a t i s t i c s  Division, 
Acti on Grant I nf ormati on Sys tern. 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS 

T h i s  subsection describes the character1 sti cs of UDAG projects by devel opment 
type, e.g., industr ial ,  comnercial, housing and mixed-use. I t  also ident if ies  
the sources and uses of project funds. F i n d i n g s  are based on an analysis of 
1,688 projects i n  which a grant agreement had been signed by bo th  HUD and the 
grantee as of the end of FY 1984. This number represents a significant 
percentage of a l l  such projects. The grant agreement legally defines the 
physical ac t iv i t ies  to  be undertaken by a l l  parties t o  the project and 
specif ies  the sources of project financing, the terms and conditions18f UDAG 
loans and paybacks, and the distribution of project funds by act ivi ty.  

ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF ACTION GRANT PROJECTS 

As noted previously, Action Grant projects can be characterized according t o  
whether the project contributes t o  industrial ,  commercial or  neighborhood 
dew1 opment. However, comerci a1 projects can i ncl ude the development of 
housing units, and neighborhood projects, w h i l  e 1 argely comprised of housing 
development, can i ncl ude comerci a1 , and occasional ly ,  industri a1 development 
a c t i  v i  t i  es. T h i  s analysi s departs from those standard categori es and t r ea t s  
projects according t o  their economic characteris t ics:  i ndus t r i  a1 , comnerci a1 , 
housi ng, and mixed-use devel opinent--the 1 a t t e r  typical 7y i ncl udi ng a 
combination of comnercial and h o u s i n g  ac t iv i t ies .  

----1 

As seen i n  Table 3-8 a higher proportion of Action Grant funds has been 
obligated i n  support of comnercial projects (52%) than any other project type, 
although the shares of projects w i t h  grant agreemerits signed t o  date are 
approximately the same for  comnerci a1 (39%) and industrial projects (36%). 
Just  under one-quarter of UDAG funds i s  for  use i n  industrial projects while 
mixed projects account fo r  15 percent and housing for nine percent of the 
funds. 

I_ TABL'E: 3-8 

DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECTS AND UDAG DOLLARS BY PROJECT TYPE 
IN PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS 

Project Type 
l n d u s t r i  a1 Commercial Housi na Mixed-Use Total 

UDAG ~ 0 1 1 a r s  2 ~ %  -52 -P 1 5 - r ~ ~  
Projects 36% 39 1 4  11 100% 

Ct : U. S. Department o f  Housi ng and Urban Devel opment, 
Assistant Secretary f o r  Coinmunity Planning and Development, 
Office of Program Analysis and Eva1 uation, Grant Agreement Data 
Base. 

r-- 
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As indicated i n  Table 3-9, the average development costs of the various 
project types, including the amount of Action Grant funds to  be expended i n  
support of these projects, varies considerably. Mixed-use devel opment 
projects, typically including the development of new housing as well as 
commercial space and often associated w i t h  major downtown development e f for t s ,  
average the highest amount i n  total  development cost - $15.5 million. The 
$15.3 million average total  cost fo r  a commercial project i s  s ignif icant ly 
higher than the $9.0 million average f o r  industrial projects funded under the 
program, and twice as 1 arge as the average housi ng devel opment project cost of 
$7.6 million. The average Action Grant amount of $1.5 million represents 13 
percent of the average total  project costs of $11.9 million, and tha t  
percentage shows only s l ight  variation among project types. 

-- 
TABLE 3-9 

AVERAGE TOTAL PROJECT COST AND UDAG AMOUNT B Y  
PROJECT TYPE IN PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS 

(Dollars i n  millions) 

Project Type 
Cateaorv l n d u s t r i  a1 Commercial Housi nq Mixed-Use Total 

Avg. Total Cost $9.0 $1 5.3 $7.6 $15.5 $11.9 
Avg. UDAG 1.1 2.0 1.0 2.3 1.5 
Percent UDAG 12% 13% 13% 15% 13% 

R C t :  U .  S .  Department o t  Housing and Urban Development, Assistant 
Secretary fo r  Comtnuni ty  P1 anni ng and Devel opment, Office of Program 
Analysis and Eva1 uation, Grant Agreement Data Base. 

Most of the funds i nvol ved i n  Action Grant projects support the devel opment of 
new, as opposed t o  rehabil i tated, commercial or  i ndus t r i  a1 fac i l  i ti es o r  
housing units. Overall, 62 percent of a1 1 funds are  pl anned t o  be expended i n  
projects developed ent i rely through the construction of new f a c i l i t i e s .  
Projects tha t  involve Lrl1.y rehabil i t a t ion  characterize the use o f  1 7  percent 
of Action Grant funds, and projects t h a t  include a combination of new and 
rehabil i ta ted structures cornpri se 21 percent of funds obl i gated. New 
construction i s  1 i kely to  be more character is t ic  o f  industri a1 projects than 
any other project type. The figures in  Table 3-10 indicate tha t  over 69 
percent of such projects are developed solely through the construction of new 
f a c i l i t i e s ,  largely due t o  the concentration of such projects i n  small c i t y  
1 ocations where s t ructures  sui tab1 e f o r  i ndus t r i  a1 f i  rm start-up, re1 ocation, 
or expansi on are  unavail abl e. Despite the h i  gh proporti on of new construct! on 
i n  industrial  projects, industrial  and housing projects share roughly 
equi Val ent proportions of grant funds pl anned fo r  rehabil i t a t i  on. The 
emphasis i n  commercial projects l i e s  i n  both new construction, and i n  projects 
t h a t  include a mixture of renovation and new r e t a i l ,  office o r  hotel 
development. Particularly i n  downtown locations i n  large c i t i e s ,  the 
devel opment of new commerci a1 faci l  i ti es of ten accompani es the rehabi 1 i t a t i  on 
of existing bu i l d ings .  

/ I  
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LE 3 -1I)------- I ------ 

DISTRIBUTION OF UDAG FUNDS BY CONSTRUCTION CHARACTERISTICS 
BY FACILITY TYPE IN PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS 

Co ns t r  uc ti on 
TY Pe I r i  a1 CmieT-- - - -H6~ig PI__ Total 
New Co ns t r uc ti on 69% 58% 6 3% 62% 
Rehabil i t a t i  on 21 1 2  26 1 7  
B o t h  Types 10 30 11 21 
Total m m m m* 

Facil i t y  Type 

SOURCE: U .  S. Department of Housing and Urban Devel opment, Assi stant  
Secretary fo r  Conmuni ty  P1 anni n g  and Devel opment, Off i ce of Program 
Analysis and Eva1 uati on, Grant Agreement Data Base. 

COMKRC IAL PROJECTS. : Action Grant commercial projects are  intended t o  contribute t o  economic 
development i n  distressed c i t i e s .  These projects range from high-visibil i ty 
downtown projects tha t  i ncorporate new offl’ce, hotel ,  and re ta i l  devel o p e n t  
t o  the renovation of comnercial strip d i s t r i c t s  that  provide services t o  
neighborhood resi  dents. In addi ti on, commerci a1 projects i ncl ude devel opment 
of cultural and social service f a c i l i t i e s ,  often under the sponsorship of 
nonprofit organi zati  ons. . 

The majority of Action Grant funds obligated i n  support of commercial 
projects, and a h i g h  proportion of Action Grant comercial projects, involve 
mu1 ti-use commercial development. As shown i n  Tab1 e 3-1 1, 66 percent of UDAG 
funds for  comercial projects and 46 percent of the projects which support 
commerci a1 devel opment i nvol ve the devel opment of some combi nati on of off ice 
space, r e t a i l ,  hotel, and other f a c i l i t i e s .  Though not noted i n  the table, 
almost two-thirds of such mu1 ti-use commercial projects include re ta i l  space 
development, one-quarter incl ude the development of new or renovated hotel 
rooms, and one-quarter include the development of new office space. Of other 
f a c i l i t y  types, r e t a i l  projects comprise sl i ghtly over one-fourth o f  a1 1 
comercial development funded under the UDAG program, office space about one- 
s ix th ,  and hotel projects seven percent. 

i 
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DISTRIBUTION OF UDAG FUNDS AND PROJECTS AND AVERAGE PROJECT COSTS 
I N  COMMERCIAL PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS BY TYPE OF FACILITY 

( D o l l a r s  i n  m i l l i o n s )  

Fac i l  i ty Type 
Re ta i l  O f f  .i ce Hotel Mu1 ti- 

Category Only Only Only Other Use Tota l  
UDAG D 07 ars -l-3%- 12 5466 -i-mE 
UDAG Pro jec ts  27 12 7 9 46 100 

I Avg. Tota l  Cost  $6.3 $15.3 $12.2 $5.8 $22.8 $1 5.3 

U. S .  Deparbient o f  H E T n ~ T I r b a n  Devel opment , Assi s m  SOURCE : 
Secretary f o r  Comuni ty P I  anni ng and Development, O f f  i ce o f  Program 
Analys is  and Eval u a t i  on, Grant Agreement Data Base. 

Over one-half  o f  l a r g e  c i t y  comnercial p ro jec ts  cons is t  of t h e  development o f  
mu1 t i - u s e  commercial f a c i l  1 ti es compared w i t h  35 percent o f  small c i t y  
p ro jec ts .  I n  addi t ion,  small c i t y  mu1 t i - use  comnercial development o f ten  
invo lves  r e l a t i v e l y  low-cost downtown f i x- up  pro jec ts ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  l a r g e  
c i t y  support o f  new f a c i l i t i e s  development. And as i n d i c a t e d  i n  Table 3-12, a 
h i  gh p r o p o r t i  on o f  small c i  ty commerci a1 pro jects,  39 percent, i s  concentrated 
i n  r e t a i l  development, compared with  only 19  percent  o f  l a r g e  c i t y  p ro jec ts .  

DISTRIBUTION OF THE NUMBER OF UDAG COMMERCIAL PROJECTS 
WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS BY C I T Y  TYPE 

F a c i l  i ty  Type 
Reta’iT-- 

City Type 
Large-------- ---sK$T Tota l  
--mi- 3-c3% m- 

Hotel 7 a 7 
O f f i c e  14 9 12 
Other 8 10 9 
M i  xed 52 34 46 
Tota l  m% rn% m 

--- 
- - n S . a @ m e n t  o f  Housi ny and Urba”’fi Development, 

Assi s tan t  Secretary f o r  Community P1 anni ng and Devel opment, 
O f f i c e  o f  Program Ana lys is  and Eval uat ion, Grant Agreement 
Data Base. 
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INDUSTRIAL PROJECTS. 

Action grant  support for industrial projects, i n  addition t o  stimulating the 
development of new and retained j o b s  f o r  distressed conmunities, i s  intended 
t o  contribute directly t o  the development of productive capacity. New 
production fac i l i t i es ,  including the development of indus t r i a l  structures and 
the i ntroducti on of new, more productive, capital equipment, are assisted 
t h r o u g h  Action Grant funds. 

DISTRIBUTION OF AWARDS AND UDAG FUNDS IN INDUSTRIAL 
PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS 

BY INDUSTRY CLASSIFICATION 

Industry 
C1 assification 

Machinery 
Metal s 
Wood Products 
Food Processing 
Chemical s 
Textiles 
Leather and Glass 
Trade 
Trans port  
Other 
Total 

Percent of 
Awards Funds 
21% 23% 
1 4  1 2  
13 9 
11 12  
I0 11 
6 5 
6 6 
5 4 
5 6 
9 1 2  m m 

m: Department o f  Housi ng and Urban Devel opment, Assi s t an t  
Secretary for Comnuni ty Pi anni n g and Devel opment , Off i ce of 
Program Analysis and Eva1 uat i  on, Grant Agreement Data Base. 

The highest proportion of Action Grant funds planned t o  be expended in suppor t  
of industrial projects are directed t o  the core manufacturing sectors of the 
American economy. Assistance t o  firms in the machinery-building industry 
accounts for 23 percent of UDAG funds,  w i t h  an additional 12  percent 
supporting firms i n  the production and fabrication of primary metals. 
Including the 11 percent of funds assisting firms i n  the chemical industry, 
suppor t  for  sectors of the economy involving the manufacture of producer goods 
comprises 46 percent of UDAG funds  i n  industrial projects as shown in Table 3- 
13. 

Firms i n  sectors t h a t  primarily produce goods for the consumer market receive 
32 percent of UDAG funds in industrial projects. T h i s  includes 1 2  percent t o  
food processing industries; 9 percent i n  wood products and furniture 
manufacturing; 6 percent in leather and glass industries; and 5 percent t o  
firms i n  textil  e manufacturi ng. Trade and transport i ndustri es total 10 
percent of funds, and the remaining 1 2  percent support  firms in other sectors 
of  the economy or the development of speculative industrial space. 

r 
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The d i  s t r i  b u t i  on of i ndus t r i  a1 projects by construction type i s  presented i n 
Table 3-14. Small c i ty  industrial projects are more ap t  to  plan f o r  the 
devel opment of enti rely new i ndustrial space, refl ect i  ng the comparati ve 
absence of s t ructures  sui table  f o r  manufacturing act ivi ty ,  while 1 arge c i t y  
pl ant devel opment contains a higher proporti on of projects that  1 nvol ve the 
rehabili tation of existing industrial f a c i l i t i e s .  The construction of 
ent i rely new structures comprises 74 percent of small c i t y  projects, while the 
corresponding figure f o r  large c i t i e s  i s  51 percent. Slightly more than one- 
t h i r d  of large c i t y  projects, i n  contrast, involve only the rehabili tation of 
existing industrial  space, while only 16 percent o f  small c i t i e s  projects have 
this characteri sti c. 

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION IN INDUSTRIAL PROJECTS 
WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS B Y  

City Type 
Construction Type Large --siGn- 

New Construction 3T%- 7 4 % -  
Rehabil i tation 35 16 
Both Types 
Total 

14 
-mu% 

10 
mL 

CITY TYPE 

Total 
-65%- 

24 
11 m 

CE: U. S .  D e p a r t m e m m n g  and Urban D e v n i i  
Assi s t a n t  Secretary fo r  Comuni t y  P1 anni ng and Devel opment, 
Office of Program Analysis and Eva1 uation, Grant Agreement 
Data Base. 

HOUSING PROJECTS 
I__-- 

Though not funded a t  1 eve1 s approaching Action Grant support fo r  i ndustrial or 
commercial projects, UDAG assistance to  housing development ac t iv i t i e s  has 
been substantial .  The types of projects that  include housing, the occupancy 
and construction character is t ics  of housing units developed through the Action 
Grant Program vary according t o  the type o f  project development involved. As 
portrayed i n Tab1 e 3-15 housi ng devel opment i n m i  xed-use projects i s  
characterized by the producti on o r  renovati on o f  rental units. Rental housi ng 
comprises 66 percent of the units developed as part  of mixed-use projects; 
mixed-use projects a1 so i nvol ve more new construction than housing-only 
projects. Rental housing is  consistent w i t h  the thrust of mixed-use projects 
i n supporti ng downtown devel opment act i  vi ti es. In contrast ,  and ref l  ecti  ng 
the dominant purpose of housing-only projects t o  s t ab i l i ze  neighborhoods, 66 
percent o f  such units involve rehabi l i ta t ion and fu l ly  83 percent are intended 
to  be owner-occupied. 
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CONSTRUCTION AND OCCUPANCY CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSING UNITS 
IN UDAG PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS 

BY DEVELOPMENT TYPE 

Devel oment Tvpe 
Construction Type mxed-Usd Housitg-y Total 
New Construction TO%--- 3 4% -- -41%- 
Kehabi 1 i t a t i  on 4a% 6 6% 59% 
Occupancy 
Owner- 34% 83% 6 7% 
Renter 66% 17% 3 3% 

SOLIREE:n-De p a r tme n t o w n D  e vel o pme n€;- 
Assi stant Secretary f o r  Community P1 anni ng  and Devel opment, 
Office of Program Analysis and Eva1 uation, Grant Agreement 
Data Base. 

SOURCES OF FUNDS IN ACTION GRANT PROJECTS. 

The funds invested in Action Grant projects are derived from three basic 
sources: private sector parties, Action Grants, and other non-Acti on Grant 
public sources. Under the statutory mandate t h a t  the Action Grant be the 
''least amount necessary'' fo r  the project t o  go forward, private sector 
developers are encouraged t o  seek as much financing as possible from other 
sources. Private funds may come i n  the form o f  equity through a cash 
contribution or  from project syndication proceeds; through borrowing a t  market 
interest rates from private lenders; and from borrcwing funds made available 
through the issuance of tax-exempt bonds or directly from state, loca l ,  or 
Federal sources. These 1 atter sources of funds--subs1 dized private 
investment--may be considered a publ ic  sector contribution t o  the project in 
t h a t  foregone t a x  revenues or funds loaned a t  below-market rates o f  interest 
represent a public subsidy of private sector borrowing. Public funds  a l so  may 
be provided i n  the form of direct grants t o  assist  project development. 

Cumulatively, 60 percerlt of the to ta l  costs of UDAG projects come from private 
unsubsi di zed sources--ei ther devel oper equity o r  private, unsubsidized deb t .  
Non-UDAG subsidized private debt i s  the largest component o f  government aid t o  
UDAG projects (21 percent) and i s  generally derived f rm the sale of tax-  
exempt revenue bonds t o  private sector purchasers in the open market. UDAG 
grants t o  local governments (which i n  turn lend most o f  such proceeds t o  the 
private sector) constitute only 13 percent of t o t a l  project costs. Other non- 
UDAG public sector grants  account f o r  just  six percent o f  to ta l  project 
costs. In  many cases, these State or local grants were obtained from Federal 
sources, such a s  the Community Devel opment Block Grant Program. 

The proportion of t o t a l  project costs attributable t o  the various funding  
sources i s  shown i n  Figure 3-6. The contributioris of Action Grant f u n d s  and 
non-UDAG grants from other publ i c agenci es have remained re1 a t i  vely stab1 e, as 
have to ta l  private funds.  
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Types o f  Funding by P r o j e c t  Category. There i s  considerable v a r i a t i o n  i n  the  
tunding sources f o r  t h e  var ious types o f  UDAG p r o j e c t s  as shown i n  Table 3-16. 
Commerci a1 p r o j e c t s  r e l y  most heav i l y  on unsubsi d i  zed, p r i v a t e  f inanc i  ng--65 
percent  o f  t o t a l  costs come from t h i s  source f o r  such p ro jec ts .  In cont ras t ,  
housing p r o j e c t s  rece ive  o n l y  43 percent o f  funds from t h i s  source. The share 
o f  funds from subsid ized p r i v a t e  debt i s  h ighes t  i n  housing (37%) and 
i n d u s t r i a l  (28%) p r o j e c t s .  Other pub l i c  funds i nvo l ved  i n  p r o j e c t  f i nanc ing  
and extended i n  t h e  form o f  g ran ts  i s  a f a i r l y  small p ropo r t i on  o f  each 
p r o j e c t  type out are  h ighes t  i n  mixed-use (7%)  and comerc ia1  p r o j e c t s  (6%).  
Housing p r o j e c t s  show the  h ighest  percentage of UDAG funds (17%) w i t h  
i n d u s t r i a l  p r o j e c t s  having the lowest  (12%). 

i ‘ I  
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TABLE 3-16 

SOURCE OF FUNDING FOR UDAG PROJECTS 
WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS 

BY PROJECT TYPE 

Pro jec t  Type 
Source o t  Funds I ndus t r i a l  Tommercial Housing Mixed-Use Total 
Unsubsi di zed Pr i va te  48% - - - R Z - - 4 3 ” / 0 ~ 6 0 %  
Subsidized Pr i va te  28 16 37 20 21 
Other Pub1 i c  Grants 2 6 3 7 6 
UDAG 12 13 17 14 13 
Total  1UEh r n h  m m r n h  

Ct: U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Assistant  
Secretary f o r  Community P1 anni rig and Devel opment , O f f i c e  o f  Program 
Analysi s and Eva1 u a t i  on, Grant Agreement Data Base. 

Source o f  Funds by Level of Government. More than three- fourths o f  t he  
subsidized p r i va te  debt f o r  a l l  UDAG pro jec ts  has come from l o c a l  Government 
sources. This r e f1  ects  the heavy use o f  tax-exempt i ndust r i  a’l revenue bonds 
which account f o r  94 percent o f  l oca l  government loans t o  UDAG projects. 
Twelve percent o f  the subsidized p r i v a t e  debt i s  der ived from Federal non-UDAG 
sources, s l i g h t l y  higher than the  State  con t r ibu t ion  o f  eleven percent. (See 
Tab1 e 3-17. ) S i m i l  ar ly ,  almost two- thirds of the non-UDAG grants come from 
l o c a l  governments--often i nvo l v i ng  the use of CDBG funds. Non-UDAG Federal 
grants account f o r  25 percent and State  grants f o r  10 percent. The r e l a t i v e  
share o f  subsidized debt provided from these sources has, since the f i r s t  two 
program years, remained f a i r l y  constant w i t h  the on ly  exception being a b r i e f  
r i s e  i n  t he  Federal ly-subsidized share i n  1982--a l i k e l y  consequence o f  the  
recession. However, the propor t ion o f  p ro jec t  grants from loca l  and Federal 
sources shows considerable v a r i a t i o n  over time, w i th  no discernable pattern. 

..---_I_ 

Table 3-17 

DISTRIBUTION OF LOANS AND NON-UDAG GRANTS 
FROM GOVERNMENTAL SOURCES 

I N  PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGHEEMENTS 

Government Source 
TY Pe State Local bedera1 Total 

’Loans 91% 7%- r -mu%-- 
Grants 10 65 25 100 

Ct: U. S. Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, 
Ass is tant  Secretary f o r  Community P1 anning and Development, 
Office of Program Analysis and Eva1 uation, Grant Agreement 
Data Base. 
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ACT I ON GRANT FINANCING CHAKACTE KI ST I CS 

T h i s  section describes the manner i n  which Action Grant funds are  invested i n  
support of project ac t iv i t ies .  UDAG project funding i s  intended t o  be 
contingent on the assurance tha t  " b u t  for'' the Action Grant, the private 
sector would not invest the funds needed t o  undertake the project, 4.e. the 
investment by the private sector i s  not economically or financially feasible  
w i t h o u t  Action Grant assistance. The amount of the Action Grant i s ,  by 
1 egi sl a t i  on, determined by the requi rement tha t  the UDAG contribution be the 
l eas t  amount necessary to  assure project development. This amount is the 
m i n i m u m  required t o  f i l l  the "gap" between the resources available t o  the 
private sector and the total  development costs of a project including grants 
from other public agencies, or t o  generate a reasonable return on investment 
i n  order t o  a t t r a c t  private capital .  

UDAG funds a re  normally used by local government grantees either t o  provide 
public f a c i l i t i e s  essential t o  the project or are loaned by them t o  the 
private sector participants i n the project. In addi ti on, i n  consi derati on of 
the provision of public funds t o  support project development, where levels  of 
prof i t usual l y  unattracti  ve t o  private i nvestment, or 1 onger peri ods fo r  
project maturity occur, and as a hedge against above-average profi ts ,  c i t i e s  
a re  often given an equity position i n  projects involving commercial 
development. Prof i t s  i n  excess of a specified return on private investment i n  
office buildings, shopping centers and hotels are often shared between 
1 ocal i ti es and pri vate sector developers. HUD regul ation and pol icy encourage 
projects t h a t  include a repayment of Action Grant funds from private sector 
parties t o  the sponsoring jur isdict ion.  

--.----.--- 

Over the history of the program, 62 percent of a l l  Action Grant funds i n  
projects w i t h  signed grant agreements have been invested i n  UDAG projects i n  
the form of subordinated loans. In 28 percent of the projects announced since 
FY 1980, grant agreements incorporate a provision tha t  the sponsoring 
community i s  t o  receive a potential repayment by vir tue of i ts  equity- like 
position i n  the project. Both the percentage o f  project funds tha t  are loaned 
as  we1 1 as the i nci dence of equity parti ci pati on arrangements have i ncreased 
yearly since the inception of the program. By FY 1984, the percentage of a l l  
UDAG funds t o  be expended as loans nad reached 94 percent. About 32 percent 
of a l l  FY 1984 projects include some quasi-equity participation agreement. 

Project financing mechanisms vary by project type. About 65 percent of the 
UDAG funds provided to  both comnercial and industrial  projects are i n  the form 
of subordinated loans. T h i s  compares t o  approximately 45 percent each i n  
housing and mixed projects. 

The relat ively low proportion of Action Grant loans i n  housing projects 
re f lec ts  the limited a b i l i t y  of housing developments t o  generate cash flow. 
In addition, much of the funds loaned i n  housing projects are  "sof t  second'' 
mortgages, designed t o  reduce the effect ive in te res t  ra te  t o  the borrower, 
w i t h  1 i beral repayment terms that  contai r~ anti -specul a t i  on provisions and may 
include some k ind  of forgiveness provision. Two factors  explain the below- 
average share of funds to  be repaid i n  mixed-use development projects. First, 
a h i g h  proportion of mixed-use projects were funded i n  the ear ly years of the 
program--a period i n  which Action Grant funds were l e s s  l i ke ly  t o  be used as  
1 oans. Secondly, the mixed-use development project, which often involves 
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1 arge-scal e commerci a1 devel opment i n downtown 1 ocati ons, typical l y  requires 
costly 1 and assembl eye and substanti a1 improvements i n  pub l  i c  infrastructure 
improvements that are traditional ly  carried o u t  by publ i c sector agencies 
w i t h o u t  charges t o  private sector users. 

Action Grant 1 oans generally take the form of second mortgages, subordinated 
t o  the private debt, and carry below-market rates of in teres t .  The repayment 
terms of Action Grant loans are structured so as t o  "blend" the r a t e  of 
in t e res t  carried on the non-UDAG debt w i t h  a below-market UDAG loan ra t e  t o  
produce an average in te res t  rate  for  the private sector investors that  will 
make a project feasible under prevailing economic conditions. Tne average 
rates for  Action Grant loans and the corresponding average prime rate for  each 
year since 1978 are presented i n  TaDle 3-18. Over time, the average ra te  of 
Action Grant loarts rose f r m  1.6 percent f o r  projects announced i n  FY 1978 t o  
a h i g h  of 8.0 percent in 1982. Subsequently, average interest rates  have 
declined, moving i n  tandem w i t h  market rates of in teres t .  In addition t o  the 
ef fec t  of prevailing market rates ,  HUD policy shif ted i n  l a t e  1979 to 
emphasize the use of UDAG funds as loans, a change which was accepted by both 
the public and private sector participants i n  the program. Partly i n  
consequence of this change, the proport ion of UDAG loans carrying no in te res t  
declined sharply. The 1980 average ra te  of 6.2 percent i s  i n  sharp contrast 
t o  the 1979 average of 2.7 percent. 

AVERAGE UDAG LOAN INTEREST RATE COMPARED 
TO THE PRIME INTEREST RATE IN 

PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS 

Year 

Prime Rate 9.1 12.7 15.3 18.9 14.9 10.8 12.0 

Spread 7.5 10.0 9.1 11.7 6.9 3.9 5.6 
SOURCE: 

Assistant Secretary for  Community Planning and Development, 
Office of Program Analysis and Eva1 uation, Grant Agreement 
Data Base. 

U . S. Department of Housi ng and Urban Devel opment, 

THE USES OF PROJECT FUNDS 

The specific use of Action Grant funds i s  determined by the development needs 
of the project. The la rges t  share of UDAG funds (54%) is expended fo r  
construction fo l l  owed by infrastructure improvements (1 31, capital equipment 
(1 3%), acquisition, clearance and relocation (8%) and other uses including 
administration (7%).  Significantly, only two percent of funds are used by 
1 ocal governments for  grant administration. That figure i s  substanti a1 ly  
below the cap of f ive  percent of grant funds per project. In practice, this 
cost burden i n  large c i t i e s  is absorbed by the locality.  
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The dis t r ibut ion of the uses of Action Grant funds varies greatly by project 
type, as shown i n  Table 3-19. Expenditures for  construction constitute 87 
percent of UDAG funds in housing projects and 70 percent i n  commercial 
projects. In contrast, only about one-quarter of UDAG funds i n  industrial 
projects suppor t  construction, compared t o  almost one-ha1 f planned for  the 
purchase of capital equipment. The largest  proportions of UDAG funds used for  
publ i c  infrastructure improvements (19%) and for  reimbursement of acquisition 
costs, clearance and relocation (12%) are found i n  mixed projects. As noted 
previously, this type of development project, larger t h a n  average and 
generally located i n  downtown areas, typically involves clearance and re l ies  
on improvements to  public infrastructure as a necessary adjunct t o  private 
sector development e f for t s .  In contrast, only about four  percent of total  
funds expended t o  support housing i s  devoted t o  i nfrastructwe improvements. 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE USES OF ACTION GRANT FUNDS 
IN PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS BY PROJECT TYPE 

Use Project Type 
of Funds m s m T o m m e r c i  a ~ s T X ~ - ~ E Z T d - U K e  Total 

Acqui s i  ti on 
C1 earance, 
Re1 ocati on 10% 7 4 1 2  8% 

Pub1 i c  Infra- 
structure 10 1 6  4 19  13 

On- si te 
construction 26 70 87 56 59 

Capital 
Equipment 45 2 0 4 13 

Other 9 5 5 9 7 
Total m rn? mxl mxl rn? 

- 3 u u R C t :  u . S. Department o f  Housi ng a n d m a n  Devel opment, Assi s tant  
Secretary fo r  Community Planning and Development, Office of Program 
Analysi s and Eva1 u a t i  on, Grant Agreement Data Base. 

The uses of project funds vary by source of funding, w i t h  Action Grant  loans l 
and private sector i nvestmerits devoted 1 argely t o  on-si t e  construction, whil e 
other UDAG funds and other public grant funds, as would be expected, generally 
suppor t  publ i c  infrastructure improvements. (See Tab1 e 3-20. ) Considering 
the preparatory work of acquisition, clearance, or relocation and support for  
infrastructure improvements, such as s t ree ts ,  water and sewer, and the 
provision of public parking s t ructures ,  67 percent of UDAG funds t h a t  involve 
no private sector repayment are earmarked for  these purposes, as are  54 
percent of other non-UDAG public grants. About one-half of private funds and 
64 percent of UDAG 1 oans support construction ac t iv i t ies .  Insofar as on-si t e  
construction represents a direct  contribution t o  the value of pri vately-owned 
property, funds expended in  support of this ac t iv i ty  typically carry a private 
sector obl i gation t o  repay. Final l y ,  the one-quarter o f  pri vate funds 
included i n  the category noted as "Other'' are generally expended t o  support 
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t h e  " s o f t  cos ts ' l  o f  physi ca l  devel opment a c t i  v i  ti es, such as professional  
fees, i n t e r i m  costs, and t h e  costs of tenant  improvements. 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE USES OF FUNDS BY FUNDING SOURCE 
I N  UDAG PROJECTS WITH SIGNED GRANT AGREEMENTS 

- Source o f  Funds 
Use mx Other -7JEFii-  
o f  Funds Loans UDAG Publ i c  P r i v a t e  Tot a1 
Acqu is i t ion ,  

C1 earance, 
Re1 o c a t i  on 5% 2 9% 14% 9% 9% 

Publ i c I n f  ra-  
S t ruc tu re  9 38 40 2 10 

On-Si t e  
Cons t r u c t i  on 63 20 36 49 50 

Capi ta l  
Equipment 16 - 1 16 14 

Other 7 13 9 24 17 
Tota l  m r n h  r n h  m r n h  

Ct : U. S .  Department of Housing X T l J 5 a n v e l  opment, Ass is tan t  
Secretary f o r  Comuni ty PI anni n g and Devel opment, O f f  i ce o f  Program 
Analys is  and Eva1 u a t i  on, Grant Agreement Data Base. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1 I n  general, LSAs are  h igh unemployment c i t i e s  w i t h  a popu la t ion  greater  
than 50,000, count ies and county balances which are designated by t h e  
Department of Labor f o r  the  purpose of t a r g e t i n g  Federal 
procurements. An area receives the  LSA designat ion i f  i t  surpasses a 
threshold. Th is  th resho ld  i s  ca l cu la ted  by u t i l i z i n g  the  nat iona l  
average unemployment ra te .  An area receives t h e  LSA designat ion i f  i t  
exceeds 120 percent o f  the nat iona l  average unemployment r a t e  over the  
l a s t  two years. The range of t h e  th resho ld  cannot exceed 10 percent  o r  
go below 6 percent.  While the  Labor Department makes LSA designat ions 
annual ly  i n  October based on the  previous two calendar years and adds 
areas t o  those designat ions monthly based on changi ng unempl oyment 
condi t ions,  HUD w i l l  base t h e  standard on t h e  most r e c e n t l y  a v a i l a b l e  
unemployment data and monthly add i t ions  which a re  used by the  
Department o f  Labor t o  designate LSAs as o f  t h e  t ime t h a t  HUD i s  
r e v i  s i  ng e l  i g i  b i  1 i ty determi n a t i  ons. HUD w i  1 1 not  rev1 se the  UDAG 
e l  i g i  b i l  i ty monthly w i t h  t h e  monthly LSA addi ti ons. 

2 The UDAG program was i n i t i a l l y  au thor ized under Sect ion  110(b) o f  the 
Housing and Community Development Ac t  o f  1977, Pub l i c  Law 95-128, 
approved October 12, 1977; amended T i t 1  e I o f  the Housi ng and Community 
Development Ac t  o f  1974 and added Sect ion 119. 

3 An Ac t ion  Grant p r o j e c t  i s  "Closed Out" when HUD and the  grantee 
determine t h a t  t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  be c a r r i e d  o u t  by bo th  t h e  grantee and 
p r i v a t e  sec tor  pa r t i c ipan ts ,  as def ined i n  the  grant  agreement, are 
complete and t h a t  a l l  costs t o  be p a i d  w i t h  g ran t  funds have been 
incurred.  A t  t h a t  t ime  the  grantee enters i n t o  a Grant Closeout 
Agreement w i t h  HUD. P ro jec ts  are "Complete" and a C e r t i f i c a t e  o f  
P r o j e c t  Completion i s  i ssued when a f i n a l  a u d i t  has been approved, a l l  
responsi b i l  i ti es and requirements under t h e  grant  agreement and 
appl i c a b l  e 1 aws and regul  a t ions  have been c a r r i e d  o u t  s a t i s f a c t o r i l y ,  
and any performance requirements c a l l e d  f o r  i n  t h e  Grant Closeout 
Agreement have been met. > 

4 I n fo rmat ion  on the  f i n a n c i a l  cha rac te r i s t i cs ,  d i s t r i b u t i o n  by c i t y  and 
p r o j e c t  type, d i s t r i b u t i o n  by degree o f  impaction, and planned b e n e f i t s  
f o r  t h e  2,282 funded p r o j e c t s  has been der ived from the P r o j e c t  H i s t o r y  
f i l e  o f  t h e  Ac t ion  Grant In format ion  System (AGIS). Th is  in format ion  
i s  recorded a t  t h e  t ime  a p r o j e c t  receives p re l im ina ry  a p p l i c a t i o n  
approval. 

The FY 1984 approp r ia t i on  f o r  the  UDAG program o f  $440 m i l l i o n  was 
d i v ided  75 percent  f o r  l a r g e  c i t i e s  ($330 m i l l i o n )  and 25 percent  f o r  
small c i t i e s  ($110 m i l  1 i o n )  as requ i red  by 1 aw. The announcement o f  
awards f o r  small c i t i e s  o f  $239 m i l l i o n  i n  FY 1984 r e f l e c t s  t h e  
add i t i ona l  a v a i l  a b i l  i ty o f  unobl i g a t e d  funds carr ied- over from previous 
f i s c a l  years and funds recaptured from terminated and cancel led 
p ro jec ts .  

Sect i  on 104(a 1, Sect i  on 11 9( b of the Housi ng and Communi ty Devel opment 
Ac t  o f  1974 as amended, Pub l i c  Law 96-153, approved December 21, 1979. 

5 

6 

d 

I 
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7 Housi ng and Community Devel opment Amendments of ‘I 98’1 , Pub1 i c  Law 97-35, 
Section 308(a) (1981), amending Section 119(a) of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974, as amended. 

8 Information on actual private investment and benefits achieved i n  
funded projects i s  obtained from the Project Monitor f i l e  of the AGIS 
da t a  base. Grantees are required t o  report project progress t o  the 
Departinent on a semi-annual basis until the project i s  closed out .  
This da t a  was supplemented by information provided in 329 Project 
Closeout Reports and in 322 Annual Post-Grant Closeout Reports. The 
UDAG C1 oseout Procedures Handbook, pub1 ished in Apri 1 1983, requires 
t h a t  once a project i s  closed o u t ,  grantees are t o  submit an Annual 
Post-Grant Closeout Report until such time as a Certificate of Project 
Completion i s  issued. Information on the receipt and expenditure of 
paybacks i s  t o  be reported annually for  an additional five years. 
These reports provide information on the at tai  nment of project benefits 
as of September 30 of each year. 

Minorities include the fo l  lowing racial and/or ethnic groups: Black, 
Non-Hi spani c; Ameri can Indian or A1 askan Ndti ve; Hispanic; and Asian o r  
Pacific Islander. Minority-owned firms or  businesses are those i n  
which 50 percent o r  more of the company i s  owned by minority persons as 
def i ned above. 

Informati on descri bi ng  the characteri s t i  cs of projects with mutual ly- 
executed grant agreements i s  contained in the Grant Agreement Data Base 
maintained by the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation. 

9 
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EXHIBIT 3-1 
UDAG PROJECT SELECTION SYSTEM 

Selection Large Cities Small Ci t ies  
---- Criteria Data Elements Data Elements Poin ts  

A. Impac ti on1 
Pre-40 Hou si ng 
Poverty Poverty 
Population Population 

Growth Lag/Decl i ne 

B. Distress 
Per Capita Income 
Unempl oymen t 
Job Lag/Decl i ne 

C. Other Cri ter ia  
Composed of fo l l  owing: 

Leverage Ratio 
UDAG Dollars Per Job 
Total New Permanent Jobs 
Percent Low/Moderate 

Percent Minority Jobs 
Percent CETA Jobs 
State  and Local Funds 

Per UDAG Funds 
Tax Benefits per UDAG 

Funds 

Income Jobs 

10 
6 
2 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

40 
Pre-40 Housing 

Growth Lag/Decl i ne 

30 
Per Capita Income2 
Labor Surplus Area (LSAI3 

30 

Retained Jobs 
Construction Jobs 
Impact of  Physical 

Development 
Impact o f  Economic 

Conditions 
Time1 i ness 
Demonstrated 

Perf orma nce 
Relocation 
Minority Business 
Participation 

Energy 

Impaction i s  the comparative degree of  economic d is t ress  among applicants, 
as measured by a weighted average of three factors: Age of the housing 
stock weighted a t  50 percent; the extent of poverty - 30 percent; and 
popul ation growth/l  ag - 20 percent. 

For the small c i t i e s  d is t ress  cr i ter ion,  up to ten points will be allocated 
for  Per Capita Income and 20 p o i n t s  for  LSAs. This  cr i te r ion  will not 
include job lag data or unemployment which are  no t  available for a l l  small 
c i t i e s .  

* 

’ W i t h i n  the LSA measure, ten points will be a l lo t ted  i f  the c i t y  i s  w i t h i n  a 
county tha t  meets the LSA threshold. One point is  then added for  every 
unemployment percentge point above the LSA threshold. Conversely, one 
point is  deducted for  each percentage point by which the c i ty  is  under the 
LSA threshol d .  

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Assistant 
Secretary for Community Planning and Development, Office of Urban 
Development Action Grants. 
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E M B I T  3-2 

UIBAN DEVELQPFENT ACTICN GRANT PROGRAM 
PUWNED INVESTlENT AND BEEEFITS I N  FWDED PROJECTS 

I l E M  

Number of 

- 
Projects 

L a r g e  ( I 1  
Slaall (8) 

L a r g e  ($1 
s-1 (2) 

VDAG Dollars 

Lwse ($1 
h a l l  ($1 

Large ($1 
Small ( 8 )  

Private Investment ($1 

Ratio t o  U M C  Dollars 

S ta te  and Local (4) 

Other Federal ($1 

Total Investment ($1 

M e w  Perranent Jobs  (#I 

DaaG Dollars Per Job ($1 

Lou/Moderat c Iname (S 1 

COmtmction Jobs  (#I 

Total  b u s i n g  ( U n i t s )  

flew Construction ($1 

LowModerate Income ( 2 )  

Total N e w  Revenue? ($1 

Jobs 

k i n g  

FISCAL YEAR OF A U R D W  

FY 1978 FY 1979- FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 

123 

75 
48 

61 
39 

$276M 

$226M 
$ 5 0 M  

82 
18 

$1,745M 

6.3 

$1 95n 

$1 04M 

$2,32oH 

48,416 

$5,721 

62 

43,218 

13,139 

55 

64 

$3 3 

256 

120 
136 

47 
53 

$419M 

$322M 
$%M 

77 
23 

$2 , 52oM 
6.0 

$1 85M 

$130M 

$3 , 25% 

69,069 

$6,066 

53 

59,620 

12,279 

38 

49 

$8614 

288 

164 
124 

57 
43 

$563M 

$438M 
$125M 

78 
22 

$2 , 8551 

5.1 

$201M 

$61M 

$3 , 680M 

76 , 420 

(7 , 367 

59 

45,216 

16,317 

43 

43 

$7a4 

356 

21 1 
145 

59 
41 

$587H 

$442M 
$145M 

75 
25 

$3,946M 

6.7 

$3 3 1H 

453M 

$4,916M 

78 , 537 

(7,474 

56 

65,002 

13,816 

37 

39 

S128H 

306 

193 
113 

63 
37 

$36lM 

$297M 
$64M 

82 
18 

$2 , 129M 

5.9 

$109M 

$52M 

$2,65lM 

45 , 054 

@, 013 

59 

32,742 

13,155 

27 

26 

$34n 

4 96 

277 
219 

56 
44 

$697M 

$535M 
$1 62M 

77 
23 

$3 , 454M 

5.0 

$l06M 

$39M 

# , 297H 

72,465 

$9 , 618 

43 

56,723 

17,298 

76 

20 

$92M 

457 

21 8 
239 

48 
52 

$602M 

$37OM 
$232M 

61 
39 

$2 , 962M 

4.9 

$l&M 

$37M 

$3,784M 

66,391 

$9 , 067 

60 

50,919 

6,468 

78 

34 

$6 9M 

TOTAL - 
2, 282 

1,258 
1,024 

55% 
4% 

$3. m 5 H  

$ 2 ,  c3M 
$8794 

75% 
25% 

$19 ,61lM 

5.6 

$1,309 

$4704 

$24,901 

456,352 

(7 , 680 

56% 

353 , 440 

92,472 

4% 

3 s  

$5134 

Totals are  adjusted re la t ive  t o  previous annual reports t o  acoornt for project terminations. 
add due t o  rounding. 

Detail my not  

SOURCE: 0. S. Department of Housing and Urban Developent, Cammmity Planning and Develoment, O f f l o e  of 
Uanagement, Data Systems and Statistics Division, Action Grant Infomation System Data Base. 
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CHAPTER 4 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS: 
THE SMALL CITIES PROGRAM 

INTRODUCTION 

The Small Cities Community Development Block Grant Program (the State Block 
Grant Program) i s  HUD's principal  vehicle for assisting communities under 
50,000 population t h a t  are no t  central cities. From i ts  inception i n  FY 1974 
until FY 1982 the program was administered exclusively by HUD, and more t h a n  
$4.3 b i l l i o n  i n  grants were awarded through competitions managed by HUD Field 
Offices. "In 1981 HUD sponsored a demonstration program t h a t  permitted State 
governments i n  Wisconsin and Kentucky t o  assist i n  administering the CDBG 
program for their nonentitlement communities. A t  the Administration's 
request, Congress changed the administrative structure of the Small Cities 
program i n  the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of  1981. This change offered 
States the option of administering the program for their nonentitlement 
communi t i  es . Most States and Puerto Rico have since assumed this 
responsibility and now determine how and where t o  award CDBG Small Cities 
funds w i t h i n  their jurisdictions. By FY 1984, only three States remained i n  
the HUD-administered Small Cities program. 

---- 

This Chapter describes the operation of the CDBG S ta te  and HUD-administered 
Small Cities Program i n  FY 1984. The Chapter is  organized i n t o  five principal 
sections. In the f i r s t  section, program participation and funding among the 
States i n  FY 1984 i s  addressed. The second discusses how States allocated 
their funds among their communities and the priorities they emphasized in 
their a l locat ion processes. Section three presents a brief analysis of  the 
types of projects t h a t  States funded during the 1984 program year, and the 
fourth section examines the fund ing  patterns of States participating i n  the 
program since FY 1982. The final section includes a brief discussion of the 
FY 1984 HUD-administered Small Cities program. 

PROGRAM FUNDING AND PARTICIPATION 

The number of States* participating i n  the S ta te  Block Grant program has 
increased dramatically since Kentucky and Wisconsin f i r s t  participated i n  the 
FY 1981 demonstration. In FY 1982, 37 States elected to  administer the 
program, and i n  FY 1983 ten more States exercised this op t i on .  After Kansas 
decided t o  administer i t s  CDBG funds  i n  FY 1984, HUB administered the Small 
Cities program for nonentitlement communities i n  only three States--New York, 
Mary1 and and Hawaii . 

-- I------ 

Funding for the Small Cities program i s  established by Section 106 o f  the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended, a t  thirty percent 
of the entire CDBG annual appropriations t h a t  remain after subtracting the 
amount allocated t o  the Secretary's Discretionary Fund. In FY 1984 $1.02 

-- 
"--Throughout this Chapter, the z r m  "States" f%8-iumuerto Rico. 

77 



b i l l i o n  was available for use i n  the Small Ci t ies  program. These funds  are 
allocated among the States us ing  the same dual formula process tha t  i s  used i n  
the entitlement program, except that  formulas are modified to  include only 
data ref1 ecting nonentitlement areas of each State. Through these formulas, 
$966.9 million was allocated i n  FY 1984 to the 48 States administering their  
own CDBG programs. The balance, approximately $53 million, went to grantees 
located i n  the three States i n  which HUD continued .to administer the program.* 

Each State may use a portion of the funds i t  receives to  pay for  costs 
incurred i n  administering the program. Beginning i n  FY 1984, a State could 
deduct from i t s  t o t a l  allocations $100,000 plus 50 percent of any expenses i n  
excess o f  $100,000. The total  amount deducted as excess, however, could not 
exceed two percent of  the total  grant. 

Thirty-eight States received technical assistance grants total  l i n g  $4.3 
million i n  FY 1984 from the Secretary's Discretionary Fund, to  provide 
assistance to the i r  small c i t i e s  to better u t i l i z e  CDBG funds. The FY 1984 
State  Technical Assistance Program had two components - a formula system for  
States w i t h  FY 1983 assistance grants that  ended prior to March 1984, and a 
competitive system for  States  w i t h  grants endl'ng a f t e r  February 1984. The 
formula system established a f u n d i n g  level for each State,  and the States 
undertook projects which related to their  CDBG needs. The competitive system 
was based on States identifying their  c r i t i ca l  needs and designing an 
effect ive program t o  meet those needs, The States used almost one-half (45 
percent) o f  the i r  monies for local capacity building and about one-quarter (27  
percent) for  economic devel opment-related assistance. Other types of 
technical assistance, i n  order of funds  used, included State s t a f f  capacity 
b u i l d i n g ,  development and management of recipient public faci l  i t i e s  and rental 
rehabi l i ta t ion programs and local application development. 

STATE GRANTS TO SMALL CITIES 

Each State -is responsible for selecting an agency to administer i t s  Small 
Ci t ies  Program. In FY 1984, agencies administering the program remained the 
same as i n  FY 1983. In 21 of the 48 participating States ,  the department of 
community a f fa i r s  administered the program; i n  13 States,  including Kansas, 
which administered CDBG funds for  the f i r s t  time i n  FY 1984, economic and 
community development agencies ran the program. State planning or industrial  
agencies, or the Governor's Office, were designated i n  the other 14  States. 
Agency s ta f f  commitments t o  the program varied from one to  23 person-years per 
State.  Three States formally use regional agencies both t o  provide assistance 
to  applicants and to  aid i n  tasks associated w i t h  grant administration. In 
addition, many other States,  used regional organizations to  assist recipients 
i n  various grant-related tasks. 

-----_---I---- 
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State administering agencies have discretion, w i t h i n  the requirements imposed 
by the Act and HUD regulations, t o  design their systems for selecting 
communities, t o  determine wh ich  eligible activities will get  special emphasis, 
and t o  establish limits t o  the amounts awarded applicants. Th is  section 
describes these features of  the State program. 

State Selection Systems. Before States assumed administrative control o f  
T%??~own--Small Cit ies  programs, HUD established the criteria for rating 
applications submitted by nonentitlement communities and conducted 
competitions t o  rank the applications received. Since FY 1982, when States 
f i r s t  began t o  administer the Small Cities program, most States have awarded 
grants primarily by using competitive systems t h a t  tend t o  reflect their 
special economic and community development needs and individual pol icy 
preferences. In FY 1984, forty states maintained more t h a n  one competitive 
a1 1 ocation category. These incl uded general competition only, or competitions 
by type of activity (such as public facil i t ies or economic development), o r  by 
the size, location or other characteristics of recipients. 

In FY 1984, the pattern of d i s t r i b u t i n g  funds t h r o u g h  a competitive process 
continued. Of the 48 States t h a t  administered their own CDBG program i n  FY 
1984, 45 allocated a l l  b u t  a small share of  their funds based on 
competitions. Specific characteristics of the competitions, however, varied 
considerably. In 34 States, specific funding categories ensured t h a t  certcin 
types of projects were funded. 

In ten States, i n c l u d i n g  seven t h a t  also established categories for  specific 
types of projects, f u n d i n g  categories were establ ished t h a t  set-aside portions 
of the States' funds for particular types of communities. Most often, 
categories were established t o  ensure t h a t  eligible communities of  a l l  sizes 
received funding.  To assure geographic dispersion i n  two States (Arizona and 
Utah) , CDBG funds were awarded through regional organizations. Mississippi 
established regional entitlements which were funded, and through this method 
funds were distributed t o  local  recipients. Vermont and South Carolina 
ensured geographic distribution by a l loca t ing  a percentage of f u n d s  for use i n  
rural areas. Another type of earmarking was used i n  Louisiana, which reserved 
almost 15 percent of i t s  funds for communities t h a t  had never received f u n d i n g  
from either the State or HUD. Finally, eight States chose not  t o  make such 
distinctions b u t  conducted one general competition i n  w h i c h  a l l  applicants 
were ranked against one another, regardless of  the  type of project proposed. 

Table 4-1 illustrates the number of States t h a t  used a competitive awards 
process w i t h  special funding categories earmarked for either specific types of 
projects or types of  community recipients. 
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TABLE 4-1 

STATE METHODS OF MAKING AWARDS 
IN STATES USING A COMPETITIVE SYSTEM, 

FY 1984 

Special F u n d i n  Categories Number Percent 
-27- --im%-- ~ ~ q j ~ d o  j ec t s 

For types of projects, and 
community recipients 7 16 

For types of  community 
rec i p i  en t s 3 7 

-- 

No s ecial categories 
" Z a  +- 8 

2-5 
18 rn% 

3 J D R E ' i - T S . D e p a r t m i V G T i i r a n d  Urban Devel opment, 
Community Planning and Development, Office of Block Grant 
Assistance. 

Ohio  and Puerto Rico awarded significant portions of their funds through 
formulas t h a t  primarily reflected the relative p o p u l a t i o n  of eligible 
communities, a1 though each State supplemented this  practice w i t h  competitions 
for a t  least  some p a r t  of their FY 1984 grants. For example, Ohio allocated 
approximately 40 percent of i t s  FY 1984 g r a n t  by formula, while the majority 
of  a1 1 other f u n d s  were awarded through project-based competitions, primarily 
t o  economic development, comprehensive rehabil i tation, and neighborhood 
revitalization projects. Puerto Rico changed from a competitive and formula- 
based system t o  an a l l  formula system i n  FY 1984. 

State Selection Priorities. In general, State administering agencies used the 
same types % T s E T i % F i t e r i a  i n  FY 1984 t h a t  they had used i n  FY 1983 (See 
Table 4-2).  Criteria used by one-half or more of the States were, i n  order of 
frequency: project impact, community needs, and benefits t o  low- and moderate- 
income persons. One-third t o  one-half of the States also used the extent t o  
which the project leveraged other funds, met urgent community needs, local 
commitment t o  the project, and the applicant's management capacity. Factors 
such as promoting equal opportunity and creating employment were often 
incorporated by States as p a r t  of more general categories such as project 
impact. Consequently, their importance i n  the States' programs i s  probably 
underrepresented in the count i n  Table 4-2, which shows only States i n  which 
they are singled o u t  as factors i n  selection. 

Twenty-nine States set  aside $190 million for economic development (20 percent 
of total FY 1984 State funding); 21 earmarked $42 million for imminent 
threats,  emergencies and special opportunity projects (four percent of funds) ; 
and 15 States reserved $6 million for " p l a n n i n g  only" (one percent). Thus, 
twenty-five percent of  the FY 1984 available funds to ta l  were se t  aside for  
specific State-determined priority purposes. 
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STATE PROGRAM AWARD SELECTION FACTORS, 
FY 1984" 

Selection Factor 
ProjectImpact-- 
Comfimi ty  Needs 
Benefits t o  Low/Moderate 

Income Persons 
Leveraging Other Funds 
Urgent Needs 
Local Commitment 
Local Management Capacity 
Employment Created/Retained 
Equal Opportunity 
Housing Commitment 

Sta tes  Using the Factor 
Nuriiber,---- ---I%?= 
3p 77r 

27 

24 
23 
18 
16 
16 
10 
5 
3 

56 

50 
47 
37 
33 
33 
20 
10 
6 

* Because a l l  S ta tes  used more t h a n  one select ion 
fac tor ,  the t o t a l  number of factors  exceeds the 
number of par t i c ipa t ing  States.  

mRE-7: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o ~ n ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
Community Planning and Development, Office of Block 
Grant Assistance. 

Small Cities Applications and Awards. Sta tes  administering the Small Cities 
program i n  T m % K v F a q e ,  received 170 a m l i c a t i o n s  and made 57 awards 
of approximately $249,000 each.-* The number o f '  applicants ranged from 17  i n  
Rhode Island t o  534 i n  Texas, and the number of awards ranged from 10 i n  
Connecticut to 294 i n  Ohio. ( O h i o  al located a substantial portion of i t s  
funds through a formula. ) Overall , approximately 2,500 awards to ta l  1 i n g  $620 
mill ion had been made by 44 S ta tes  using FY 1984 funds a t  the time this repor t  
was prepared. (See Table 4-11 fo r  a l i s t i n g  of applicants,  awards, and 
average grant  si tes f o r  par t i c ipa t ing  Sta tes . )  

Approximately 34 percent o f  a l l  FY 1984 applications received by the S ta tes  
were funded. The average size of the awards made by Sta tes  i n  FY 1984 varied 
grea t ly ,  from $55,000 i n  Utah t o  $740,000 i n  Puerto Rico. The general 
tendency of many S ta tes  was t o  provide larger  grants where there are  
r e l a t i ve ly  fewer successful applicants.  Puerto Rico, which received a 

id 

1 .:+- 

"-program t o t a l s  shown i n  TableTT-Tto 4-8 vaFy from the to ta l  r- 
allocated t o  S ta tes  and shown i n  Tables 4-9 and 4-10. 
because data was avai lable  f o r  only 44 S ta tes  a t  the time this report was 
prepared, and because some of these Sta tes  had not  awarded a l l  their 
FY 1984 funds, or had not  provided specif ic  information on the types 
of ac t iv i t ies  and communities they had funded. 

This  i s  primarily 
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relatively larger grant  because the CDBG formula allocates more funds t o  
States w i t h  higher levels of poverty, made a large average size formula-based 
g r a n t  of  $740,000 t o  each of  i t s  66 applicants. 

CHARACTERISTICS OF GRANTS AND RECIPIENTS ---- ---- ------ 
In the aggregate, there was a clear pattern t o  the to ta l  number and amount of 
State awards i n  FY 1984. Very small c i t i es  and towns, i .e . ,  those w i t h  a 
population o f  less t h a n  2,500, were the most frequent recipients of FY 1984 
State awards (37 percent of grants), and received the largest share of money 
(33 percent o f  f u n d s ) .  Overall, there appears t o  be some tendency for States 
t o  make larger awards to larger communities, w i t h  larger c i t i es  (those with 
populations greater than 10,000) and counties receiving a larger average award 
t h a n  very small c i t ies .  The smallest. average awards were made t o  small 
communities w i t h  populations of less t h a n  2,500. 

STATE BLOCK GRANT AWARDS BY SIZE OF RECIPIENT, 
FY 1984 

Grant Awards Funds Awarded Average 
Recipient Population " i 5 Z F l 5 Z Z n t  E K u n t  Percent Grant Site -- -I- --_------ 

- - - - 7 $ m o T s  ) ( $ m m  
Very small recipients 

Small recipients 
(2,500-10,000) 62 3 25 164 26 $263 

Larger recipients 
(over 10,000) 418 17 115 19 $274 

Counties 526 21 138 22 $262 

'wTI;?Z Department o f  Housiiganiba'-Efl@ment, Community 

(under 2,500) 921 37% $204 33% $221 

Total m rn% $Gnr m% m 
Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, 
Small Cities Data Base, 

Pro ram Activities. The most frequently funded activi t ies in FY 1984 were 
&-works-related activi t ies,  followed by economic development projects, 
housing-related act iv i t ies  and  planning assistance. Mu1 ti-purpose a1 locations 
also constituted a substantial portion of  activity i n  the program. The 
frequency and level of funding of these activity categories i s  presented i n  
Table 4-4. 

82 



PROGRAM ACTIVITIES FUNDED, FY 1984 
(Dollars i n  Thousands) 

Program Activity 
P u ? > l i C r n S  

Water 
Sewer 
Streets 
Publ  ic Facilities 
F1 ood/Drai nage 
Other Pub. Works 
Economic Devel opment 
Housing Related 
Plann ing  Related 
Mu1 .+~---- t i  -Pur ose Grants 
Rita s 

Grant Funds 
--Aiii5untT€. 

( 64,488) 
( 24 , 763) 
(17,681 ) 
(16,126) 
( G5 , 287) 
112,410 
124,208 

5,004 
7,512 

$61T,T!JT 
-7 -- 

. S .  Bepartment of Housing and Urban D e v e l 5 j K G € J 3 ~ - -  
So!!%%in~ and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Eva lua t ion ,  

Small Cities Data Base. 

Table 4-4 indicates the predominance of public works project fund ing  tnrough 
State Block Grant programs.* Overall , nearly one-ha1 f of bo th  the number of  
grants and the amount of grant funds were awarded to projects for the 
construction or reconstruction of basic community infrastructure. By a wide 
margin, projects for water and sewer improvements were the most frequently 
funded types of public works. Other public works projects such as 
improvements t o  streets, bridges, and facilities t o  control f looding  or 
improve drainage a1 so received significant levels of funding. Over $17 
m i l l i o n  was allocated t o  fund  the construction or rehabilitation of  p u b l i c  
fac i l  i t ies such as senior citizen or handicapped centers and recreational 
faci l i t ies ,  and t o  make p u b l i c  buildings more accessible t o  the handicapped. 
The "Other Publ  i c  Works" category includes such activities as acquisition, 
clearance, f i re  and safety projects. 

Economic development projects received 18 percent o F a1 1 funds .  While most 
States described projects t o  promote economic development in very general 
terms, some specified activities t h a t  included s i te  improvements for business 
expansion, and the provision of loans t o  businesses for capital  or t o  improve 
facil i t ies.  Economic development priorities prompted 13 States t o  accept those 
applications on an ongoing basis, while 12 accepted economic development 
appl  ications on a quarterly basis. Wi t h  economic devel opment fund ing  spread 

I 

I 
I 

i 
kd 

I 1  

-..----- Jr Current reporting r K $ i t s u m - t W ' t a f e o c k  Grant program 
allow State officials t o  develop their own categories t o  describe the 
projects they fund .  
HUD's efforts t o  classify the activities described by the States. 

The categories used in this Chapter represent 
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over the year, this may not  be adequately reflected i n  these da ta .  A sh i f t  
may therefore occur once States commit a l l  their funds. Housing projects, 
which constituted 16 percent of a l l  grants, received some 20 percent of a l l  
funds .  Most of the housing-related projects involved prov id ing  loans and 
grants for the rehabilitation of single-family, owner-occupied housing,  
a l though several States used funds t o  begin and/or expand rental 
rehabilitation programs. Small planning grants,  averaging $43,000 each, 
constituted some eight percent of the number o f  grants b u t  only one percent of 
funds allocated. Most small communities have few full time employees and 
consequently almost none have planning staff .  Thus, they frequently require 
planning or feasibility funds t o  determine the scope, cost and desirability of 
housing, public works and economic development projects. 

Activities Undertaken by Different Types of Recipients. In terms of the 
number and the a m o u n t ~ E c a t i o n ~ ~ w ~ ~ a c E l ’ t i e s  constituted the 
largest category, regardless of type of recipient involved. Nonetheless, 
there were substantial differences i n  the way program monies were used by 
different types of recipients. Tables 4-5 and 4-6 i l lus t ra te  the distribution 
of grants and funds by the type of activity undertaken and the population of 
the recipient communities. 

Public works projects were the most frequently funded activity i n  a l l  types of  
communities. Over 60 percent o f  both  the number and dollar amount of awards 
i n  very small c i t i es  and towns (under 2,500 population) were t o  be used in 
public works related projects. These communities invested relatively small 
shares of their funds i n  housing and economic development projects and 
received 1 i t t l e  f u n d i n g  for mu1 ti-purpose projects. In particular, their 
f u n d i n g  for  economic development projects was about  one-half the level o f  
other nonentitlement communities. In contrast, projects i n  larger 
nonenti tlement jurisdictions were more equally divided among publ i c  works, 
economic development, housing,  and mu1 ti-purpose activities. 

The funding pattern of nonentitlement counties was closer t o  t h a t  o f  very 
small recipients t h a n  t o  that of larger nonentitlement communities. The 
majority o f  State Block Grant funds awarded t o  counties (51 percent) were for 
publ ic  works projects, while substantially smaller proportions went t o  other 
types of act ivi t ies.  Counties receiving funds did, however, spend relatively 
1 arger percentage shares on economic development and mu1 t i  -purpose projects 
than d i d  very small c i t ies .  

b 
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I -- - - - ~ - - - - - - -  ---I_ 

W E R  OF GRANTS BY PlW?Nl PCTIVITY PND 
RECIPIENT POPULATION SIE/IVE, FY 19M 

Very Wl1 Cities Small Cities Larger Cities 

program ktiviiy T.IiiGF- Nnrt, er Percent ttmb er Percent 'KXer Percent m=r-- 37T----Gz--- T / f " - T B - - -  - l 3 2 - T  2 6 3 T  
Ecomnic Developnent 101 11 126 20 102 24 120 23 
HMlSi ng 131 14 112 18 92 22 63 12 
Planning 90 10 41 7 21 5 34 6 
Nilti-purpose 27 3 73 12 71 17 46 9 
m1 s m mo m m  m m o  m m  

(under 2,500) (2,500-10,000) (over 10,ooO) Counties 

=Ck: U.S. Deparlment T,-flb-ing and lJr?%-n~eTopnent, ~ ~ - ~ n T 6 g  and Develo-W-K€, 
Office of Block Grant Assistance. 

---- 
---I----- 

-- ---- 

mNr OF m BY P r n  KTIVITY AMD 
RECIPIENT POPULATION SIZEmE, FY 19M 

(Dollars i n  Millions) 

Very Small Cities Small Cities Larger Cities 

ktivity - l l i E m e X -  Anou n t  Percent /mu ntPem3 /mu n t  PemTiit 
G 3 - r  - W - - r $ T r $ 7 0 5 1 4 r o  

(under 2,500) (2,soO-lO,ooO) (over lO,O00) Counties 

Economic Developnent 23 11 32 20 28 25 29 21 

Planning 2 1 1 1 1 1 4 3 
Housing 38 18 39 24 29 25 18 13 

12 6 25 15 
-- 

Developnt, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, Srmll Cities Data Base. 

FUNDING PATTERNS. FY 1982 THROUGH FY 1984 

In the aggregate, there has been relatively l i t t l e  change i n  either the 
activities or sizes of  communities funded since FY 1982." There has been an 
apparent s l i g h t  decline over the three year period (indicated i n  Table 4-8) i n  
the number and do l la r  amount of funds i n  support of p u b l i c  works-related 
activities and a comparable increase i n  mu1 ti-purpose project support. 
Al though public works projects remain the leading activity funded i n  the State 
Block Grant program, data i n  Table 4-7 suggest t h a t  this ac t iv i ty  may be 

* In order t o  provide a consistent c o m p i F E K v e r ~ r K ~ - y e a r  
period, da ta  i n  this section include only the 31 of the 37 States t h a t  
have participated since FY 1982, and for  which three years of complete 
data are presently available. 
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decl i n i  ng somewhat in importance. However, because mu1 ti  -purpose awards have 
increased substantially since FY 1952 and often include awards for public 
works project funding, there may have been no real decline i n  the actual 
fund ing  1 eve1 s for pub1 ic  works. 

---I- --m€Trm-- --- ---I-___ 

PERCENTS OF GRANTS AND FUNDS BY PROGRAM ACTIVITY,FY 1982 TO FY 1984 
(31 States) 

1 

Percent of Grants Percent o f  Funds 

PXlZ-Works--- -573- -52%- 7 F r -  33%- 3%- 77%- 
Program Activity FY m v F Y  82m-T 

Economic Devel opment 20 19 20 25 20 20 
Housi n3 16 14 17 18 20 21 
P1 anni ng 8 11 8 1 5 1 
Mu1 t i  -Purpose - 4 7 1 6 11 
7-5EE--- m m m  -m r n k  m 

- - - - T O l J R C ~ ~ 5 e  n t of Hou s f i i 2 ’ K T T r - a ~ v % ~ n € J E K i 5 T y  
P1 a n n i  ng and Devel opment , Off ice of Program Analysi s and Eva1 ua t i  on,  
Small Cities Data Base. 

No significant change i n  either the number or average amount awarded t o  
communities of different sizes has taken place over the three year period in 
the 31 States compared. There has, however, been a s l ight  shi f t  toward 
providing gran t s  of more equal d o l l a r  amount, regardless of  recipient size. 
As a result the percentage of funds awarded i n  FY 1984 t o  communities of a 
particular populat ion more closely approximates the percentage of awards they 
received than  i t  d i d  i n  FY 1982. 

AWARDS AND FUNDS BY TYPE OF RECIPIENT, FY 1982 THROUGH FY 1984 
(31 States) 

Recipient - 
Percent of Awards Percent o f  Funds - --FEE- --- - -- - 

Very Small Cities 
( under 2,500) 40% 43% 40% 29% 34% 33% 

Small Cities 
( 2,500-10,000) 23 24 25 25 27 . 27 

Larger Cities 
(over 10,000) 16 14 15 22 19 19 

Counties 21 19 20 24 20 21 
Total- m m m L  m m m  
SOURCt: U.S. Department of  Housing and Urban Development, Community 

P lann ing  and Development, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation, 
Small Cities Data Base. 
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THE HUD ADMINISTERED SMALL CITIES PROGRAM 

By FY 1984 only Hawaii, Maryland, and Mew York remained i n  the HUD- 
administered Small Cities program. During the f i sca l  year, HUD received 
applications from 116 communities and funded 79 (70 percent) .  The to ta l  
amount o f  grants awarded was $53 mi l l ion ,  or an average o f  about $671,000 per 
award. These grants provided a one year HUD funding commitment, and the 
previous HUD mu1 t i- year  commitments were phased-out. Table 4-3 presents 
cha rac t e r i s t i c s  of the HUD-admi n i  s tered program. 

-- - - 

WrnINISIERED SWlL CITIES PRDGRPM 
M E R ,  PERCENT, AN) MUNT OF GRANls BY STATE AND CITY POPULATION, PI 19M 

(Dollars i n  'Ihousands) 

Total and Percent 
o f  h u n t  by 

ryl and NW Yo&-7m- City Size Grants by - . F l i T  Ma 
Percent C i l y  Population 

- a 44 7 12 15 19 $8,430 16 
-11 c 
(umfer 2,500) 

Small Cities 
(2,500 - l0,ooo) - - 2 1 1 2 6  4 5 2 3 3 5  18,566 35 

Large Cities 
(over 10 ,ooO) - - 3 1 7 2 3  4 0 2 6 3 3  20,238 38 
Counties 3 loo 5 2 8 2  3 10 13 5,806 11 

3 m  E r n  5 8 m m r n  m m  

Wer  and Percent o f  Grants 

--- K T .  hb ; t .  ?r--E- K--m. Anouni .- - I_  -- . - - - - .-  
i ties - 

- 

Grant Totals IEy State 

h u n t  $2,544 $8,153 $42,343 f%m 
Percent 5% 1% mx 1m 

3IPETEp-Tof Housing and IM> an kvelopnent, for C i i i i G i i - m m g  and DevelopnerifF 
Data Systems and Statistics Division, Office o f  hanagemnt, Office o f  Program Analysis and 
Eva1 uation. 
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TABLE 4-10 

SMALL CITIES ALLOCATIONS BY STATE, F'Y 1981-1984 
(Dollars in Thousands 1 

FY 1981 E'Y 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 
Allocation Allocation Percent Allocation Percent Allocation Percent 

State Amount Amount Change Amount Change Amount Change 
Alabama $28 , 007 $31,727 $29,792 -6$ $28,803 .r 

10 
-8 
-3 
11 

? 

Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 

1,283 
5 , 284 

20 , 443 
23,327 

8,585 
8,417 
1,449 

21,051 
34,380 

1,525 

32 , 409 
26,263 
22,498 
16,084 
27 , 238 
27 , 586 

9,493 
8,556 

22,512 
28,424 
19,721 
30 , 303 
23, 560 

5,595 
10,928 
2,031 
5, 742 
9,999 
8,414 

37, 424 
41,707 

5,164 
39,317 
16,550 
9 , 204 

37,764 
44,730 

4,121 
24,641 

6,111 
26 , 349 
50,292 
39557 
4,882 

23 , 290 
11,080 
16,600 
23,015 

5,713 

Wyoming 
Total 

2; 964 
$925 582 

1,315 
5 , 998 

22 , 902 
24,708 

9,654 
9,978 
1,587 

23,076 
36,676 

1,633 
6,280 

33,713 
30 254 
24 908 
17,885 
30,639 
30 , 837 
10,090 
8 , 325 

26,542 
30 , 506 
22,249 
33,925 
26,218 

6,109 
12,101 

1,291 
5,731 

11,381 
9,329 

39 , 225 
46 , 374 

5 , 704 
44 , 040 
18,517 
9 , 894 

42 , 622 
47,050 

4 , 443 
26,938 

7,057 
30,105 
57,619 

4,235 
4,905 

25 520 
11,342 
18,714 
25 , 058 

2,921 
$1,019,850 

2 
14 
12 
6 

12 
19 
10 
10 
7 
7 

10 
4 

15 
11 
11 
12 
12 
6 

-3 
18 
7 

13 
12 
11 
9 

11 
-36 - 

14 
11 
5 

11 
10 
12 
12 
7 

13 
5 
8 
9 

15 
14 
15 
19 

10 
2 

13 
9 

-1 

- 

10% 

1,504 
6,849 

21,215 
27,142 
10,128 
10,120 

1,663 
25 , 982 
36, 408 

1,896 
7,102 

33,485 
29,801 
24 , 775 
17,484 
29,316 
27,787 
10,524 
8,315 

27,380 
31,822 
22,291 
30,349 
25 , 803 

6,  327 
11,897 

1,520 
6,015 

11,915 
9,324 

39,315 
43,868 

5 , 528 
44,927 
17,719 
11,081 
42,691 
54 , 796 

4,441 
25,614 

6,754 
28,531 
56 , 886 
4,728 
5,145 

24,005 
12,179 
17,743 
24 , 998 
2,970 

$1,019,850 

14 
14 
-7 
10 
5 
I 
5 

13 
-1 
16 
13 
-1 
-1 
-1 
-2 
-4 

-1 0 
4 

3 
4 

-1 1 
-2 

4 
-2 
18 

5 
5 

- 

- 

- 
- 

-5 
-3 
2 

-4 
12 

16 

-5 
-4 
-5 
-1 
12 
5 

-6 
7 

-5 

2 

- 
- 

- 
- 

.~ 
1,651 
6;301 

20, 525 
30,101 

9,534 
10,386 

1,645 
26 , 909 
36, 454 
2,544 
7,312 

33 , 209 
28 , 935 
24,920 
16,808 
28 , 764 
27,041 
11,259 
8,154 

27 , 626 
31,837 
21 , 689 
30 , 824 
24 , 096 

6,213 
12,049 

1,682 
6 , 629 
8,326 
9 , 724 

42 , 342 
42,685 

5,341 
44,719 
15,836 
10,189 
44 , 359 
55,906 
4,059 

26 , 008 
6 , 921 

27 , 448 
61,569 

5 , 028 
5,613 

22 346 
11,707 
17,113 
25,816 

2 , 985 
$1,019,940 

-0 

3 
-1 

4 

34 
3 

-1 
-3 

1 
-4 
-2 
-3 

7 
-2 

1 

-3 
2 

-7 
-2 

1 
11 
10 

-30 
4 
8 

-3 
-3 

-1 1 
-8 

4 
2 

-9 
2 
2 

-4 
8 
6 
9 

-7 
-4 
-4 

3 
1 

- 

- 

- 

- 
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and 

Development, Office of Block Grant Assistance. 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arkansas 
Arizona 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Georgia 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Sub-total 
iansas 
Total 

~~ 

TABLE 4-11 

SUMMARY OF STATE BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM APPLICATIONS AND AWARDS, 
FY 1983 AND FY 1984 

(48 States), 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Number of 
Applicants 

Pct. 
FY83 FY84 Chg. 

525 432 -18-8 
24 24 - 

225 303 35 
60 31 -48 

124 132 6 
130 115 -12 
48 53 10 
28 29 4 

323 341 6 
62 51 -18 

215 300 40 
164 168 2 
396 376 -5 
239 144 -40 
88 99 13 
77 93 21 

331 341 3 
170 145 -15 
218 243 11 
545 368 -32 
32 40 25 

350 215 -39 
72 58 -19 

75 39 -48 

-- 

36 53 47 

197 119 -40 
257 228 -11 
107 117 9 
423 425 - 
122 176 44 
68 66 -3 
15 17 13 
97 133 37 
96 80 -17 

320 158 -51 
473 534 13 
150 150 - 
79 54 -32 

118 130 10 
96 85 -11 

228 257 13 
138 126 -9 
40 26 -35 -- 

7669 7173 -6% 
412 

7585 

Number of 
Awards 

Pct. 
FY83 

8 
37 
28 
47 
33 
17 
15 
71 
18 
81 
24 
90 
68 
26 
27 
87 
38 
69 
78 
17 
91 
21 
24 
12 
39 
95 
42 

232 
21 
68 
3 

36 
28 
63 
91 
80 
15 
28 
20 
30 
50 

FY84 
157 
13 
49 
25 
43 
38 
30 
10 

101 
22 

114 
31 
79 
71 
31 
56 
99 
49 
86 
59 
15 
34 
16 
34 
19 
36 
84 
58 

294 
62 
66 
11 
49 
31 
64 

174 
92 
34 
50 
25 
29 
45 

Chg . 
63 
32 

-1 1 
-9 
15 
76 

-33 
42 
22 
41 
29 

-1 2 
4 

19 
107 

14 
29 
25 

-24 
-1 2 
-63 
-2 4 

42 
58 
-8 

-1 2 
38 
27 

195 
-3 

267 
36 
11 
2 

91 
15 

127 
79 
25 
-3 

-10 

-- 
9% 

9 13 44 
2147 2529 18% 
-- 

62 
2591 
- 

Award/Applicant 
Ratio 

Pct. 
--- FY83 FY84 Chg. 

27 36 33% 
33 
16 
47 
38 
25 
35 
54 
22 
29 
38 
15 
23 
28 
30 
35 
26 
22 
32 
14 
53 
26 
29 
67 
16 
20 
37 
39 
55 
17 

100 
20 
37 
29 
20 
19 
53 
19 
24 
21 
13 
36 
23 
28 
- 

54 64 
16 - 
81 72 
33 -13 
33 32 
57 63 
34 -37 
30 36 
43 48 
38 - 
18 20 
21 -9 
49 75 
31 3 
60 71 
29 12 
34 55 
35 9 
16 14 
38 -28 
16 -38 
28 -3 
64 -4 
49 206 
30 50 
37 - 
50 28 
69 25 
35 106 

100 - 
65 225 
37 - 
39 34 
41 105 
33 74 
61 15 
63 232 
38 58 
29 38 
11 -15 
36 - 
50 117 
35 25% 
- 

Average Size of 
Awards 

FY83 
$1 50 

90 
386 
143 
496 
243 
391 
I09 
300 
221 
272 
318 
21 6 
426 
336 

' 471 
152 
482 
288 
257 
359 
115 
71 

174 
387 
196 
346 
118 
118 
355 
750 
664 
41 5 
203 
284 
258 

58 
139 
572 
378 
463 
439 

- FY 84 

100 
352 
251 
47 1 
243 
286 
163 
345 
3 02 
233 
312 
202 
401 
337 
407 
181 
435 
264 
256 
393 
21 8 

83 
182 
202 
216 
445 
88 

144 
152 
740 
347 
354 
154 
343 
260 

55 
115 
394 
449 
392 
432 

$T 

Pct. 
- Chg 

15% 
11  
-9 
76 
-5 

-27 
- 

50 
15 
37 

-14 
-2 
-6 
-6 - 

-1 4 
19 

-1 0 
-8 

9 
90 
17 
5 

-4 8 
10 
29 

-25 
22 

-57 
-1 

-48 
-1 5 
-2 4 

21 
1 

-5 
-1 7 
-3 1 

19 
-1 5 
-2 

- 

309 235 -24 
$268 $268- - 

* Florida, Louisiana, Oklahoma and Pennsylvania will complete awards later in the year and 
are excluded from this Table. Kansas is listed separately because it is new to the program. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and 
Develpment, Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CPD-ADM I NI STERED REHAB I L ITATI ON PROGRAMS 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the housing rehabilitation programs for w h i c h  the 
Office of Comnunity P lann ing  and Development i s  responsible: the Rental 
Rehabilitation Grants Program, the Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan Program, 
and the Urban Homesteading Program. I t  relates current developments i n  the 
three programs and documents the present status o f  each. 

Housing rehabi l i t a t ion  has been a f a i r ly  recent p u b l i c  pr ior i ty  a t  a l l  levels 
of government. For example, i n  the aggregate, CDBG entitlement communities 
planned t o  spend 38 percent of their FY 1984 CDBG f u n d i n g  for housing-related 
activities, by far the greatest part of which were single-family and 
mu1 t ifamily housing rehabilitation. This i s  nearly three times the proportion 
of Block Grant spending i n  housing-related activities (13 percent) during FY 
1976. 

Figure 5-1 displays the relative magnitude of housing rehabilitation resources 
contributed by the comnunity development programs administered by HUD. The 
specific housing rehabilitation programs described i n  this chapter, as 
important as they are, constitute relatively small proportions of the CPD- 
administered housing r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  t o t a l .  

Figure 5-1 

Suppod for Houring Rehabilitation AeHvlty from CPD Progrim Sources for FY lS84 

Total: $1,101 million 

CDBG Entitlement 64% 
\ 

7% Urban Homesteading 

2% UDAG 

8% Section 312 

\ I 14% Rental Rehabilitation CDBG Small Citim 11% 
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PART ONE: THE RENTAL REHABILITATION GRANTS PROGRAM 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

In December 1984, the Department submitted the First Report on the Rental 
Rehabilitation Grants Program. That report described the new program and 
documented i t s  status by the end of FY 1984. Although this Consolidated 
Annual Report covers the same time period, i t  would be informative, given the 
newness of the program, to  update i t s  status. This brief section will serve 
that  purpose. In addition, Chapter 1 summarizes some o f  the recent changes in 
the Rental Rehabilitation Grants Program produced by the Housing and Community 
Development Technical Amendments Act o f  1984. 

On November 30, 1983, President Reagan signed i n t o  law the Housing and Urban- 
Rural Recovery Act of 1983. That law contained author iz ing  legislation for 
the Rental Rehabilitation Grants Program: Section 17 of  the U.S. Housing Act 
of 1937 (42  USC 14370). The Rental Rehabilitation Grants Program provides 
grants t o  c i t i e s  w i t h  populations of 50,000 or more, urban counties, approved 
consortia of general local governments, and States t o  finance the 
rehabilitation of privately-owned rental housing. The program i s  designed t o  
increase the supply o f  standard housing t h a t  i s  affordable to  lower-income 
tenants. I t  achieves t h a t  purpose by: (1) increasing the supply of private 
market rental housing available t o  lower-income tenants by providing 
government funds  t o  rehabilitate existing units, and ( 2 )  through special 
allocations of resources under t h e  Section 8 Voucher Program and the Existing 
Housing Certificate Programs, which offer rental assistance t o  very low-income 
and certain lower-income persons t o  help them afford  the rent of the 
rehabilitated units. W i t h i n  the framework of Federal regulations, State and 
local governments have considerable f lexibil i ty t o  design and implement rental 
rehabilitation programs t h a t  reflect  their needs. 

CURRENT PROGRAM STATUS 

In each of Fiscal Years 1984 and 1985, $150 mill ion i s  available for  the 
Rental Rehabilitation Grants Program. However, $1 mil 1 ion each year has been 
statutorily se t  aside for technical assistance t o  program participants t o  help 
them p lan ,  develop, and administer their programs and act ivi t ies more 
effectively. Therefore, $149 million per year is actually available for 
program allocation. For FY 1984, the Department allocated $90.5 mil l ion,  or 
61 percent o f  the t o t a l  made available, directly t o  formula c i t i es ;  $18.1, or 
1 2  percent of the t o t a l ,  directly t o  urban counties; and $40.4 mi l l i on ,  or 27 
percent, indirectly t o  small er comuni t ies  either through programs 
administered by States or by the Department, i f  a State elected n o t  t o  
administer i t s  allocation. I t  i s  estimated t h a t  up  t o  30,000 Section 8 
Existing Housing Certificates and housing vouchers will be made available 
annually for use in connection w i t h  the Rental Rehabilitation Grants Program 
for FYs 1984 and 1985. 

For  FY 1984, 327 c i t i e s  and 96 urban counties qualified for direct assistance 
under the Rental Rehabilitation Grants Program.* The size o f  the direct 
allocations varied greatly from community t o  community. Thirteen large 
locali t ies received FY 1984 allocations greater t h a n  $1 mill ion,  and New York 
City alone received $15.9 mi l l ion .  In contrast, 80 percent of the direct 
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program recipients had a l locat ions  of less t h a n  $250 thousand, and 41 percent 
had a l locat ions  of less t h a n  $100 thousand. (See Table 5-1). The Rental 
Rehabil i tat ion a l loca t ions  t o  Sta tes  varied i n  size from $33,900 (Delaware) t o  
$2,450,100 (Texas). 

TABLE 5 - 1 

RENTAL REHABILITATION GRANTS ALLOCATION AMOUNTS FOR 
DIRECT FORMULA CITIES AND URBAN COUNTIES 

(Dollars i n  Thousands) 

A1 1 ocation Amount 
Communities 

Number Percent 

$50 - $100 
$100 - $250 
$250 - $500 
$500 - $1000 

$1000+ 

175 41 X 
164 39 
44 11 
27 6 
13 m 3 m2 
; 

Planning and Development, Office of Program Analysis and 
Evaluation. 

O f  the 423 local communities e l i g i b l e  fo r  direct a l loca t ions ,  399 ac tua l ly  
elected t o  apply fo r  and receive grants during the f i r s t  year of the 
program. The 24 locali t ies  t h a t  chose not t o  take pa r t  tended t o  be ones w i t h  
small al locations.  Twenty had a l locat ions  smaller t h a t  $100,000, and the 
other four had a l loca t ions  smaller t h a n  $150,000. The al locat ions  f o r  the 
non-participants, t o t a l l i n g  $3.3 mill ion,  wil l  be a l located during FY 1985 
based on regulatory criteria generally designed t o  reward expeditious, sound 
use of program funds. A grantee may receive up t o  130 percent of i t s  direct 
formula amount during each program year under this author i ty .  

3r The regulations state t h a t  only a c i t y  or urban county designated a s  
e l i g i b l e  under the CDBG program fo r  the preceding Fiscal Year's funding 
is  e l i g i b l e  t o  apply f o r  and receive a funding commitment f o r  the Rental 
Rehabil i t a t i o n  Program. HUD waived this requirement f o r  six newly 
qual i f ied  urban counties i n  FY 1984 so t h a t  they could par t i c ipa te  
through their respective S t a t e  programs i n  Fiscal Year 1984, a1 though 
they did not  qualify for direct a l locat ions .  
receive direct a l loca t ions  f o r  FY 1985 as did two other ci t ies  and one 
consortium. Four c i t i e s  and one county t h a t  received direct a l loca t ions  
i n  FY 1984 fai led t o  obta in  such al locat ions  for FY 1985. Wi th  the entry  
of the new par t i c ipan ts ,  these comuni t i es  f e l l  below the $50,000 
regulatory threshold necessary f o r  receiving a d i r e c t  al location.  

Those six counties d i d  
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Of the 50 e l ig ib le  State jurisdictions and Puerto Rico, 38 have chosen t o  
administer their allocations direct ly dur ing  FY 1984. HUD Field Offices are 
managing the allocations for  the 13 remaining States. The responsible Field 
Offices have establ ished State-specific competitive selection systems t o  pick 
local government grantees. A HUD notice on the HUD competitive process was 
issued by the Office of Community Planning and Development on June 21, 1984. 

As of September 30, 1984, the 399 c i t i e s  and urban counties par t i c ipa t ing  as 
direct  grant  recipients had received $106.8 million; the 37 States and Puerto 
Rico t h a t  had chosen t o  administer their own programs had received grants 
to ta l l ing  $34.0 mi l l ion;  39 communities i n  the 13 States electing t h a t  the 
Department administer their programs had been given grants amounting to $6.3 
mi l l ion .  Based on those g ran t s ,  19,664 cer t i f ica tes  and 9,677 vouchers have 
been allocated t o  those cpmmunities t o  help lower-income tenants remain i n  
units rehabili tated through the program. 

Of the 37 State-administered rental rehabi l i ta t ion programs (excluding Puerto 
Rico), 23 have t h u s  f a r  chosen loca l i t i e s  t o  participate i n  the program for  FY 
1984 funding. Of those, the majority (14) have selected five 'to ten 
local i t ies  as participants; another five have selected 11 t o  15 local i t ies  as 
participants.  

As of January 11, 1985, 37 grantees, 36 communities and the State of Georgia, 
had notified the Department of a to ta l  of 86 impending Rental Rehabilitation 
projects. Of those projects,  formal documentation had been submitted t o  HUD 
on 73 projects of 351 units, committing $1.2 million of Rental Rehabilitation 
Grants Program funding. Based on these figures, the average Rental 
Rehabilitation Grants Program cost  i s  $3,388 per u n i t .  The average cost of 
rehabi l i ta t ion,  bo th  public and private, for these properties (including 
Rental Rehabilitation funding) is $10,060. Overall , t h e n ,  a t  this early 
p o i n t ,  $1.97 o f  other pub l i c  and private resources have been committed for 
rehabili tation for every do1 lar of Rental Rehabil i t a t i o n  Grants Program 
funding. As of January 1985, nine communities had actually disbursed program 
funds, and one, Allegheny County PA. ,  had completed a project. 

PART TWO: SECTION 312 REHABILITATION LOAN PROGRAM 

INTRODUCTION 

Section 312 o f  the Housing Act of 1964, as amended, authorizes the Secretary 
t o  make loans for the rehabili tation of single-family and mu1 tifamily 
residential  , mixed-use, and non-residential properties. To be e l ig ib le ,  
properties must be located i n  designated areas ( i .e . ,  principally urban 
homesteading areas a t  this time) or the rehabili tation must be necessary or 
appropriate t o  the execution of an approved Community Development Program 
under Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act o f  1974, as 
amended. There are no national income limits for appl icants ,  b u t  comnunities 
are s ta tu tor i ly  required t o  give prior i ty  t o  loans t o  low- and moderate-income 
owner-occupants. The program is proposed for  termination i n  1986 w i t h  future 
rehabi l i ta t ion assistance t o  be avai lable  under the CDBG and Rental 
Rehabil i ta t ion Grants Programs. 

94 



This part of the chapter reports on Section 312 program activity on a 
cumulative and Fiscal Year 1984 basis. I t  i s  divided into two parts: recent 
program developments and current program status. 

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS 

Program Administration. 

Congress has extended the authority for the program through FY 1985. The 
Department proposes t o  terminate the program during FY 1986 and t o  transfer 
the program's assets and l iabi l i t ies  t o  the Departmental Revolving Fund 
(Liquidating Programs), Similar rehabilitation assistance is  available under 
the CDBG and Rental Rehabilitation Grants Programs. 

As a means of improving the transition of loans from the o r ig ina t ion  phase and 
construction t o  amortization and servicing, the Department has involved the 
Department's contractor for servicing in certain technical aspects of the loan 
origination and construction management phases of  the program. Under i t s  
expanded responsibilities, the contractor now monitors program fund use, 
assists i n  the implementation of the program's new cash management system, and 
trains localities abou t  loan packaging and management of loan activity. 

Chanaes i n  the Allocation System 

The Department assigned Section 312 funds for FY 1984 t o  the HUD Regional 
Offices i n  two categories: 

1. Urban Homesteading Program -- Section 312 funds were assigned for 
rehabilitating single-family properties of one-to-four dwelling units i n  
support of local Section 810 Urban Homesteading programs. T h i s  included 
b o t h  Section 810 properties and other non-homesteading properties 1 ocated 
i n  approved komesteadi ng areas. E l  even percent of the funds assi gned 
went t o  this category. 

2. General Use -- In keeping with the Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act 
of 1983, the Department made the remainder of Section 312 program funds 
available for general use for a l l  purposes allowed by statute ( i .e . ,  
single-family, mu1 t ifamily,  mixed use, and non-residential 
rehabilitation) w i t h o u t  requirements for allocation to  specific allowable 
uses. In a d d i t i o n ,  i t  imposed no linkage between availability of program 
funds and par t i c ipa t ion  i n  any other Federal housing or community 
development program, except for the Urban Homesteading-re1 ated funds 
described above (the sole linkage permitted by the statute). This was a 
departure from the FY 1983 allocation system w h i c h  tied general use 
program funds t o  support of multifamily rehabilitation i n  support of the 
Department's Rental Rehabil i t a t i o n  Demonstration Program prior t o  the 
passage o f  the 1983 Act. Eighty-seven percent of the funds assigned went 
t o  this category. 

Variable Interest Rate 

I 

' I  

No change i n  the Section 312 interest rate structure occurred i n  FY 1984. 
Loans were made a t  3 percent t o  owner occupants whose incomes were a t  o r  below 
80 percent of the median income for t h a t  metropolitan area; 5 percent loans 
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were available for mu1 t i  family or investor-owned single-family rental 
properties where private rehabilitation funding equal led or exceeded the 
Section 312 support; and a nine percent rate app l i ed  in a l l  other situations. 

CURRENT PROGRAM STATUS 

Proaram Fundi no 

Since i t s  beginning through FY 1984, the Section 312 Program has awarded 
93,650 1 oans t o t a l  1 ing $1.248 bi l l  ion for the rehabil itation and occasional 
refinancing of housing. 

Congress has appropriated no funding for the Section 312 Program since FY 
1981. Since then, the program depended for funding support entirely on loan 
repayments and other income, recovery of prior year commitments, and the 
unobligated balance from FY 1983. A total o f  $147.342 million was available 
from these sources for FY 1984 loans and related expenses. From t h a t  amount, 
$86.119 million was obligated for loans i n  390 comnunities dur ing  FY 1984. 
(Homeowners i n  145 communities received loans in FY 1983; i n  contrast, 
homeowners i n  549 locali t ies were provided loans i n  FY 1981). After other 
expenses ( i  .e., loan servicing, acquired security and collateral - funds used 
by the Department t o  support  property acquisition and t o  protect the 
government's interest i n  foreclosures by senior lien holders), an unobligated 
balance of $51.712 million remained a t  the end of the Fiscal Year. Table 5-2 
presents a summary of Section 312 lending activity for FY 1984. 

The greatest differences from comparable loan figures for FY 1983 are the 
total Section 312 loan figures and the relative emphasis on single- and 
mu1 tifamily loans. The Department reserved loans amounting to  $86.119 million 
i n  FY 1984, nearly twice the amount reserved d u r i n g  the previous fiscal year 
($44.864 mil 1 ion). 

With the concentration of Section 312 loans i n  single-family properties, the 
program returned t o  the predominantly single-family emphasis t h a t  i t  had prior 
t o  FY 1983. In FY 1984, 70 percent of Section 312 assistance went to owners 
of single-family housing, and 22 percent went t o  owners of multifamily 
properties. That contrasts w i t h  74 percent t o  multifamily properties and 26 
percent t o  single-family properties dur ing  FY 1983. 
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TABLE 5-2 

CHARACTERISTICS OF SECTION 312 LOANS FOR FY 1984" 

Single Family Loans:** 
Loan Amount: $59,670,000 
Number of Loans: 3 , 222 
Mean Amount per Loan: $18,520 
Number of Dwelling Units: 4 , 028 
Units Rehabilitated 

Per Loan : 1.25 
Mean Amount per U n i t :  $14,813 

Mu1 ti family Loans: 
Loan Amount: $1 8,700,000 
Number of Loans: 208 
Mean Amount per Loan: $89 , 903 
Number o f  h e 1  1 i ng Units: 1,728 
Units Rehabil i tated per Loan: 8.3 
Mean Amount per U n i t :  $10,822 

Other Loans : *** 
Loan Amount: $6 , 630,000 
Number of  Loans: 50 
Mean Amount per Loan: $132,600 

* These f igures  a r e  projected from a large  subset of Section 312 
appl icat ions  fo r  FY 1984. The to ta ls  have been rounded t o  $85 
mil 1 ion .  ** Single-family re fe rs  t o  buildings of one-to-four units. 

*** These loans include nonresidential and mixed use loans. 

.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community 
s o ! P ~ k i n ~  and Development, Office o f  Urban Rehabilitation. 

Section 312 Loan Collection Act iv i t .y  

Debt co l lec t ion  remained an area o f  high Departmental p r i o r i t y  d u r i n g  FY 
1984. Active Section 312 loans a r e  serviced through a number of contracts  and 
subcontracts. The Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA) and i t s  
pr ivate  se rv ice rs  administer 80 percent of the outstanding loans and 71 
percent of the outstanding 1 oan amount. HUD Headquarters manages the 
remaining loans,  including defaulted loans and new loans, through a pr ivate  
contractor.  

As of the end of FY 1984, there were 60,692 act ive  Section 312 loans w i t h  
unpaid balances t o t a l l i ng  $675.9 million (See Table 5-3). Eighty percent of 
a l l  outstanding Section 312 loans and 77 percent o f  the outstanding loan 
amounts are current. If only the  seriously delinquent loans (usually defined 
a s  three or more months delinquent) are considered, then ten percent o f  the 
Section 312 loans and 12 percent of the Section 312 loan amounts were 
ser iously  delinquent or i n  legal action as  of November 30, 1984. 

H 

I 
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STATUS OF SECTION 312 LOAN PCRlFOLIO 
FOR FYs 1983 AM) 1984 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

PI 1m 
Unpaid 
Bal axes 

MdIixr Do1 1 ars 
status of Loans % Rnwnt % 

klr'nquent: 7,405 12 104,400 15 
3 months or 
1 ess (4,441) (7) (61,000) (9) 

More than 
3 m t h s  (2,964) (5) (43,400) (6) 

Pction 2,903 5 36,900 5 
Total XXE $6BJOTXXE 

Current 52,604 W o  $556,100 W o  

In Legal 

* As of Novder  30,1983. * As of Novaher 30, 1984. 

Fy 1w* 
MPld 
Balances 

NL4l?ber Do1 1 ars 
of Loans % h m n t  % 

8,024 13 B,925 13 
48,774 a $5l7,508 77% 

r- 
3,894 6 67,440 10 mgm- m 

U.S. Departmnt of Housing a 
?%pnmt. Office of h IlehabEigion. 

an kvelopnent, Cunnun ity Planning and 

Overall , there was a three percent decline in the proportion of current loans 
i n  the program from FY 1983 t o  FY 1984. There was also a large increase i n  
the number of legal actions t h a t  the Department undertook over t h a t  period. 
The largest category of legal actions was foreclosures, which  comprised 51 
percent of the legal actions and 62 percent of the amount o f  the unpaid  
balance in legal actions. Judgments constituted the next largest category (21 
percent of the loans in legal action and seven percent of the unpa id  balance 
i n  legal actions). Bankruptcies, pending charge-offs, and undisposed of 
acquired properties made up the remainder of legal actions. 

Characteristics of Sing1 e-Family Loan Recipients" 

In the aggregate, most Section 312 single-family loans went t o  households t h a t  
were of lower income, younger, more minority, and larger t h a n  the American 
population as a whole. The best available indicator of income status is  the 

* This partial information i s  based on al l  1984 S ection 312 s i  - ngl e-family 
loan applications received by HUD Central Office. The subset contains 
1,114 applications or  35 percent of a l l  FY 1984 single-family loan 
applications. 
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interest rate o f  the loan, since the three percent rate for single-family 
loans applies only i f  the owner has an income a t  or below 80 percent of the 
area median. Seventy-four percent of the singl e-family loans charged t h a t  
rate. Income figures also indicate the low-income nature of loan 
recipients. Ninety-one percent o f  the applicants reported household incomes 
less t h a n  $30,000 per year, 64 percent had annual incomes less t h a n  $20,000, 
and 11 percent less t h a n  $10,000. 

Fifty- five percent of the loan recipients were less than 40 years of age, and 
22 percent were less ,than 30; 14 percent were 60 years and older. 

Half of  the loan recipients were members of minority groups. Blacks 
constituted 41 percent of a l l  recipients and Hispanics another five percent. 

Thirty-six percent of a l l  recipient households contained four or more 
members. Twenty-three percent were two-member households, and 20 percent were 
singl e-member househol ds. 

PART THREE : URBAN HOMESTEADING PROGRAM 

INTRODUCTION 

Section 810 of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended, 
authorizes the transfer (wi thout  payment) of unoccupied one-to-four family 
residences owned by HUD, the Veterans Administration ( V A ) ,  and the Farmers 
Home Administration (FmHA) t o  comuni t ies w i t h  homesteading programs approved 
by HUD. Local governments, i n  turn, offer the properties a t  nominal or no 
cost  t o  homesteaders who agree t o  repair them w i t h i n  three years and t o  live 
i n  them for a minimum of five years. Approved urban homesteading programs 
must be p a r t  o f  a coordinated approach toward neighborhood improvement which 
includes the upgrading of community services and facilities. Section 810 
f u n d s  are used t o  reimburse the respective Federal agencies for  the value of 
the units transferred t o  communities for homesteading. 

This part of the chapter reports on Urban Homesteading program activity both 
d u r i n g  FY 1984 and since the inception of the program. I t  i s  divided i n t o  
four sections : recent program devel opments , program f u n d i n g  and expenditures , 
homesteading properties, and local par t ic ipat ion and progress. 

RECENT PROGRAM DEVELOPMENTS 

Pub1 ication of Revised Urban Homesteading Program Regulations 

The Department will p u b l i s h  shortly a f inal  rule for the Urban Homesteading 
Program. The revised regulations will eliminate duplicative and reduce 
burdensome requirements, strengthen fraud, waste, and mismanagement controls, 
and implement the amendments t o  the program incorporated i n  the Housing and 
Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983. 
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Local Property Demonstration 

The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 (Pub .  L .  98-181, Section 122) 
authorized HUD t o  undertake a Local Property Urban Homesteading Demonstration 
Program under Section 810(i) of the Housing and Community Development Act o f  
1974. The purpose of the demonstration is  t o  t e s t  the feasibility of local 
acquisition o f  properties early i n  the process of t a x  foreclosure for 
homesteading use. The underlying assumption i s  t h a t  vacant b u t  sound 
structures can be valuable housing resources i f  communities can develop ways 
to ob ta in  the properties before the foreclosure process i s  complete. As i t  
i s ,  properties t h a t  come i n t o  the possession of local governments frequently 
have los t  most of their economic value because the slowness of  the foreclosure 
process i t se l f  encourages owners t o  disinvest. The result i s  further housing 
abandonment and neighborhood deterioration. 

Prior t o  this  demonstration, some commun-i t ies  used locally-acquired properties 
in their urban homesteading programs. Typically, i f  these properties were 
acquired through t a x  foreclosure, they were acquired a t  or near the end of 
that process, which generally takes from two t o  five years. The Local 
Property Demonstration provides $1.9 mil lion i n  Federal funds t o  encourage 
States and units of  general local government t o  purchase properties early i n  
the t a x  foreclosure process. 

Like the Urban Homesteading Program generally, the Local Property 
Demonstration grants considerable f lexibil i ty in local  program design w i t h i n  
certain parameters. Following are the basic Demonstration requirements: 

1. 

2. 

3.  

4. 

An applying community need no t  have an existing homesteading program. 
Preference i s  t o  be given t o  innovative programs meeting the purpose o f  
the Demonstration. 

Any single-family residence (i .e., w i t h  one-to-four units) i s  eligible 
for assistance so long as i t  i s  unoccupied, i n  need of repair, designated 
for use i n  the program, and ''in the process of t a x  foreclosure." Since 
i t  i s  impossible t o  define ''in the process o f  t ax  foreclosure'' in such a 
way that i t  would work in each community, each applicant proposes i t s  own 
definition for HUD approval.  The property should also be i n  such 
condition t h a t  a lower-income family can rehabilitate and maintain i t .  

The only costs eligible for Section 810 funding are: ( a )  the actual cost 
of acquisition o f  the unencumbered t i t l e  t o  the property; and (b )  other 
reasonable costs related t o  acquisition and closing t h a t  are customarily 
p a i d  by a purchaser of  real property i n  t h a t  jurisdiction. 
Rehabilitation and administrative costs cannot be paid o u t  of Section 810 
monies. However, participating communities must develop procedures t o  
help the homesteader t o  undertake, or t o  arrange financing for, the 
required rehabilitation. 

In general, an  eligible homesteader must not  already own residential 
property, must have an annual income not greater t h a n  80 percent o f  the 
median for the area, adjusted for family size, yet should have the 
capacity t o  make or cause to  be made whatever repairs and improvements 
are required. 

r 1 
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The Department announced the nat ional  competition on September 20, 1984 i n  a 
notice i n  the Federal Register. Forty-five cominuni t ies submitted applications 
t o  their respective Field Offices by the October 22nd deadline. HUD Field 
Offices reviewed the applications and sent comnents t o  their respective 
Regional Offices, which i n  turn consolidated the comments and, i n  some cases, 
added their own, and then forwarded them t o  Headquarters. A panel of 
Headquarters staff members assessed the appl ications against the standards 
out1 ined i n  the notice. The Headquarters Review Panel accorded considerable 
weight also t o  Field and Regional Office evaluations of the applicant's 
a b i l i t y  t o  administer the program. 

On December 22, Secretary Pierce announced the awarding of $1.9 mi l l ion  t o  11 
communities under the Demonstration. The cit ies selected include Rockford, 
I1 linois; Terre Haute, Indiana; Louisville, Kentucky; D u l u t h ,  Minnesota; 
Omaha, Nebraska; Columbus, Ohio; Portland, Oregon; Harrisburg, Pennsylvania; 
Knoxville, Tennessee; College Sta t ion,  Texas; and Milwaukee, Wisconsin. In 
a l l ,  i t  i s  estimated t h a t  a s  many as 168 local properties will be transferred 
to  homesteaders through the demonstration. 

Mu1 ti family Urban Homesteading Demonstration Program. 

The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 also authorized the 
development of a Mu1 ti  family Urban Homesteading Demonstration Program. Under 
this demonstration, the Department will award up t o  $3 million of Section 810 
funds i n  FY 1985 t o  approximately ten localities fo r  the purchase of  HUD-owned 
mu1 ti family projects. 

The purpose of the Demonstration is t o  show t h a t  i t  i s  bo th  practical and 
cost-effective for localities t o  he lp  lower-income tenants acquire and 
rehabilitate mu1 tifamily projects for homeownership. I t  is  intended t h a t ,  
despite the f a c t  t h a t  the Demonstration supports only the purchase of HUD- 
owned properties, communities will be encouraged t o  use other mu1 ti family 
properties, from whatever source, for  urban homesteading. Moreover, there i s  
the expectation t h a t  such a demonstration will enhance local expertise and 
test  the feasibility of a variety of homeownership development and financing 
methods. 

As i n  the Urban Homesteading Program i tself ,  HUD will make available the funds 
appropriated for the Demonstration t o  reimburse the FHA mortgage insurance 
fund i n  an amount no t  t o  exceed estimated fair  market value for the HUD-owned 
buildings used i n  the Demonstration. The participating community, i n  turn, 
will transfer the property t o  the homesteaders for such consideration, i f  any, 
as  agreed upon by the parties. The local i ty  must assure t h a t  i t  transfers the 
property t o  tenants under some form of tenant ownership such as condominium, 
cooperative, or mutual housing. If the property is conveyed on an interim 
basis t o  a developer, agency, or tenant group, i t  must be converted t o  lower- 
income homeownership w i t h i n  four years after the i n i t i a l  transfer. 

As i n  the regular program, the community i s  responsible for establishing i t s  
own rehabilitation financing mechanisms, a1 though  HUD does encourage 
local i t ies participating i n  the Rental Rehabilitation program t o  use those 
grants and the accompanying Housing Vouchers and Section 8 Certificates i n  the 
Demonstration, provided t h a t  the specific projects qua1 i fy under applicable 
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regulations. No additional Rental Rehabilitation funds, Housing Vouchers, or 
Certificates, however, will be provided specifically for  the Demonstration. 
Communities cannot use Section 810 monies t o  fund local program administrative 
costs o r  property rehabilitation costs. 

The Department will give preference t o  applicants who submit innovative 
program designs. As i n  the Local Property Demonstration, applicants need not 
be participating i n  an existing urban homesteading program, a1 though such 
experience should be useful i n  execution of a demonstration program. 

In order t o  ensure t h a t  the program meets i t s  statutory lower-income benefit 
objective, i .e . ,  t h a t  "not less t h a n  75 percent o f  the residential occupants 
of the homestead properties following conversion or rehabilitation shall be 
lower-income ,families", the program announcement requires tha t :  (1 the 75 
percent rule apply for  five years after conversion or rehabilitation, 
whichever i s  la ter ;  and ( 2 )  a l l  Demonstration projects will be suitable and 
economically affordable by lower-income famil ies by ensuring t h a t  interim 
management, rehabilitation, relocation, and conversion costs, will produce 
occupancy charges ( p l u s  any u t i l i ty  allowance for tenant-paid u t i l i t i e s )  a t  or 
below the applicable fa i r  market rent for the Section 8 Ex i s t i ng  Housing 
program or a t  or below some higher maximum gross rent as approved by HUD. 

The other statutory requirement i s  t h a t  the primary use of a l l  such 
homesteading properties following conversion or rehabilitation be residential. 

PROGRAM FUNDING AND EXPENDITURE 

Section 810 Funding and Expenditures 

Since 1975, Congress has appropriated $79 mil 1 ion t o  support the acquisition 
of Federal properties for Urban Homesteading programs. This includes $12 
million Congress appropriated for  the program i n  FY 1984. 

By the end of Fiscal Year 1984, the Department had allocated a l l  available 
appropriated Section 810 funds t o  approved communities. The size o f  a 
community's allocation is  calculated on the basis of the expected number o f  
available HUD, VA, and FmHA properties i n  the community wh ich  would be 
suitable fo r  homesteading, the average "as-is" value of such properties i n  the 
jurisdiction, and the time1 iness and cost-effectiveness of the community's 
pa s t  homesteading performance. 

As of the end of FY 1984, $71.966 million of Section 810 funds had  been 
expended o r  91 percent of cumulative appropriations t o  that point. Of that 
amount, $16.288 mi l l ion  was spent du r ing  FY 1983. 

Funding A1 locations 

In order t o  improve financial management of the program, the Department, 
beginning i n  1984, decentral ized author i ty  t o  obligate Urban Homesteading 
program funds t o  i t s  Field Offices. When a HUD Field Office approves an 
appl ication, i t  executes an urban homesteading agreement with the 1 ocal i ty.  
The agreement authorizes the locality t o  request HUD, VA, or FmHA to transfer 
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single-family properties, and f t  commits the local i ty  t o  use the properties 
and t o  operate i t s  urban homesteading program in accordance w i t h  applicable 
laws and regulations. Concurrently, the Field Office reserves Section 810 
funds for the loca l i ty ,  based on the number of properties available or 
anticipated to  be available i n  the designated neighborhood times the average 
value of the Federally-owned properties. Each time a local i ty  selects  a 
property for  t ransfer ,  the Regional Accounting Director records an obligation 
of the reserved funds  prior to  the actual transfer o f  the property. When the 
property is  transferred, the necessary closing documents are  executed and 
Section 810 funds are then used to  reimburse the appropriate HUD/FHA Mortgage 
Insurance Fund, VA, or FmHA. A local i ty  can continue to  se lec t  properties i n  
each f iscal  year u n t i l  i t  uses a l l  of i t s  Section 810 fund reservation. 
However, any funds reserved b u t  unobligated a t  the end of each fiscal year 
will be cancelled, returned t o  Headquarters, and made available i n  the 
succeeding f iscal  year. 

Rehabilitation Financina 

While the Urban Homesteading Program transfers properties t o  homesteaders 
w i t h o u t  substantial cost,  the homesteader i s  obligated to  pay for or do 
whatever rehabi l i ta t ion i s  needed to meet required local standards. 
Throughout most of the program's history, Section 312 Rehabilitation Loan 
funds  have constituted the principal source of rehabili tation assistance i n  
the program. In recent years, however, communities have sought  out other 
forms of assistance, both public and private, to replace Section 312, since 
the future of Section 312 as a fund ing  source for urban homesteading is 
uncertain. 

The Department concentrated a l l  Section 312 single-family loan funding i n  FYs 
1982 and 1983 i n  HUD-approved urban homesteading areas. For FY 1984, the 
Department, i n  response t o  Congressional direction, a1 located Section 312 
f u n d s  for  general use single-family assistance as  well as for urban 
homesteading areas,  During FY 1984, Section 312 si ngl e family 1 oans total  1 i ng 
$14 mi l l ion  were allocated to  urban homesteading areas. Eighty-six percent of 
this amount was allocated specifically for homesteaders; the remainder was 
directed t o  non-homesteaders in homesteading areas t o  further neighborhood 
revi tal izat ion ef for t s .  Homesteading-related Section 312 ac t iv i ty  occurred 
during the year i n  59 urban homesteading communities, 64 percent of the 
communities w i t h  active programs. 

Rehabilitation finance information for a1 1 urban homesteading participants 
indicates tha t  almost two-thirds ($11.050 million) of the rehabili tation 
financing provided for  Section 810 properties i n  FY 1984 was i n  the form of 
Section 312 loans. Another 15 percent of renovation support  ($2.550 million) 
came o u t  of CDBG monies. The remaining 19 percent ($3.161 million) derived 
from a variety of sources, both private and public: personal funds,  
conventional loans, State housing finance agency monies, bond funds,  and other 
1 ocal sources. 

Table 5-4 provides figures concerning the mean cost  for  rehabili tation of 
Section 810 properties by source of rehabili tation financing. The average per 
u n i t  rehabi l i ta t ion cos t  for  FY 1984 was $17,155, w i t h  dramatically different  
mean costs depending on source of  financing. 
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TABLE 5-4 

MEAN REHABILITATION COST FOR SECTION 810 PROPERTIES 
BY FINANCING SOURCE, FY 1984 

Mean Rehabil i t a t ion  Cost 
Properties Units 

Financing Source Amount Number Amount Number 

Section 312 Only $20,376 4 51 $18,987 484 
CDBG Only 13,597 129 12,897 136 
Other Only* 11,533 210 11,370 213 
Mixed** 26,736 127 23,580 144 

Overall $18,278 91 7 $17,155 977 

* See narra t ive  above fo r  explanation. 
** Mixed sources include various combinations of Section 312, CDBG 

and other funding. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Comnunity 
Planning and Development. Office of Urban Rehabilitation. 

CDBG Assistance 

Community Development Block Grant funds  are used i n  a var ie ty  of ways i n  
addit ion t o  rehab i l i t a t ion  financing t o  a s s i s t  homesteading programs. CDBG 
monies comprise the principal source of administrative suppor t  f o r  most local 
programs. Moreover , some 1 ocal i t ies  used CDBG funds t o  purchase 1 ocal 
properties which were used for  homesteading purposes. 

HOMESTEADING PROPERTIES 

Prosram-wide ProPertv Acaui si t ion 

By the end of FY 1984, Section 810 funds had been used t o  reimburse the HUD 
mortgage insurance and housing loan funds, VA, and FmHA fo r  8,503 properties 
i n  116 of the par t ic ipat ing l o c a l i t i e s .  (See Table 5-5). In addit ion,  52 
par t i c ipa t ing  local i t ies  had incorporated 1,045 1 ocal ly-acquired properties 
i n to  their homesteading programs. Eighteen communities had u t i l i z ed  477 
Federal properties purchased from sources other t h a n  Section 810. 
Homesteading communities have, over the 1 i f e  of the program, accumulated 
10,025 properties fo r  homesteading purposes. 
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TABLE 5-5 

NUMBER AND SOURCE OF HOMESTEADING PROPERTIES 
FY 1976 - FY 1983 

FYs 1976-1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 Total 

Section 810 6,457 989 1,057 8 , 503 
( H U D )  (6,387) 881 1 (888) (8,156) 
( VA) (60) (104) (169) (333) 
( FmHA) (10) ( 4 )  (0)  (14)  

Other Federal 256 31 190 47 7 
Locally Acquired 690 165 190 1,045 

Total s 7,403 1,185 1,437 1- 

U . S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community m C E :  
Planning and Development, Office of Urban Rehabilitation. 
Homesteading Quarterly Reports. 

Urban 

M 

During the 1984 f iscal  year, 1,437 additional properties became available for  
homesteading from a1 1 sources. Section 810 properties and especially HUD- 
owned Section 810 properties remained the dominant source of suitable 
properties. Section 810 properties made up 85 percent of a l l  newly-acquired 
properties, and HUD-owned Section 810 properties made up 81 percent o f  t h a t  
who1 e. 

The average value of the Section 810 homesteading properties transferred to  
communities dur ing  FY 1984 increased dramatically from the corresponding value 
for  the previous f iscal  year, from $11,366 t o  $14,078." This increase 
probably re f lec ts  an increase i n  requests for  waivers of the maximum as-is 
value of urban homesteading properties, i .e., $15,000 per property dur ing  FY 
1984. 

Local Homesteading Property Sources 

Most urban homesteading communities currently depend on Federal, principally 
HUD, properties for  their homesteading production. Fifty-nine percent of ,the 
approved programs have used no properties other than Federal ones for 
homesteading. Thirty-eight percent of homesteading communities have used 
Federal and local properties i n  various proportions t o  advance the i r  
homesteading goals. E i g h t  percent have employed only local properties, and 
the remainder (three percent) have acquired no properties thus far. 

Of a l l  participating communities, 87 percent have included HUD properties i n  
their urban homesteading programs, 39 percent have used local ly-acquired 

3 The average value r e f l ec t s  the relationship between funds  obligated and 
properties transferred. 
figures provided by the Office of Finance and Accounting. 
based on closing documents received as of September 30, 1984. 

This figure is  based on Section 810 property 
These data are  
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properties , 30 percent have employed Veterans Admin 
and only one loca l i ty  has processed Farmers 
proper ties . 

s tration-owned proper t ies,  
Home Admi n i s t ra t i  on -owned 

Local Program Size and Property Acquisition 

Local homesteading programs fall  into three size categories (See Table 5-6). 
About one-third are very small w i t h  ten or fewer properties acquired for 
homesteading since their programs began. Many of these localities have only 
entered the program in the last  several years. Others, either for lack of  
suitable properties for homesteading or for other reasons, have not moved 
beyond this point. Another t h i r d  have obtained more t h a n  ten b u t  fewer t h a n  
50 propertiesO. The f inal  t h i r d  of  homesteading communities have sizeable 
programs w i t h  more t h a n  50 properties. Fourteen communities had processed a t  
least  200 properties since the inception of their respective homesteading 
efforts. 

Communities also have acquired properties during FY 1984 a t  varying 
magnitudes. Thirty-one percent obtained no homesteading properties throughout  
the year. Another 30 percent had acquired less than five properties. l3e 
rest had secured from 11 t o  203 properties for homesteading purposes. 

TABLE 5-6 

LEVELS OF PROPERTY ACQUISITION FOR 
LOCAL HOMESTEADING PROGRAMS, 

FY 1984 AND CUMULATIVELY 

Properties Acquired 
0 

1 - 5  
6 - 10 

11 - 25 
26 - 50 
51 - 100 

101 - 200 
201+ 

Total s 

Percentage of Approved 
Homesteading Programs 
I-Y 1984 Cumulatively 

30 16 
11 16 
1% 14 

7 16 
1 10 
1 14 
1 10 

m0 m0 

(n=135) (n=135) 

3-r% 3% 

. S .  Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
?%kni)tly Planning and Development, Office of Urban 

Rehabilitation. 
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URBAN HOMESTEADING PARTICIPATION AND PROGRESS 

Local Homesteadina Par t i c i  Pation 

As of  the end of  FY 1984, HUD had approved 135 comnunities, 120 c i t i e s  and 15 
counties, for  participation i n  the Urban Homesteading Program. Thirteen 
communities, 10 c i t i e s  and three counties, entered the program du r ing  FY 
1984. 

Of the 135 approved communities, 117 remained formally i n  the program as of 
the end of FY 1984. Eighteen communities have formally closed out the i r  
programs. Fifteen other communities had inactive programs dur ing  FY 1984 and 
are scheduled for formal closeout dur ing  FY 1985. Ninety-two communities 
added new properties d u r i n g  FY 1984, a basic indicator of program ac t iv i ty .  
In addition, 88 communities conditionally transferred properties to  
homesteaders du r ing  the fiscal year,  78 in i t ia ted  rehabili tation of one or 
more homesteading units, and 79 completed rehabili tation on one or more 
units. 

Local Homesteading Progress 

Once a community ob ta in s  a property for  homesteading, the community must move 
the property through a ser ies  of steps before a homesteader actually owns i t  
i n  fee. The steps need n o t  always follow i n  this order, b u t  each benchmark 
must be reached: (1) homesteader selection; ( 2 )  conditional t ransfer  of the 
property from the community to the homesteader; ( 3 )  beginning of renovation; 
( 4 )  occupancy by the homesteader; (5) completion of  rehabilitat-ion; and (5) 
fee simple conveyance, the permanent transfer of the property to  the 
homesteader a f t e r  f ive  years of occupancy (formerly three years) .  

The differences in the number of properties a t  various stages of the process 
r e f l ec t  the on-going nature of local homesteading programs and the duration of  
each property's course through the homesteading process. In communities w i t h  
effect ive programs and continuing streams of appropriate properties, 
properties a re  continuously being acquired even as others are  being renovated 
and f ina l ly  conveyed. In addition, the a t  l eas t  three-year span between 
original occupancy and fee simple conveyance (which applied to these 
homesteaders) plus whatever time elapsed before original occupancy indicates 
t h a t  the process for any property i s  long relat ive to the age of the 
homesteading program i t s e l f .  

Over the l i f e  of the Urban Homesteading program, based on a l l  properties 
acquired for  homesteading from whatever source (n=10,025 properties),  87 
percent of a1 1 properties acquired had been transferred conditionally to 
homesteaders, 80 percent were occupied by homesteaders, renovation had begun 
on 83 percent, and renovation had been completed on 72 percent. Seventy-six 
communities had been i n  the program long  enough t o  have transferred f i n a l  
t i t l e  t o  a t  l e a s t  some of  the i r  homesteaders; and 4,008 homesteaders had 
become homeowners by completing their conditional t i t l e  periods. (The 
conditional period for these homeowners was three years. I t  i s  now five 
years. 1 
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CHAPTER 6 

MANAGEMENT AND POLICY INITIATIVES 
IN CPD-ADMIN ISTERED PKOGKAMS 

INTRODUCTION 

The preceding f ive  chapters described the operation o f  the major comnunity and 
economic devel opment programs administered by the Assi starit Secretary for  
Community P1 anning and Development. T h i s  chapter reports on the Department's 
actions t o  ensure tha t  grantees are  carrying out these prograins i n  conformance 
w i t h  program regul ations and CPD's e f for t s  t o  support major pol icy i n i  ti a t i  ves 
o f  the Secretary. The f i r s t  section of this chapter describes the number of 
grantees monitored and audited, the s t rategies  g u i d i n g  the Department's action 
i n  this area, and CPD's  e f for t s  t o  close out completed projects and g ran t s ,  
especi a1 l y  those remai n i  ng from cateyori cal and repeal ed proyrams. The second 
section o f  the chapter provides information about actions taken to  further 
pub1 i c/pri vate partnerships, encourage minority business enterprises , i n i  ti a te  
eneryy re1 ated ac t i  v i  ti es,  arid provi de technical assi stance t o  grantees 
t h r o u g h  the Secretary's Discretionary Fund. The final section o f  this chapter 
focuses on the actions of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity ( F H E O )  s t a f f  
regarding monitoring the compl i ance revi ews o f  CPD program grantees regarding 
the s ta tu tes ,  Executi ve Orders, and program regul a t i  ons pertaining t o  
nondiscrimination i n  housing, employment, arid participation i n  HUD programs. 

FY 1984 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS - 
CPD MONITORING ACTIONS 

The Housing and Community Development Act o f  1974 requires the Secretary to  
undertake, a t  l eas t  annually, reviews and audits of CDBG grantees. For 
Metropol i tan C i  ti es,  Urban Counti es, and Small C i  ti es recei v i  ng funds  from 
H U D ,  the review should determine whether the grantee: (1) carried out i t s  
a c t i v i t i e s  and, for  entitlement grantees, i t s  Housing Assistance Plan i n  a 
timely manner; ( 2 )  carried out those ac t iv i t i e s  and i t s  cer t i f ica t ions  i n  
accordance w i t h  the primary objectives and requirements o f  T i t l e  I ,  and other 
applicable laws; and ( 3 )  has a continuing capacity to  carry out those 
a c t i v i t i e s  i n  a timely manner. For States administering the i r  Small Cities 
program, the Secretary's review should determine whether a State  has: (1) 
dis t r ibuted funds t o  loca l i t i e s  i n  a timely manner and i n  conformance w i t h  the 
method o f  distribution described i n  i t s  Statement; ( 2 )  carried out i t s  
Certifications i n  compliance w i t h  the requirements of T i t l e  I and other 
appl i cab1 e 1 aws; and ( 3 )  coordinated revi ews of 1 ocal i ti es recei v i  n g  
assistance from the State  t o  determine whether those 1 ocal i ti es had sat1 sf ied 
performance c r i t e r i a  comparable t o  t h a t  required of entitlement grantees. 
Under the UDAG program, the Secretary must annually review and audit  
recipients o f  grants to  determine progress made i n  carrying o u t  ac t iv i t i e s  
substanti a1 l y  i n  accordance w i t h  approved pl ans and timetabl es. 
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Monitoring by CPD f i e ld  s t a f f  i s  one of the two major mechanisms* HUD uses to  
carry out this statutorily-mandated responsibility in programs administered by 
the Assistant Secretary for  Community Planning and Development. The 
overriding goal of monitoring i s  t o  review the quality of grantee management 
i n  order t o  improve, reinforce, or augment t h e i r  performance. As part of this 
process, HUD s t a f f  are directed to  De particularly a l e r t  fo r  fraud, waste, and 
m i  management or fo r  si t u a t i  ons t h a t  present the opportunity fo r  such 
abuses. Where monitoring visits identify performance tha t  is deficient,  HUD 
uses these findings as the point of departure for  negotiating ways to  improve 
grantee programs. Monitoring also i s  used by HUD as a mechanism fo r  
ta rge t t i  ng technical assistance t o  grantees whose probl ems indicate tha t  
expert manageri a1 consul ta t ion woul d be he1 pful. 

To provide direction for  program monitoring, a new CPD Monitoring Handbook was 
issued i n  October 1983 incorporating leg is la t ive  and policy changes enacted 
si nce January 1980, parti cul arly those regardi ng accountshi 1 5 ty moni tor i  ng, 
UDAG moni tor i  ny ,  and Sta te  CDBG monitoring. 

Monitoring P r io r i t i e s  i n  FY 1984. The CPD management plan f o r  FY 1984 
e m z e d  five pr ior i ty  areas, including inonitoring CDBG and UDAG grantees, 
managi ng and moni tor i  ng the Rental Kehabil i t a t i  on Demonstrati on and Program, 
promoting the formation of public/private partnerships, providing technical 
assi  s tarice to  grantees, and ensuri ny  program parti ci pati on by minority 
business enterprises.  Monitoring not only was a leading CPD pr ior i ty ,  b u t  is 
a l so  the principal means of ensuring that  other program pr ior i t ies  are  carr ied 
out. 

I n  each CPD program, moni tor i  ng pri ori ti es were establ i shed tha t  ref 1 ected the 
differences i n  the purposes of the program, HUD's role,  and the Department's 
past  experiences w i  t h  the program. In the CDBG enti t l  ement program, pri ori t y  
was g iven  to ensuring tha t  lump sum drawdowns had been used properly, tha t  
economic devel opment act i  vi t i  es were i n compl i ance w i t h  the primary objecti ves 
of the Housing and Community Development Act, t h a t  e f f ic ien t  administrative 
mechanisms were used i n  CDBG rehabil i ta t ion programs and tha t  those programs 
were successful l y  1 everagi ng pri vate funds ,  and tha t  grantees were accurately 
completing the new Grantee Performance Report. I n  the State  CDBG program, 
principal pr ior i ty  was f o r  Field Office s taff  to  understand thoroughly each 
S t a t e ' s  program and t o  consider t h e i r  goals d u r i n g  reviews f o r  compliance w i t h  
Federal regulations and 1 aws. In monitoring the HUD-administered Small Cities 
program, HUD emphasized identifying obstacl es to  the timely cl oseout of 
remaining projects and devi s i n g  ways t o  overcome these obstacl es. 

Pr ior i ty  monitoring areas i n  the UOAG program emphasized careful review of 
large and complex projects and those w i t h  known problems. T h i s  underlined the 
importance of f i e l d  s t a f f  acquiring a thorough understanding of the grant 
agreement and focussing on projects w i t h  approved legally b i n d i n g  commitments. 

In the Rental Rehabilitation Demonstration the focus was on f ac i l i t a t ing  rapid 
progress i n  implementing the Demonstration, and monitoring was intended t o  

+c Th - e othermeans of meeting this requirement i s  through audits of grantee 
Those act i  ons are aescri bed i n the fol 1 owi ng section. programs. 
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identify obstacles t o  progress so technical assistance could be targetted t o  
the appropriate communities. Ensuring the rapid coll ection of outstanding 
debts was the principal focus of monitoring in the Section 312 Rehabil tiation 
program, and intensive monitoring o f  Insular Area grantees was the priority in 
the Secretary's Discretionary Fund programs. 

Monitoring Goals i n  FY 1984. Monitoring goals are established in the annual 
CPD Mission Statement and Management Plan developed by the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary. This statement identifies program areas t o  be emphasized 
and provi des g u i  del i nes f o r  sel ecti ng grantees t o  be monitored. Regi onal 
Offices then devel op specific quanti tat i  ve goal s for monitoring grantees i n 
each program, and these goals  are aggregated i n t o  a national monitoring goal. 

The selectio'n of individual grantees t o  be monitored i s  done by the Field 
Office, w h i c h  also determines w h a t  type of  monitoring, in-depth or limited, 
will be conducted. In-depth monitoring i s  a comprehensive review of most 
aspects of a parti cul ar program, and CPD moni tori ng g u i  del i nes recommend t h a t  
each grantee's program should receive an in-depth review a t  least once every 
three years. Limited monitoring consists of a review of a few o f  a grantee's 
activities. T h i s  approach is used t o  review programs where the grantee has 
had an in-depth review during the las t  two years and has been found t o  be 
substantially in compliance w i t h  program requirements. Table 6-1 indicates 
the number of grantees in selected CPD programs and the monitoring goals for 
each of these programs f o r  FY 1984.* 

The monitoring goals  established for FY 1984 were met or exceeded for four of 
the five major programs. The only program i n  which the overall goals were not  
met was the State CDBG program i n  which 47 o u t  of 48 State recipients (98 
percent) were monitored. (See Tab1 e 6-1. ) 

I - 
TABLt 6 - 1 

NUMBER OF GRANTEES BY MONITORING PERFORMANCE AND GOALS 
FY 1984 

Number of Grantees: Per cent 
To be Actually of Goal 

Program Total Monitored Monitored Accompl i shed 
7XJEKEiti t l  ement -795--mT- 6 6 6 - 7  
HUD Small Cities 2,227 7 70 87 1 113 
State CDBG 48 48 47 98 
UDAG 1,969 660 747 113 
Rental Rehabil i t a t i  on 

Demons trati  on 4 58 1 96 211 108 
SO\IRCh: 

P l a n n i n g  and Development, Office of Field Operations and Monitoring. 
U.S. Department o f  Housi ng and Urban Devel opment, Community 

3 Th roughout  this section, da ta  on the ma 1 program 
reflect the number of grants; for  other programs the number of grantees are 
s hown. 
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Monitoring F i n d i n g s .  Table 6-2 presents a sumnary of monitoring findings and 
v i s i t s  d u r i n g  FY 1984 by the CPD program monitored, including the CDBG 
Entitlement, HUD-Administered Small Cit ies ,  State CDBG, and UDAG programs.* 

The greater incidence of findings per grant or grantee monitored fo r  CDBG 
enti  t l  ement communities and for States administering CDBG programs ref1 ects  
the greater d i  versi ty  and admi n i s t r a t i  ve complexity of these programs as 
compared t o  the HUD-Administered Small Cit ies  program and the UDAG program. 
CDBG Entitlement grantees frequently must administer g r a n t  funds from several 
different .  program years, dating back t o  the l a t e  197Os, and may have used 
these funds for  a wide variety of ac t iv i t i e s  such as housing rehabili tation, 
public works, public services, and economic development, as well as for  
administrative tasks suck as ensuring ci t izen participation, promoting f a i r  
Aousi ng and equal opportunity, and mai ntai n i  ng f i nanci a1 records. States 
operating CDBG programs must a1 1 ocate funds among possibly hundreds of 
communities and must establish procedures t o  ensure compliance among a l l  of 
t h e i r  subrecipients. I n  contrast, grants i n  the UDAG program and the HUD- 
Administered Small Cit ies  program usually are  for  more specific purposes, and 
there is  a much more detailed front-end review of these ac t iv i t i e s  by HUD 
s t a f f .  

MONITORING VISITS AND FINDINGS FOR SELECTED CPD PROGRAMS 
FY 1984 

Number 

Program Monitored F i  ndi ngs per Grant 
CDBG-EtitIement -TIT- --r654 3.9 
HUD Small Citi es 83 9 544 .6 
S ta te  CDBG 46 132 2.9 
UDAG 703 6 70 .9 
iota1 s m 7F(T[RT 1TB 

of Grants Number o f  F i n d i n g s  

met: u .S. Department o t  Housing and Urban Development, 

Table 6-3 indicates for  each of these four CPD programs the particular areas 
i n  which grants or grantees were monitored and the areas i n  which monitoring 
findings resulted. T h u s ,  i n  the CDBG Entitlement program, 55 percent of 
grantees monitored received i n-depth moni tori ng i n  the area of 
rehabili tation. T h i s  resulted i n  17  percent of a l l  monitoring f i n d i n g s  i n  the 
CDBG Entitlement program. 

Communi ty  P1 anni ng and Devel opment , Off ice o f  Management. 

* ihe source of the data f o r  this table,  as well as f o r  Table 6-3 is  
different from that  fo r  Table 6-1. 
o f  grants monitored are due t o  differences i n  data collection procedures 
used. 

The s l i g h t  discrepancies i n  the numbers 
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I n  the CDBG Entitlement program, monitoring centered on the areas of program 
progress (81 percent of a1 1 grantees monitored), rehabil i t a t i o n  (78 percent), 
and program benefit ( 68 percent). Thi  s emphasi s was consi s tent wi t h  expressed 
monitoring pr ior i t ies ,  as the rehabili tation includes reviews of lump sum 
drawdowns and pri vate 1 everagi ng ra tes  issues. Revi ews fo r  prograin benefit 
were intended to determine the extent t o  which grantees were i n  compliance 
w i t h  the primary and national objectives of the Act, and program progress and 
efficiency have long been p r io r i t i e s  i n  the program. Monitoring findings 
also tended t o  be concentrated i n  the area of rehabili tation (21 percent of 
a l l  f indings),  w i t h  environmental reviews accounting for  an additional 1 7  
percent of inoni tor i  ny f i ndi ngs. 

That 81 percent of monitoring visits for  the HUU-Admi nistered Small Citi es 
Program included a review of program progress, demonstrates the importance 
attached t o  cl osi ng o u t  these grants. Program benefit and rehabil i t a t i  on were 
the other leading areas t h a t  moni to r ing  addressed. While only 40 percent of 
these small ci ti es grantees were rnoni tored for  f i nanci a1 management, f i ndi  n y s  
i n  the area o f  financial nianagement accounted for  about 1 7  percent of a l l  
moni tori ng f i n d i  ngs i n  the program. Rehabil i t a t i  on (20 percent of a1 1 
findings) and program progress (14 percent) were other areas i n  which the 
performance of those grants frequently was found t o  be deficient. 

In the S ta te  CDBG program, monitoring stressed the pr ior i ty  of ensuring 
compl i ance w i  t h  Federal regul a t i  ons. Areas of emphasi s i nc'l Ltded envi rormental 
revi ews ( 94 percent of grantees moni tored ), ci  tizen parti ci pation ( 63 
percent ) , and 1 abor standards (61 percent 1. Fi  ndi ngs general ly  were 
distributed across a l l  program areas, although about 1 2  percent of a l l  
findings were i n  the area of financial management. 

In monitoring UDAG projects, f i e l d  s ta f f  emphasized the areas of program 
progress (100 percent of a l l  grants monitored) and environmental issues (32 
percent). Monitoring f i n d i n g s  were most frequent i n  the area of financial 
management (25 percent of a l l  f i n d i n g s ) ,  as well as i n  program progress and 
environment ( 18 percent). 

Outcomes of Program Moni tor i  ng. Moni tori ng i s  i ntended t o  b r i  ng about 
improvements to  proyrams or management o f  grantees of CPD programs. T h i s  
secti  on b r j  ef ly  describes some exampl es of program moni tor i  ng d u r i  ng FY 1984 
and the impact tha t  the monitoring had on grant recipients. 

Moni tori ng sometimes he1 ps improve program management by the consul t a t i  on and 
negotiation tha t  resu l t s  when monitoring is done. I n  one State  CDBG program, 
an in i t i a l  HUD monitoring v i s i t  found tha t  the State  had developed no 
procedures for  monitoring the grantees of i t s  program. A second visit d u r i n g  
the next quarter found tha t  some monitoring of poor quality was being done. 
By the t h i r d  quarter, the S ta te  W ~ S  monitoring many of i ts  grantees, and the 
coverage, qua1 i t y ,  and documentation of  program compl iance had improved 
substantially.  In the exchange between HUD and the S ta te  over a nine-month 
period, the S t a t e ' s  audit  and grant closeout procedures also were greatly 
improved. 

' I  

I I  

113 



TABLt 6-3 

FY 1984 COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT MONITORING VISITS AND FINDINGS 

CDBG ENTITLEMENT HUD SMALL CITIES 

Pct. of Pct. of Pct. of Pct. of 
Grantees F ind ings  Grantees F ind ings  

Pro ram Area Monitored Recorded Monitored Recorded 
R e a i i a  + on 

In-depth 
Limited 

Program Progress 
Program Benefit 
Env i ronmen t 

In-depth 
Limited 

Accountabil i ty  
Fin .  Management 

In-depth 
Limited 

Procurement 
Admin. Costs 
Man. Systems 
Th i rd  Party 
Contractors 

Personal Prop. 
Re1 oca t i on 

In-depth 
L i m i  ted 

Acquisition 
HAP 
Labor Standards 
FHEO 
Citizen Part. 
El ig .  Activit ies 
Other 

w 
w 

55 
23 
81 
68 

49 
8 

52 

24 
12 
24 
21 
24 

11 
20 

18 
8 

24 
24 
31 
15 
22 
21 
13 

17 
4 
6 
5 

16 
1 
2 

8 
2 
4 
4 
2 

2 
2 

5 
2 
3 
1 
8 
1 
1 
2 
1 

25 
25 
81 
56 

9 
6 

43 

16 
16 
15 
3 

13 

8 
11 

9 
4 

11 
7 

16 
7 
7 
7 

10 

13 
7 

14 
2 

1 
1 
1 

10 
7 
6 
5 
2 

2 
6 

8 
1 
2 

6 
1 
1 
1 
2 

* 

STATE SMALL CITIES UDAG 

Pct. of Pct. of 
Grantees F ind ings  
Monitored Recorded 

7 2 
2 1 

54 0 
6 8 

74 5 
20 2 
57 0 

Pct. of Pct. of 
Grantees Findings 
Monitored Recorded 

* * 
3 1 

100 18 
19 2 

29 17 
3 1 

62 3 

37 11 
17 1 
11 3 
0 0 

48 2 

4 0 
11 2 

26 8 
24 0 
37 2 
0 0 

61 2 
46 4 
63 1 
52 2 

628 38 

9 13 
18 12 
7 3 
1 x 

22 9 

4 1 
5 1 

4 5 
2 0 
5 3 * 0 

11 8 
5 2 
8 * 
3 * 
5 1 

TOTAL 

Pct. of Pct. of 
Grantees Findings 
Monitored Recorded 

27 12 
18 3 
99 11 
56 5 

27 15 
14 1 
54 1 

19 10 
22 6 
19 4 
18 
23 3 

9 2 
15 3 

10 4 
4 1 

12 2 
9 

27 6 
11 2 
17 
12 1 
24 1 

* Less than one percent. 

.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Community Planning and Development, Offi ce o f  Management, Data Systems 
?!Eka:lstics Division. Compiled by the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation. 



Monitoring i s  also used t o  target  the provision o f  technical assistance t o  
grantees whose performance is poor. One midwestern CDBG entitlement c i t y  
historical ly  had had many CDBG audit  and monitoring probl enis that  had resul ted 
in grant reductions and reimbursements over the l a s t  three years. When a new 
mayor was elected, he sought t o  change this pattern by p u t t i n g  i n  place a 
completely new community development s t a f f .  In order to  help the c i t y  improve 
i t s  management record, HUD designed a technical assistance plan t o  help 
prepare t h i s  new s t a f f  for  effective program implementation. The technical 
assistance tha t  was provided covered the range of program responsi bil i ti es 
from basic management (record keeping and accountability requirements), t o  
technical requirements (such as envi rorunental and 1 abor standards), and 
program design (such as developing economic development and renabil i t a t ion  
programs). I t  i s  expected tha t  this assistance will improve the c i t y ' s  
program, will eliminate the need f o r  future grant reductions, and will 
f a c i l i t a t e  a much better relationship between the c i t y  and HUD. 

PROGRAM AUDITS 

In addition t o  monitoring by CPD f i e ld  s t a f f ,  HUD also uses audits to  ensure 
grantee compl i ance w i t h  program requi rements. Every community recei v i n g  CDBG 

I funds must have a financial and compliance audit ,  a t  l e a s t  biennially and 
preferably every year, of i t s  use of a l l  Federal funds. The a u d i t  must be 
conducted by an Independent Pub1 i c Accountant ( IPA) and the resul ti ng report  
i s  sent t o  the HUD Regional Inspector General f o r  transmittal t o  CPD program 
offices. In FY 1984, CPD Program Offices received 2,385 IPA reports and an 
additional $8 reports from audits conducted by the Office of Inspector 
General. 

Audi ts  Conducted and F i n d i n g s  Registered. As Table 6-4 indicates,  over one- 
half of these audits (1,316) was conducted on Small Cities grantees and 
approximately one-quarter (659) was conducted on entitlement grantees. 

Lk 6-4 

' I  

OD PlWAM AWIT WORTS, 
FY 1w 

Fi mh' ngs 272 41 286 22 171 26 109 20 725 29 

---Em-- a3 m . m m  m m m  rn?2,4H m 
W i  tbut 
Findings 387 59 1,030 78 1W 74 436 80 1,748 71 

' Note: A u d i t  reports may c o w  mre than one program. Tkrefore, each audit report is 
counted here under each program but only once for the net tatal all CPD Progrsns. 

mtk: U.S. Deparlment of HousinyXd Urban Developnent, Office of I n s m r  General, 
Planning and Research Group. 
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Twentpnine percent of the audits conducted i n  FY 1984 had ei ther  monetary or  
non-monetary findings registered against the grantee.* Three hundred sixty 
four audit reports (among the 725 w i t h  F i n d i n g s )  had monetary findings t h a t  
to ta l led  $87,324,694. However, $50,271,324, or 58 percent of the costs, were 
not sustained, indicating that  supporting documentation was 1 ocated a f t e r  the 
auditors l e f t  the audit  s i t e  or subsequent reviews of the findings by HUD 
program s taf f  ruled tha t  the funds were properly used. Twenty-eight percent 
of the costs, or $24,581,903, was sustained and grantees may have t o  repay 
these funds. Fiscal Year 1984 audit  f i n d i n g s  involving $12,471,467 were 
unresolved as of September 30, indicating tha t  HUD management had not ye t  made 
a determi nati on regarding corrective actions to  be taken. 

- I 

TMLE 6-5 

TYPE PND WNT OF AUDIT FINDINGS IN CPD PI1Ix;RAMs, 
FY 1M 

(Do1 1 ars i n Tbusands) 

E n t i t l m t  Small Cities UIAG Other CPD 

bnetaryFindings '3137 T TK- -3T '58 34-  TXJ- -3- 1JF 3!!T 
Non-Monetary 

Fi rrdi ngs 646 62 388 68 113 66 191 66 1,338 65 
Tutal Findings lJmm m m m m m m 2 , c y j g m  

Audi t  Policy. I n  March 1984,, HUD ful ly  implemented the s ingle  audit approach 
by issuing regulations requiring State  and local grantees t o  comply w i t h  the 
requirements of Attachment P of OMB Circular A-102. Attachment P requires 
tha t  audits be made on an organization-wide b a s i s  rather than grant-by- 
grant. In the future, si ngl e audits must i ncl ude an examination of systems of 
internal control, systems established to  ensure compliance w i t h  1 aws and 
regul a t i  ons affect1 ng the expenditure of Federal funds, financial transactions 
and accounts, and financial statements and reports. 

Although HUD had conducted some audits us ing  this approach since 1979, most 
grant reci p i  ents continued t o  be audited under the former grant compliance 

* M  onetary f i n d i n g s  i n  IPA or OIG audit reports mean tha t  a program cost 
incurred by the grantee has been ei ther  questioned or disal 1 owed. 
monetary f i ndi ngs  are  j udgements concerning grantee procedures and systems 
of internal control. 

Non- 
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I n  the CDBG Entitlement program, monitoring centered on the areas of program 
progress (81 percent of a1 1 grantees monitored), rehabil i tation (78 percent), 
and program benefit  ( 68 percent 1. T h i s  emphasi s was consi s tent w i  t h  expressed 
monitoring pri ori t i  es, as the rehabil i ta t ion i ncl udes revi ews of 1 ump sum 
drawdowns and pri vate 1 everagi ng ra tes  i ssues. Revi ews fo r  program benefit 
were intended to determine the extent t o  which grantees were i n  compliance 
w i t h  the primary and national objectives of the Act, and program progress and 
ef f i c i  ency have 1 ong been pri ori  t i  es i n the program. Monitoring f i ridi ngs  
a l so  tended t o  be concentrated i n  the area of rehabili tation (21  percent of 
a l l  f indings),  w i t h  environmental reviews accounting for  an additiona'l 1 7  
percent of rnoni tori ny  f i ndi ngs. 

That 81 percent of monitoring visits for  the HUD-Administered Small Ci t ies  
Program included a review of program progress, demonstrates the importance 
attached t o  closing o u t  these grants. Program benefit and rehabil i t a t ion  were 
the other leading areas t h a t  monitoring addressed. While only 40 percent o f  
these small ci ti es grantees were rnoni tored for  f i nanci a1 management, f i ndi n y s  
i n  the area of financial management accounted fo r  about 17 percent of a l l  
moni tori ng f i n d i  ngs i n the program. Hehabil i t a t i  on (20 percent of a1 1 
f indings) and program progress (14 percent) were other areas i n  which the 
performance of those grants frequently was found t o  be deficient.  

In the State  CDBG program, m o n i t o r i n g  stressed the pr ior i ty  of ensuring 
compl i ance w i  t h  Federal regul a t i  ans. Areas of emphasi s i nc'l uded envi rorrnental 
revi ews ( 94 percent of grantees moni tored),  c i  t i  Zen parti ci pation ( 63 
percent), and 1 abor standards (61 percent 1. F i  ndi ngs general l y  were 
distributed across a l l  program areas, although about 1 2  percent of a l l  
f i n d i n g s  were i n  the area of financial management. 

In moni to r ing  UDAG projects, f i e l d  staff emphasized the areas of program 
progress (100 percent of a l l  grants monitored) and environmental issues (32  
percent). Nonitoring findings were most frequent i n  the area of financial 
management (25 percent of a l l  f i n d i n g s ) ,  as well as  i n  program progress and 
environment (18 percent). 

Outcomes of Program Moni tor i  ng. Monitoring i s  intended t o  b r i n g  about 
improvements t o  programs or management of grantees of CPD programs. T h i s  
section brief ly  describes some exampl es of program moni tori ng d u r i n g  FY 1984 
and the impact tha t  the monitoring had on grant recipients. 

Moni tori ng sometimes he1 ps improve program management by the consul t a t i  on and 
negotiation tha t  results when monitoring is  done. In one Sta te  CDBG program, 
an in i t i a l  HUD monitoring v i s i t  found t h a t  the State  had developed no 
procedures f o r  monitoring the grantees of i t s  program. A second vis i t  d u r i n g  
the next quarter found tha t  some monitoring of poor quality was being done. 
By the t h i r d  quarter, the S ta te  was monitoring many of i ts  grantees, and the 
coverage, qua1 i ty,  and documentation of  program compl iance had improved 
substantially.  In  the exchange between H U D  and the S ta te  over a nine-month 
period, the S t a t e ' s  audit  and grant closeout procedures also were greatly 
i m pro ve d. 
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Twenty-nine percent of the a u d i t s  conducted i n  FY 1984 had either monetary or 
non-monetary findings registered aga ins t  the grantee." Three hundred sixty 
four audi t  reports (among the 725 w i t h  F i n d i n g s )  had  monetary findings t h a t  
t o t a l l ed  $87,324,694. However, $50,271,324, or 58 percent of the costs,  were 
not sustained, i ndi c a t i  ng t ha t  suppor t i  ng  documentati on was 1 ocated a f t e r  the 
audi tors  l e f t  the audi t  s i te  o r  subsequent reviews of the findings by HUD 
program s t a f f  ruled t h a t  the funds were properly used. Twenty-eight percent 
of the costs, or $24,581,903, was sustained and grantees may have t o  repay 
these funds. Fiscal Year 1984 audi t  findings i nvol vi ng $1 2,471 ,467 were 
unresol ved as of September 30, indicating t h a t  HUD management had not y e t  made 
a determi nati on regardi ng correct i  ve actions t o  be taken. 

I 

TUBE 6-5 

TlPE AND !N'"l' OF AU)IT FINDING IN CPD PIIM;RAMs, 
FY 1m 

(Do1 1 ars i n  Thousands) 

Entitlarent Small Cities UDAG OWr CPD 

lvbnetary Findings 387- -3T T&5 3T -5B- T .r -34- 7 3 0 -  3!T I 

Total Findings 1,033m m m m m m m 2 , 0 - 6 8 m  
Non-Monetary 

Fi rdi ngs 646 62 388 68 113 66 191 66 1,338 65 

- 
---EiXZmngs-- $%a -= 

Non-sustained (35,421 (1,995) i?E) 2%) E:% 
Sustained (18,823) ( 662) ( 1,601) ( 3,4w (24,582) 
Urrresolved ( 10,216) (W) ( 761 1 (1,592) 

ma:  US. Departmat of Housin=n%T%rba n Devel opnent, Office of Inspector General, 
P1 anning and Research Group. 

i 12,471 
-_I- 

Audit Policy. In March 1984., HUD f u l l y  implemented the s ing l e  a u d i t  approach 
by issuing regulations requiring S ta t e  and local grantees t o  comply w i t h  the 
requirements of Attachment P of OMB Circular A-102. Attachment P requires 
t h a t  audi ts  be made on an organization-wide basis  rather than grant-by- 
grant. In the future ,  s ing le  audi t s  must include an examination of systems of 
in te rna l  control, systems established to  ensure compliance w i t h  1 aws and 
regul a t i  ons af f ecti ng the expendi ture of Federal funds  , f inanci a1 transacti  ons 
and accounts, and financial  statements and reports. 

Although HUD had conducted some audi ts  u s i n g  t h i s  approach since 1979, most 
grant  recipients continued t o  be audited under the former grant compliance 

* M  onetary f indings  i n  IPA o r  OIG audi t  reports mean t h a t  a program cost 
incurred by the grantee has been either questioned o r  disallowed. 
monetary f i ndi ngs a re  j udgements concerning grantee procedures and systems 
of internal  control. 

Non- 

116 

L 



audit  approach. Irr FY 1984, 23 percent of audits were conducted us ing  the 
single audit approach described i n  Attachment P ,  ONB Circular A-102. Table 6- 
6 indicates that  the number and proport ion of single audits have been 
i ncreasi ng  si nce 1982. 

INDEPENDENT PUBLIC ACCOUNTMT AUDITS OF CPD GRANTEES, 
F Y I  s 1982-1 984 

C i  rcul a r  A-1 02 
Attachment P ReDorts 

Fiscal Year 
1982 

Total Audi t s  
3,136 

Number P e r  i e  n t- 
1565% 

1983 2,787 3 70 13 
2,385 5 60 23 

Office of Inspector General, Planning and Research Group. 
CE: U.S. Department of  Housing and Urban Development, 

1984 

In October 1984, Congress passed the Single Audi t  Act o f  1984 i n  order t o  give 
prior i ty  and consistency t o  the single audit approach. The  Act establishes 
uniform audit  requirements for  State  and 1 ocal governments receiving Federal 
assistance. I t  became applicable t o  audits of CPD recipients beginning a f t e r  
December 31, 1984. The Office of Management and Budget i s  responsible for  
prescribing the pol i c i  es, procedures, and gui  del ines needed t o  imp1 ement the 
Sing1 e A u d i t  Act. 

CLOSEOUT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

A t  the beginning of FY 1984, 210 projects and grants from repealed programs 
remained active. These projects constituted a substanti a1 drai n on program 
management resources because CPD fie1 d s ta f f  are responsible for  ensuring that  
funds s t i l l  obligated t o  these projects are used i n  compliance w i t h  Federal 
s tatutes  and regul a t i  ons. Consequently, cl osi ng o u t  these projects was one of 
seven pr ior i ty  areas identified by the Assistant Secretary for  Community 
Planning and Development i n  his instructions to  the f i e l d  regarding CPD 
management goal s i n  FY 1984. 

During FY '1984, approximately two-thirds (138) of these 210 projects and 
grants were closed out .  The  majority of the projects closed (71 ) were Hold 
Harmless grants made d u r i n g  1975-1979 on an entitlement basis t o  small 
communities tha t  had participated i n  one o r  more of the categorical programs 
consolidated in to  the CDBG programs b u t  d i d  riot subsequently qualify as an 
entitlement cornunity i n  tha t  program. Almost all  of the other 67 projects 
closed o u t  were e i ther  Section 701 Planning Assistance (35) o r  Neighborhood 
Sel f He1 p grants (25). The remaining cl oseouts took place among active Urban 
Renewal Code Enforcement projects and N e w  Communi ti es devel oprnents. Tab1 e 6-7 
shows the projects closed o u t  d u r i n g  FY 1984 and the number s t i l l  active a t  
the end of the f iscal  year. One of the projects (Soul City, N C )  was 
liquidated i n  October 1984 and the  second (Sycamore Woods, O H )  i s  presently 
bei ng 1 i q u i  dated. 
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CPD PROJECTS AND GRANTS CLOSED OUT, FY 1984 

P rograms/ Active a t  Closed O u t  S t i l l  
Pro j ec t s  S t a r t  of FY84 During FY84 Active 
)lo1 d Harm1 ess 105 7 1 -  34 
P1 anni ng 
Assi stance ( 701 ) 42 35 7 

Nei ghborhood 
Self He1 p 42 25 17  

Urban Renewal 11 5 6 
Code Enforcement 1 1 0 
Nei ghborhood 
Faci 1 i t i  es 5 0 5 

Open Space 1 0 1 
New Lommuni t i  es 3 1 2 
Total m 138 K 
m C E :  u .S. Department o f  Housing andUFLa-vETi$Gnt, 

Communi ty  P1 anni ng and Devel opment, Off ice of Program Analysi s 
and Eva1 uat ion.  

D u r i n g  FY 1984, CPD management also placed strong emphasis on closing o u t  a 
substantial number of Small Cities and UDAG grants. The CPD Mission and 
Management Plan established a goal of closing out 1,482 Small Cit ies  grants 
and 248 UDAG projects f o r  FY 1984. By September 30, 1984, Field Offices had 
exceeded these yoals and closed out 1,576 Small Cities programs and 254 UDAG 
grants. 

POLICY INITIATIVES IN CPD PROGRAMS 

The previ ous sect i  on of this Chapter described management acti  ons undertaken 
by CPD i n  Fiscal Year 1984. T h i s  section describes CPD's e f for t s  t o  further 
sel ected program and pol icy pri ori ti es es tab1 i shed by the Secretary. In 
particular,  i n i t i a t ives  t o  increase the participation of minority-owned firms 
i n CPD programs, encourage publ ic/pri  vate economic devel opment partnerships, 
and promote energy conservation ac t iv i t i e s  are described. In a d d i t i o n ,  the 
use of the Technical Assistance component of the Secretary's Discretionary 
Fund t o  f a c i l i t a t e  these and other actions i s  reported. 

PUBLIC/PRIVATE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PARTNERSHIPS 

Encouraging publ ic/private economic development partnerships has been a major 
policy i n i t i a t i v e  of the Reagan Administration. A t  HUD this i n i t i a t i v e  is 
aimed a t  breaking down traditional barriers between the public and private 
sectors and b r i n g i n g  about more involvement of the private sector i n  comnunity 
and economic development ac t iv i t i e s .  The steps undertaken by CPD t o  implement 
this policy do not constitute a separate program. Instead, the emphasis on 
publ ic/pri  vate partnerships cuts across a1 1 HUD and CPD programs and i nvol ves 
a wide variety of s t ra tegies  and actions. In Fiscal Year 1984, these 
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act i  v i  ti es i nvol ved: 
act i  v i  ti es; sponsorin 
technical assi stance 

support i  ng State  and 1 ocal economic devel opment 
the second National Recogni tiori program; a d providing 

I 1 everagi ng pri vate funds. 

Supporting Sta te  and Local Economic Development Efforts. There have been 
several i n i  ti a t i  ves i n  pu6Kc/pri vate partnerships re1 ated t o  support of S ta te  
and local economic development ac t iv i t ies .  Two of these in i t i a t ives  are  the 
Small Business Revitalization Program and the Department's e f fo r t  t o  encourage 
downtown re t a i l  revi Val. 

The goals of the Small Business Revitalization Program (SBR) i s  to  create 
private sector  j o b s  and t o  stimulate new private sec to rcap i t a l  investment i n  

I heal thy, expanding small - and medi urn-si zed busi nesses. Announced by Presi dent 
Reagan i n  1982, the SBR program i s  r u n  through the Governors' off ices  i n  25 
States in  cooperation w i t h  HUD and the Small Business Administration. The 
National Development Council, which manages the program, works w i t h  each State  
to t r a in  local o f f i c i a l s  t o  a t t r a c t  private sector financing, to  coordinate 
State  and Federal economic development tools, and t o  market the program to  
qua1 i f i e d  busi nesses. 

A n  important feature of the SBR program i s  the lender commitment program i n  
which Governors work w i t h  private lending institutions throughout their States 
i n order t o  make avail abl e 1 ong-term fixed asset f i nanci ng f o r  expandi ng small 
businesses. O n  October 15, 1984, Governor James R.  Thompson of I l l i no i s  
announced a $1 bil 'I ion commi tment by pri vate 1 endi  ng i ns ti t u t i  ons i n I1 1 i noi s 
f o r  small business expansion financing. Last April, banks i n  the S ta te  of 
Washington were the f i r s t  t o  pl edge $200 mil 1 ion i n 1 ony-term 1 oans under the 
SBR program. Overall, the SBR Program and cooperating Sta te  agencies have 
helped package some $1.87 b i l l ion  i n  public and private loans fo r  the 
retention and expansion o f  small- and medium-sized businesses. T h i s  has 
resul t ed  i n  an estimated savings of 24,000 jobs which woul d have been 1 o s t  t o  
communities i n  these States  and the creation of 57,000 new jobs. 

CPD has a1 so encouraged publ ic/pri  vate partnerships i n  stimul a t i  ng downtown 
re t a i l  development. For the past two years, HUD and the International Council 
o f  Shoppi ng Centers have jo in t ly  sponsored National Conferences on Downtown 
Retail Development. In 1984, the conference was h e l d  i n  Washington, D.C. and 
was attended by nearly 600 mayors and c i t y  o f f i c i a l s ,  real e s t a t e  developers, 
r e t a i l e r s ,  and lenders. The focus of the conference was on the complex 
downtown re t a i l  development process and the ways i n  wh ich  active 
publ i c/pri vate partnerships can be used to  create successful downtown 
rev1 tal  i zat i  on. Prominent mayors, devel opers, and 1 enders presented specif ic  
case studies of downtown re t a i l  projects and explored the roles and 
responsi bil i t i  es of each partner i n the downtown re ta i l  devel opment process. 
The conference highlighted the inab i l i t y  of older downtown shopping areas t o  
a t t r a c t  capabl e developers and ident i f ied e f fo r t s  underway t o  encourage 
centralized management for  businesses i n  these areas. T h i s  permits improved 
services, marketing, development of a re ta i l  strategy, security, and other 
features needed fo r  successful shopping areas. A special feature of the 1984 
conference was the Devel opment Opportuni ti es Fair a t  which ci  ti es i dent i  f ied 
potenti a1 downtown re t a i l  development projects and had discussions w i t h  
i nteres ted devel opers. 

J 
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The National Recognition Program. In 1984, CPL) compl eted the second national 
awards program for  p u b T E T m t e  partnerships. The National Recognition 
Program, in i t ia ted  i n  1982, pays t r ibute t o  communities t h a t  have used the 
Community Development B1 ock Grant  Program to  create o u t s t a n d i n g  publ ic/pri  vate 
partnerships. The program was designed t o  encourage greater 1 ocal sel f- 
re1 iance by identifying successful projects tha t  could inspire other 
coinmuni ti es t o  create publ ic/pri  vate partners h i  ps. Projects or programs 
submit ted for  consideration were judged on the basis of the following 
c r i t e r i a :  usefulness as a model for other communities, private funds 
leveraged, j o b  creation and retention, financial sel f-sufficiency, benefit t o  
the communi ty,  degree of i nnovati on, and amount of spi n-off devel opment. 

Recognition was g i v e n  t o  165 outstanding 1 ocal projects i n  1984, b r i n g i n g  the 
total  t o  more than 300 over the two years of the program. In the 165 projects 
recognized i n  1984, local governments committed $355 million of the i r  
Community Development Block Grant funds. These funds leveraged $1.7 b i l l ion  
i n  other public (e.9. one-fifth of the projects a l so  had UDAG financing) and 
private funds, creating about 30,OUO new jobs, building 6,600 new h o u s i n g  
units, and rehabil i ta t ing another 11,200 housing u n i t s .  In addition, these 
projects generated over $24 million i n  annual tax benefits for  local 
go ver nm e n t s . 
Leveragi ng Addi t i  onal Private Funds. Several measures have been taken by CPD 
t o  he1 p make pri vate s o u r c e s m a n c i  n g  avail abl e f o r  cornunity development 
act i  v i  ti es. Through a Technical Assi stance contract, CPD supports the 
Financial Advisory Service (FAS) of the Council fo r  Northeast Economic 
Action. FAS serves as a clearinghouse of banks located throughout the country 

ident i f ies  such projects, helps structure t h e i r  financing, and refers them t o  
financial ins t i tu t ions  w i t h i n  the national network. T h u s  f a r ,  FAS has 
reviewed 44 projects, is  working actively on 1 4  others, and has closed deals 
on two projects totaling $3.6 million. 

tha t  a s s i s t s  cornunity development projects requiring financing. I t  

NINORITY BUSINESS ENTERPRISE (MBE) 

Encouragi ng participation of m i  nori ty-owned busi nesses i n a1 1 of HUD programs, 
including those of CPD, is an area of particular importance t o  the President, 
and the Secretary. T h i s  commitment i s  reflected by President Reagan's 
Executive Order 12432 of July 14, 1983 which provides guidance and oversight 
for  the development o f  minority business enterprises and for  the Federal 
Government's rjol e encouraging greater economic opportunity fo r  minority 
entrepreneurs . T h i  s d i  recti  ve was suppl emented by a pol icy memorandum f ran 
Secretary Pierce. The Secretary a1 so establishes annual regional goal s fo r  
m i  nori t y  busi ness parti ci pati on i n a1 1 HUD programs and ac t i  v i  t i  es. 

FY 1984 Activity. Dur ing  FY 1984, the Department continued i ts  ef for t s  t o  
ensure tha t  minority bus4 ness enterprises were i ncl uded i n  a1 1 CPD programs. 
B1 ack, H i  spani c,  Mexi can-Ameri can, and, Indian comnuni ti es were grovi ded 
technical assistance t o  increase the i r  abil i ty  t o  adini nister economic 
devel opment, comerci a1 revi ta l  i zation, and other CDBG-re1 ated act i  v i  ti es  i n  a 
way tha t  promoted m i  nori ty  participation i n  these programs. States 
participating i n the Small C i  ti es B1 ock Grant program were encouraged t o  make 
greater use o f  minority businesses and t o  report the i r  f u n d i n g  of these 
enterprises t o  HUD. 

P 
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As par t  of C P D ' s  MBE i n i t i a t i v e s ,  CPD Field Office s t a f f  are  directed t o  
encourage 1 ocal conununi ties t o  seek out  minority business firms as contractors 
and subcontractors i n  a c t i v i t i e s  funded by CPD program grants. Dur ing  FY 
1984, grantees reported t h a t  m i  nori t y  f i  rms recei ved $528 mil 1 ion i n  contract  
and subcontract awards. T h i s  accounted fo r  23 percent of the to ta l  value of 
$2.3 b i l l i o n  of a l l  reported contracts and subcontracts. The $528 million 
a l s o  represented 125 percent of the FY 1984 Field Office objective of $421.5 
million f o r  iJiBE contracts. 

Table 6-8 shows by major CPD programs, the FY 1984 value of to ta l  contracts 
and subcontracts awarded by grantees, the value of such contracts and 
subcontracts received by MBEs, and the MBE percentage o f  par t i  ci  pati on. 

In FY 1984, the Department continued the Interagency Agreement w i t h  the 
Department o f  Commerce's Minority Busi ness Devel opment Agency (MBDA) t ha t  was 
begun i n  June 1983. Under this agreement, which  was designed t o  enhance local 
off  i c i  a1 s '  abil i t y  t o  promote m i  nori t y  busi ness par t i c i  pati on i n 1 ocal CDBG 
and UDAG programs, CPD provides MBDA w i t h  i nf ormation regardi rig program 
fundi ng 1 eve1 s, el i gi  bl e ac t i  v i  ti es, and procurement opportuni ti es f o r  
m i  nori t y  businesses. 

MINORITY BUSINESS ENTERPRISE 
PARTICIPATION IN CONTRACTS AND SUBCONTRACTS AWARDED BY 

CPD PROGRAM GRANTEES 
FY 1984 

(Do1 I a r s  i n  mil 1 ions) 

Contract Amounts 
Total Awarded t o  M i  nori ti es 

Prow am Awarded Percent 
-ti t l  ement m $ 3 1 6 T  ---Fz-= 
HUD Small City 44 9 21 
S t a t e  Small City 131 41 31 
UDAG 643 104 16 
CDBG Indi an, A1 askan 1 7  12 71 

23 Other 199 46 
T X T  $2,304 $528 2 3% 

- 

m k  : Department o f  Housi ng and Urban Devel opment, Assi s t an t  
Secretary f o r  Comnunity Planning and Development, Office of 
Program Pol icy Devel opment. 

In addit ion,  d u r i n g  the year,  CPD d i rec t ly  placed contracts  t o t a l l i ng  $8.3 
mill ion w i t h  firms owned by minorit ies.  This was more than one- third of CPD'S 
t o t a l  contract  budget and over 114 percent of i ts  1984 goal f o r  such 
contracts.  

i?! 
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MBE Seminars. Sixteen Minority Busi ness Enterprise Seminars were conducted by 
HUD's Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity i n  Fiscal Year 1984. CPD 
contributed s t a f f  support  from Headquarters and Field Offices for  a l l  of these 
seminars, including four which were conducted jo in t ly  t h r o u g h  an  Interagency 
Agreement w i t h  MBDA and the U.S. Hispanic Chamber of Commerce. 

ENERGY INITIATIVES 

In 1980, Congress recognized tha t  increasing energy costs ' I . .  .have seriously 
undermined the quality and overall effectiveness of local community and 
housi ng devel opment acti  vi t i  es.. . . I' and call  ed for  "concerted ac t i  on by 
Federal, State,  and local governments t o  address the economic and social 
hardshi ps.. . . I' these i ncreased costs caused comuni t i  es. The 1980 Amendments 
t o  the Housing and Community Development Act. incorporated this emphasis on 
energy and included a new objective for  Community Development Programs - "the 
conservation of the Nation's scarce energy resources, improvement of energy 
efficiency, and the provision of a1 ternative and renewable energy sources of 
supply .'I 

In support of this objective, 1984 CPD energy ac t iv i t i e s  have emphasized 
providing technical assistance t o  States,  assis t ing l o c a l i t i e s  i n  developing 
d i s t r i c t  heating and cooling systems, promoting publ i c  awareness of the 
benefits t o  1 ocal comuni ti es through energy conservation, and establishing 
i nterayency agreements to  further energy conservation goal s. Addi tional ly ,  
CPD has provided guidance t o  communities on appropriate use of the CDBG and 
UDAG programs direct ly t o  improve energy efficiency i n  community and economic 
development ac t iv i t i e s .  In each o f  these areas, a s t rong emphasis was placed 
on encouraging publ ic/private partnerships i n  local energy efforts .  

-- Technical Assistance t o  States. CPD has worked w i t h  States t o  develop Sta te  
programs i n  d i s t r i c t  heating and community energy management, and t o  promote 
increased energy efficiency. Encouraged by the experiences of several other 
States  and thei r parti ci pati on i n a conference sponsored by the National 
Governor's Association (NGA)  i n  FY 1984, several States have sought  technical 
assistance i n  the devel opment of energy conservation programs. Model programs 
providing technical assistance t o  c i t i e s  tha t  w i s h  t o  use CDBG funds t o  
address their energy concerns are underway i n  Nebraska, Indiana and Minnesota. 

Assisting District Heating/Cooling. CPD's provision of energy-re1 ated 
-a1 assi stance- t o  projects i nvol v i  ng d i  s t r ict  heati ng and cool i ng 
systems (DHC)* is  designed - to  maximize the opportunites fo r  substantial  
publ ic/private cooperation. In 1984, construction was completed on b o t h  
publ i cly- and pri vately-owned systems i n  four c i t i e s  (Trenton, NJ; S t .  Paul, 
M N ;  Lawrence, MA; and Devil 's Lake, N D )  u s i n g  new d i s t r i c t  heating 
technology. Engineering designs and financial packaging were completed for  
DHC systems i n  nine other communities that will be issuing requests for  
construction b i d s  d u r i n g  the coming year. If a l l  of these DHC systems go 

r- 

* Dis t r i c t  heating/cooling systems provide heat and hot  water t o  businesses, 
homes and publ i c  buil d i n g s  f rom a central heat plant a t  greater efficiency 
than i ndi v i  dual furnaces. 
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forward as expected, well over $100 of local private investment will be 
realized for  each dollar of HUD funds invested i n  providing technical 
assi starice t o  determine the i n i  ti a1 feasi bil i ty  of the projects. 

In four of the c i t i e s  developing DHC systems, the anchor customers on the 
system will be HUD-assisted publ i c  housing projects, and when these systems 
are completed over 7,000 units of public housing will be served by modern DHC 
systems. The Office of Public and Indian Housing published a Notice t o  a l e r t  
publ i c housi ng authori t ies  (PHA'  s 1 t o  the possi bi'l i ti es for  connecting t o  
nearby planned or  existing DHC systems. The Notice encourages PHAs to  
cooperate w i t h  public and private developers of these systems t o  reduce 
project maintenance costs and 1 ower energy costs  through increased energy 
ef f i ci ency. 

HUD is also providing technical assistance t o  c i t i e s  t h a t  are developing 
d i s t r i c t  heating systems tha t  obtain the i r  energy from burn ing  municipal 
waste. Ten c i t i e s  w i t h  waste-to-energy systems were aided this year by 
technical assistance teams w i t h  experts i n  techno1 ogy, finance, organization, 
and ownership problems related t o  such systems. 

Promotion of Energy Awareness. In FY 1984, CPD j o i n e d  w i t h  two private sector 
coal i t i  ons o f  busi  ness associ a t i  ons , government agencies , 1 abor unions , 
u t i l  i t y  compani es, and consumer 1 eaders i n  a nationwi de campai gn call e d  
"Partners fo r  an Energy Efficient Tomorrow." The purpose of  the campaign was 
t o  heighten the public 's  awareness of the benefits of investing i n  energy 
ef f ici  ency. HUD di  ssemi nated i nf ormati on t o  an estimated 25,000 1 ocal and 
S ta t s  governments, real e s t a t e  industry associations, housing authorit ies,  and 
other groups. The ef fec t  of this e f f o r t  was multiplied when the cooperating 
organizations included i n  their publications material on how HUD programs are 
used t o  support local energy objectives. 

CPD also promoted awareness of the links between energy and economic 
development i n  the CDBG program by aiding ten loca l i t i e s  t o  document their 
energy and economic development s t ra teg ies  and t o  share their experiences a t  
1 ocal works hops. The act i  v i  ti es described by these communi ti es i ncl uded a 
wide range of energy conservation measures i n  buildings, d i s t r i c t  heating 
systems, and waste-to-energy projects. Boise, Idaho described the development 
of geothermal resources t o  promote economic devel opment opportuni t i e s  f o r  
prospective industries. Jamestown, N e w  York provided information about t h e i r  
comprehensive energy program, including their new p i lo t  d i s t r i c t  heating 
system that  they estimated saved more than 35 percent of previous annual 
energy costs. The second phase of this system, which is  to  be located i n  the 
downtown commercial area, will be supplemented by a CDBG Small Ci t ies  funded 
revol v i  ng 1 oan program operated by the James town Local Devel opment 
Corporati on. In addi ti on, the Chadacoi n Indus t r i  a1 Revi tal  i zati on Program, 
wh ich  i s  also assisted by CDBG Small Cities funds, provides energy assistance 
t o  firms i n  the greater Jamestown area. 

To promote bet ter  energy efficiency i n  property rehabi l i ta t ion funded by the 
CDBG and Rental Rehabil i ta t ion  Programs, roundtable discussions were convened 
i n  Chicago, N e w  York City, and Boston. The roundtables are the f i rs t  steps i n  
an i n i  ti a t i  ve t o  devel op cooperation among property owners, u t i l  i ti es, S ta te  
energy off ices ,  lenders and local property rehabi l i ta t ion s t a f f .  

I 
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Final 'ly, CPD furnished energy training t o  the Department's Envi  rormental , 
Renabilitation, UDAG, and Housing s t a f f  i n  Headquarters and the Field Offices 
to  familiarize them w i t h  ways HUD programs can be used t o  stem the flow of 
energy dollars o u t  of the local economy, cut  household heating and cooling 
expenses, stimulate economic development, and cut back waste of energy i n  
buildings. 

CDBG and UDAG Funding to  Improve Energy Efficiency. In the State  Block Grant 
Program, several s t a t e s  have developed s trategies  as part of an overall 
economic development strategy. The amount of CDBG funds the S ta te  awards 
recipients f o r  these energy ac t iv i t i e s  takes into consideration the 
community's energy management strategy. In Minnesota, $872,000 of State  CDBG 
funds has been awarded over a three-year period t o  Dul u t h  f o r  i t s  residential 
energy program, and i t  i s  estimated that  approximately $810,000 i n  cusnul a t i  ve 
savings have been realized to  date. In C h i 1  ton, Wisconsin, 40 percent of the 
S ta te  CDBG funds awarded for  housing rehabi l i ta t ion were spent on 
weatherization improvements and resulted i n  a 40-50 percent reduction i n  
energy expendi tures for  most househol ds. 

In the CDBG Entitlement program i n  FY 1982, the most recent year f o r  which 
expendi ture  i nformati on i s  avail abl e, communi t i e s  reported spendi ng over $1 2 
mil 1 ion for  programs tha t  are specifically i ntended to  promote energy 
efficiency i n  housing apart  from any other improvements that  also contribute 
to  energy conservation. 

Dur ing FY 1984, nine UDAG projects that  promote the use of hydropower or 
a1 coho1 fuel , or i ncl uded other energy-re1 a ted  components were announced. 
These projects received $18.7 million i n  UDAG funding and leveraged an 
additional $109.5 million i n  private funding. 

Interagency Agreements. Cooperative e f fo r t s  have resul ted i n  commitment of 
s ignif icant  Department of Energy ( D O E )  funding to  aid HUD grantees to  become 
more energy ef f ic ien t .  Following jo in t  meetings'between HUD and DOE, DOE has 
agreed t o  commit $250,000 i n  research funds i n  FY 1985 f o r  the study of energy 
efficiency i n  public and assis ted housing. Also as a r e su l t  of discussions 
w i t h  HUD, the  Department of Defense has published a Notice s ta t ing  t h a t  i t  is  
DOD policy t o  consider the needs of nearby communities when i t  engages t h i r d -  
party contractors to  provi de energy t o  i t s  i nsta'i 1 ations. T h i s  Notice states 
tha t ,  where possible, energy systems will be bu i l t  t o  sa t i s fy  the combined 
needs of the base and the surrounding comnunity. 

SECRETARY' S DISCRETIONARY FUND 

The Secretary's Discretionary Fund i s  authorized by Section 107 of the Housing 
and Comnunity Development Act of 1974 to provide a source of non-enti tl ement 
funding  fo r  special groups and projects. In FY 1984 the $66.2 million 
appropriation supported four programs. Sixty percent of these funds  was used 
t o  fund  the Community Development Block Grant Program (CUBG) for Indian Tribes 
and Alaska Natives; 31 percent f o r  the Technical Assistance Program; nine 
percent f o r  the Insular Area CDBG program; and l e s s  than one percent fo r  the 
Special Projects Program. 
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The CDBG Program f o r  Indian Tribes arid Alaskan Natives provides funding f o r  
. I T a n  1 ribes, bands, groups or nations i nc‘l uding A1 askan Indians, A1 euts 
Eskimos or  Alaskan Native vi l lages ,  e l i g i b l e  under T i t l e  I of the Indian Self-  
Determination and Education Assistance Act. In FY 1984, $39.7 mill ion was 
avai lable  fo r  use i n  this program and HUD awarded grants averaging $255,000 t o  
151 Tribes and vil lages.  O f  the to ta l  amount awarded grantees reported 
planning t o  use 40 percent f o r  in f ras t ruc ture ,  28 percent f o r  community 
f ac i l  i ti es, 15  percent fo r  economic development, 13  percent f o r  
rehabil i t a t i o n ,  and four percent f o r  other purposes. 

Of the $39.7 mill ion i n  grants awarded i n  FY 1984, nine million dol lars  were 
specif ical l y  earmarked by the Congress f o r  water and sewer act1 vi ti es i n 
support of Indian housing. These funds were awarded non-competitively on the 
basis  of current and immediate needs. 

Technical Assi stance (TA) Program. HUD uses the Technical Ass< stance 
component of the Secretary’s  Discretionary Fund t o  a s s i s t  part i  ci  pants i n  CPD- 
administered programs t o  acquire o r  improve their  s k i l l s  re la ted  t o  community 
and economic development a c t i v i t i e s .  In FY 1984, the program obligated a 
to ta l  of $19.6 mil l ion f o r  152 contracts  and grants. The areas se lected f o r  
g rea tes t  emphasis by the Secretary incl uded providing grantee assistance i n  
pl arini ng and undertaki ng economic devel opment a c t i v i t i e s  and addressi ng the 
spec i f ic  program needs of grantees i n  the S t a t e  and HUD-Administered Small 
Cities Programs. A s ign i f ican t  portion of the TA funds a l so  were earmarked 
f o r  projects  i n  His tor ical ly  B1 ack Col1 eges and Comnunity Development Work 
Study Projects.  Table 6-9 notes the d i s t r ibu t ion  of Section 107 Technical 
Assistance contracts  and grants i n  FY 1984 by funding categories. 

- ------ 
TAB LE-6-9 

DISTRIBUTION OF SECTION 107 TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
CONTRACTS AND GRANTS B Y  FUNDING CATEGORIES, FY 1984 

(Dollars i n  Millions) 

Category 
(General 1 

CDBG Small C i t i e s  
Work Study Programs 
Economic Development 
I31 ack Col 1 eges 
Energy 
Housi ng 
Total 

Contracts and Grants 
-7iKix Percent 
$5.u2 T 

5.00 25 
4.49 23 
2.32 12  
1.50 8 
.81 4 
.42 2 rn rn? 

- 
SDLIRCk : Department of Housing andm-eTopment, Comnunity 

P1 anni ng and Devel opment , Off ice of Program Pol icy Devel opment. 
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The Secretary a l so  gave p r i o r i t y  t o  the provision of technical assistance 
under Section 107 t o  minority groups and comnunities and emphasized the need 
t o  make as  much ass is tance a s  possible avai lable  through qual i f ied  minority 
or gani r a t i  ons. Approximately $4.4 mil 1 ion (23 percent) of a1 1 FY 1 984 
technical assistance funds were awarded fo r  provision of services through 
Black, Hispanic and Native American firms, organizations, universities, and 
colleges. Table 6-10 i l l u s t r a t e s  the d i s t r ibu t ion  of contracts and/or grants 
t o  minority organizations i n FY 1984. 

- 
TABLE 6-10 

SECTION 107 TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM CONTRACTS 
AND/OR GRANTS TO MINORITY ORGANIZATIONS, FY 1984 

(Dollars i n  Millions) 

Grants 
and Contracts 

Group 'Number Amount 
Black (non-college) 10 $2;1 
B1 ack Col 1 ege 

Projects 1 5  1.5 
Hispanic 1 .4 
Native American 1 .4 
Total 7T $-in 

Amount as  a 
Percentage of All: 

R E o r i  t y  T E t i  on lo /  
Contracts TA Contracts 
--TK--- 1-1%-- 

34 8 
9 2 
9 2 

1uo3% --2-3x 

SOURCE: Department o f  Housing and Urban Development, Community 
P1 anni ng and Devel opment, Office of Program Pol icy Devel opment. 

The CDBG Program f o r  Insular  Areas serves the V i r g i n  Islands,  Guam, the 
Commonweal t h  of Northern ?%irTXZ-Tslands, American Samoa and the Trust 
Te r r i t o r i e s  of the Pacif ic  f o r  funding CDBG e l i g i b l e  a c t i v i t i e s .  In  FY 1984 
HUD awarded grants t o t a l l i n g  $5.95 mil lion, d i s t r i b u t e d  a s  follows: $2 
mil l ion t o  the Trust Te r r i t o r i e s ;  $1.9 million t o  the Vi rg in  Islands; $1.55 
mil 1 ion t o  Guam; $400,000 t o  the Northern Marianas and $100,000 t o  American 
Samoa. Approximately three-quarters of these funds were used f o r  either 
p u b l i c  f a c i l i t i e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  water and sewer f a c i l i t i e s ,  ($2.3 mil l ion)  o r  
housing a c t i v i t i e s  ($1.8 mil l ion) .  Eleven percent of the funds ($628,000) are  
pl anned f o r  economic devel opment projects and the bal ance of the program funds 
($762,000) will be used t o  cover administration expenses. 

FAIR HOUSING AND EOUAL OPPORTUNITY 

INTRODUCTION 

T h i s  secti on identifies the Federal statutes and executi ve orders which  
prohi b i t  di scrimi nation on the grounds of race, col or ,  national o r i  g i  n, 
r e l ig ion ,  sex, age, and handicap appl icable  t o  CPD programs. I t  describes the 
sanct ions  f o r  noncompliance and ce r t i f i c a t i on ,  recordkeeping, and reporting 
requirements placed on CPD program grantees. I t  records the number of i n -  
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house moni tor i  n y  revi ews and on-si t e  moni tor i  ng act i  v i  ti es conducted by HUD 
FHEO Field Office s t a f f  i n  FY 1984 and the findings of those ac t iv i t i e s  by 
program area. Final ly,  i t describes re1 evant 1 egi sl a t i  ve changes and 
management i n i  ti a t i  ves. 

STATUTORY EfiA N DATE S 

Federal s ta tu tes  prohi bi t di  scrimi nati on i n programs and act i  v i  ti es receiving 
Federal assistance through grants, loans, or contracts on the ground of race, 
col or, nati onal ori g i  n ,  sex, age, or handicap. These prohi bi t i  ons against  
discrimination i n  program operations are contained i n  Section 109 of Tit le I ,  
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended; T i t l e  VI, C i v i l  
R i g h t s  Act o f  1964; Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended; 
and the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, as amended. 

Fair housing protections are  enumerated i n  T i t l e  VIII, C i v i l  R i g h t s  Act of 
1968, as amended. Nondiscrimination i n  Federal ly-owned, operated, or assis ted 
housing and i n  the practices of lending ins t i tu t ions  involving loans insured 
o r  guaranteed by the Federal Government i s  covered by Executive Orders 11063 
and 11246 as  amended. The two previous ci ta t ions a1 so prohibit discrimination 
based on re1 igion or  creed. 

Sectiori 3 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968, as amended, 
provides tha t ,  t o  the greatest  extent feasi bl e, t r a i  n i  ng  and employment 
opportuni ti es shall be made avail able t o  1 aver-income persons resi d i n g  w i t h i n  
the u n i t  of local government or the  metropolitan area (or nonmetropolitan 
county), i n  which the project i s  located. The section also requires tha t  
contracts be awarded to  businesses w i t h i n  these areas or owned i n  substantial 
part by area residents. 

SANCTIONS FOR NONCOMPLIANCE 

The s t a tu t e s  and Executive Orders referenced above apply to  a l l  CPD programs, 
grantees, and contractors, and each contains sanctions f o r  f a i lu re  t o  
comply. These sanctions range from referring the matter t o  the governor of a 
S ta te  or  the chief executive off icer  of the involved local jur isdict ion i n  an 
e f fo r t  t o  secure compl i ance; t o  termi nati ng, reduci ng, or 1 imi t i  ng the 
ava i lab i l i ty  o f  grant payments; t o  referral  of the matter t o  the Attorney 
General for  c ivi l  action; or t o  any other means authorized by law. CPD 
program grantees and contractors are  made aware of the i r  responsi b i l  i ti es t o  
comply w i t h  a1 1 appl i cab1 e nondi scrimi nati on requi rements through provisions 
i ncorporated i n  grant agreements and contracts. 

CERTIFICATION, RECORDKEEPING, AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

CPD program grantees, by law, are required t o  ce r t i fy  t o  HUD that  they will 
comply w i t h  T i t l e  VI and Title VIII and other applicable laws and tha t  they 
will affirmatively further f a i r  housing. In the UDAG program, such 
acknowledgements are i ncorporated i n  applications and i n  grant agreements. 
However, before a community which has been found t o  be el 1 gi  bl e t o  parti ci pate 
i n  the UDAG program can submit  i t s  i n i t i a l  application, i t  must be able to  
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demonstrate t h a t  i t  has achieved resul ts  i n  providing hous ing  t o  low- and 
moderate4 ncome persons and i n provi d i n g  equal opportunity i n  housing and 
empl oyment t o  1 ow- and moderate- i ncome persons and members of mi nori ty  groups. 

All grantees are  required to  maintain records t o  permit a determination of 
compl i ance act i  v i  ti es. This requi rement a1 so appl i es t o  communi ti es which 
receive assistance through the State-Admi nistered Small Ci t ies  CDBG Program. 

I n  addi ti on t o  the above cer t i f ica t ion  and recordkeepi ng requirements, CDBG 
entitlement cornunities must prepare and submit t o  HUD a Housing Assistance 
Plan ( H A P ) .  T h i s  Plan, i n  addition t o  other provisions, must include 
estimates of housing assistance needs of 1 ower-i ncme persons currently 
residing i n  the community, by tenure type and by household type, for  a l l  
households to  be displaced by public action, and, where information i s  
avail abl e, by private action duri  ng the three-year program. Such estimates 
also must be provided f o r  lower-income minority households. The H A P  must 
identify the special housing needs of handicapped persons and any other 
speci a1 housing needs of particul ar groups of 1 ower-i ncme househol d s  i n the 
community, such as  Black, Hispanic, or other minority households. 

Entitlement grantees also are  required t o  submi t  t o  HUD an annual performance 
report. T h i s  report must include, a t  a minimum, the following components 
relat ing t o  f a i r  housing and equal opportunity: (1) the percentage of the 
total  number of househol ds/persons directly assis ted by racial/ethnic group 
and the percentage of households direct ly  assisted t h a t  were headed by a 
female; ( 2 )  a description of i t s  actions d u r i n g  the year t o  affirmatively 
fur ther  f a i r  housing, in conformance w i t h  i t s  cer t i f ica t ion;  ( 3 )  an account of 
di spl acement/rel ocati on of househol ds affected as a resul t o f  program 
a c t i v i t i e s  by racial/ethnic group. Also, t h i s  report  must include data on 
where d i s p l  acees re1 ocate. 

Provisions i n  T i t l e  I of the Act p r o h i b i t  discrimination i n  any program or 
ac t iv i ty  funded i n  whole or  i n  part w i t h  CDBG funds. A recipient 's  h i r i n g  and 
employment practices i n  operating units which carry out ac t iv i t i e s  funded i n  
whole or  i n  p a r t  w i t h  CDBG funds must be nondiscriminatory. Entitlement 
communi ti es are  requi red t o  col1 ect  and report empl oyment i nformati on on thei r 
departments arid agencies. 

UDAG grantees are  required t o  report  semi-annually to  HUD on the progress they 
are  making i n  meeting a project ' s  planned benefits. These include employment 
of minority persons and the number and value of contracts and subcontracts 
awarded t o  m i  nori ty-owned f i  rms. 

MONITORING CONPLAINTS AND COMPLIANCE REVIEWS - FY 1984 

I t  i s  the responsibil i ty of HUD's Fair  Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) 
F i e l d  Office s t a f f  t o  monitor CPD grantees for compliance w i t h  c ivi l  rights 
and equal opportunity requi rements. T h i s  moni tor i  ng is  conducted a t  two 
1 eve1 s--i n- house and on-si te. A fundamental component of FHEO' s moni tor i  ng 
strategy since FY 1982 has been one of off- si te  monitoring which requires 
greater emphasis by FHEO f i e l d  s t a f f  on the in-house review of grantee 
information. To the extent possible, on-site reviews are made only where 
necessary rather  than as a regularly scheduled event, and focus on clearly 
ident i f ied  problems. However, on-site visits must be used when in-house 
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reviews alone cannot assure tha t  grantees are complying w i t h  a l l  civil rights 
s tatutory and regul atory requirements. The more i ntensi ve s i t e  vi s i t s  are 
also necessary i n  recent programs such as the State CDBG and Rental 
Rehabil i ta t ion Programs. 

The admi n i  s t r a t i  ve record of performance revi ews and any def i ci enci es i t 
contains becomes the basis f o r  the review of the civi l  rights cer t i f icat ions 
submitted by CDBG prograin grantees w i t h  the Final Statement prior t o  grant 
award. The review of the cer t i f ica t ion  is c r i t i ca l  for  assuring civil  rights 
protections, especially i n  the absence of an application which is  subject t o  
HUD review and approval. I n  FY 1984, FHEO challenged 16 CPD grantees' 
cer t i f ica t ions  based upon t h e i r  review of the grantee's records fo r  the past  
year. I t  was a primary objective of FHEO i n  FY 1984 to  ensure t h a t  the 
Department's g ran t  deci si ons were based upon i nformed and documented judgments 
regarding a grantee's conformance w i t h  applicable civi l  rights laws. 

The following table  shows the number of FHEO in-house reviews and on-site 
monitoring visits conducted during FY 1984 f o r  CPD programs. 

FHEO MONITORING ACTIVITY BY CPD PROGRAM, 
FY 1984 

Def i ci enci es 
CPD I n-House On-Si t e  Identified as a 
Program Reviews V i  s i  ts Result of rtlonitoring -- --- 
CDBG Entitlement 580 4 74 
COBG Jobs Bill 28 124 
CDBG State-admi nistered 

Small Ci t ies  34 33 
CDBG HUD-admi nistered 

Small Cities: 
- Sing1 e Purpose 106 67 

UDAG 194 378 
Secretary's 

- Comprehensi ve 246 202 

D i  sc re t i  onary 0 2 
Total -mB rn 

135 
1 5  

0 

5 
21 
71 

2 
249 
- 

SOUR CE: 
- U . S .  Depar tmenmWusi  n g  and Urban Devel opment, 

Assi s tant  Secretary for  Fair Housi ng and Equal Opportunity, Off ice 
of Management and F i  el d Coordination. 

For the CDBG E n t i  t l  ement program, of the 135 f i n d i  ngs of deficiency resul ti ng 
from FY 1984 monitoring, 21 percent were related t o  f a i r  housing actions, 19 
percent i nvol ved benefits t o  mi nori ti es, seven percent deal t wi t h  grantee 
empl oyment practi ces, w i t h  the bal ance re1 ated to  employment, minority 
busi ness, re1 ocati on, and program admi nis t rat i  on. The 15  f i n d i  ngs noted for  
the Jobs Bill covered minority employment by grantees and contractors, 
m i  nori t y  bus1 ness and recordkeepi ng. For the HUD-Admi ni stered Small Citi es 
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program (Single Purpose and Comprehensive combined), of the 26 findings, 35 
percent i nvol ved benefits t o  mi nori t ies,  23 percent in grantee and contractor 
employment, and the remainder, Section 3 employment and program 
administration. Monitoring of UDAG grantees identified 71 deficiencies of 
which 58 percent were related t o  minority employment, 23 percent t o  miriority 
entrepreneurship, seven percent t o  f a i r  housing, and the res t  in citizen 
parti ci pa t i  on, re1 ocati on, and admi ni s t ra t i  on. 

FHEO Regional Office staff  a1 so conduct in-depth compliance reviews. Such 
reviews are carried o u t  for several reasons: field office monitoring results, 
contract condit ions,  number o f  grantee activi t ies,  types of grantee 
acti vi ti es, grantee si ze, si ze of mi nori t y  popul a t i  on, and general know1 edge 
of grantee civil rights problems. There were 56 compliance reviews opened 
related t o  the CDBG Entitlement program, and 47 were closed. For the State- 
Admi nistered CDBG Small Cities program 26 compl i ance revi ews were i ni t i  ated 
and 27 closed du r ing  FY 1984. During FY 1984, FHEO's Office o f  HUD Program 
Compliance received 85 CDBG complaints and 93 were closed from t h a t  year o r  
from previous years. 

As an exampl e of the resul t s  of a compliance agreement, two civil rights 
complaints were f i led  aga ins t  a city in the Midwest alleging racial 
discrimination i n  the administration of Federally funded programs. 
Specifically, the complaint alleged that  the city was not utilizing minority 
contractors. As a resul t  of HUD's review and successful negotiations with the 
city, the percentage of minority contractor participation with the ci ty 
increased from two percent t o  twenty percent. 

Dur ing  FY 1984, there were 21 c i t i es  applying f o r  the f i r s t  time for UDAG 
e l ig ibi l i ty  which were found ineligible because they h a d  not  had demonstrated 
resul ts i n  providing housing and employment t o  persons of low- and moderate- 
i ncome and t o  mi nori t y  persons based on FHEO revi ew and recommendati ons. 
Eleven were found ineligible on the ground of fai l ing t o  provide equal 
empl oymerit opportunity, eight were re1 ated t o  housi ng, and two invol ved both  
categories. 

LEGISLATIVE CHANGES 

The Housing and Urban-Rural Recovery Act of 1983 incorporated a number of 
changes related t o  FHEO requirements i n  CPD programs. These include a 
requi rement t h a t ,  i n  addi t i  on t o  CDBG grantees admi ni s teri  ng thei r program i n 
compliance with Ti t le  VIII, they must also certify t o  affirmatively further 
f ai r housi ng. 

In respect t o  the State-Administered Small Cities CDBG program, the 1983 
Amendments provide that  any activity conducted by units of general local 
government with State a1 1 ocated grants shall be subject t o  the appl icabl e 
provisions of Ti t le  I and other Federal laws in the same manner and t o  tne 
same extent as act iv i t ies  conducted w i t h  E n t i  t l  ement grants. 

b? 

r 

The 1983 Amendments also require the Department t o  establish uniform 
recordkeepi ng,  reporti ng, and a u d i t i n g  requirements for  the State B1 ock Grant 
Program after  consulting with national associations o f  States and Small 
Cities. A group consisting of representatives frcm CPD, FHEO and OGC i n  
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addition t o  representati ves from eight national associations was formed by the 
Department t o  meet this requirement. The final format fo r  reporting by the 
States  of FHEO compl i awe i nformati on has not yet been es tab1 i shed. 

FY 1984 MANAGEMENT INITIATIVES ,I 

During FY 1984, FHEO in i t i a t ed  a number of assessments designed t o  improve the 
manner in  which i t  car r ies  out i t s  responsibi l i t ies  i n  respect t o  CPD 
programs. 

Section 109 Compliance Review Procedures. In FY 1984, FHEO's Office of HUD 
Program C o m p l i a n c e T t T a w  a project t h a t  will a s s i s t  i n  developing 
procedures f o ~  conducti ng compl i ance revi ews and compl ai n t  i nves ti gati ons i n 
the CDBG program. The  Office focused on HUD-Administered Small Ci t ies  by 
targeting small c i t i e s  i n  Maryland that  have his tor ies  of civil  rights 
problems and racial ly  ident i f iab le  public housing. Information will be gained 
on the a b i l i t y  o f  targeting c r i t e r i a  t o  identify c i t i e s  w i t h  c iv i l  rights 
problems, on remedies tha t  are  successful i n  correcting violations of c ivi l  
rights laws in  small c i t i e s ,  and on the possible use of CDBG money t o  a i d  i n  
desegregation ef for t s .  The Mary1 and Project will continue i nto FY 1986 w i t h  
the appl ica t i  on of approaches devel oped i n  the HUD-Admi nistered Program t o  the 
CDBG E n t i  t l  ement and State-Admi nistered Small Cities Programs. 

Data Col 1 ect i  on and Reporti ng on CDBG Grantee Empl oyment Informati on. To 
l e s s e n  grantee burden, the Off i c e  o f  Management and Budget recomnenm tha t  
FHEO enter in to  an Interagency Agreement w i t h  the Equal Empl oyment Opportunity 
Commission to  use a modification of t h e i r  State  and Local Government 
I nf ormati on Form t o  col 1 ec t  empl oyment i nformati on on Grantee departments and 
agencies to  be used i n  monitoring CDBG recipients. FHEO i n i t i a t e d  a process 
of d i rec t  mailing o f  the modified form to departments and agencies 
participating i n  the previous year to  ensure a r a p i d  response. A survey was 
conducted t o  obtain responses on this new procedure. 

FHEO developed reports from data coll ected from grantee departments and 
agencies on fu l l -  and part-time employees and new hires by j o b  categories, 
average sal ar ies ,  race/ethnicity and by gender. These reports were 
dis t r ibuted t o  Fie1 d Offices and technical assi stance was provided on analyses 
f o r  their use i n  monitoring of CDBG grantees. 

FHEO Guide t o  S ta t i s t i ca l  Information on Data Sources and System. FHEO 
GKlXi'Zk t o  have HUD and non-HUD d ata  systems and resources ident i f ied f o r  
use by FHEO s ta f f  i n  their monitoring, compliance review, and assessment 
ac t iv i t i e s .  The ac t iv i ty  resulted i n  two FHEO technical assistance documents; 
a Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity Guide t o  S ta t i s t i ca l  Information i n  Data 
Sources and Systems; and i t s  Appendix. 

The Guide i s  a descriptive compendium of sources of s t a t i s t i c s  and other 
factual data relevant t o  issues associated w i t h  f a i r  housing and equal 
opportunity. The Appendix t o  the Gui  de contai ns addi t i  onal i nformati on and 
materials re lat ing t o  the 22 sources described i n  the Guide providing detailed 
descri p t i  ve i nf ormati on on the sources, thei r data products and servi ces, 
their forms and formats, and samples of reports. 

M 
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These technical assistance documents were sent t o  HUD f i e ld  s t a f f  i n  September 
1984 f o r  t h e i r  information and use i n  assisting CDBG recipients t o  conform 
w i t h  ci v i  1 ri g h t s  requi rements. 

Headquarters Technical assistance for Fie1 d Staff .  I n  June 1984 Headquarters 
I- HE0 conducted training fo r  bhL0 I- i e l d  s t a f f  on civi l  rights requirements i n  
the State CDBG Program. Participants included FHEO s ta f f  from each HUD Office 
w i t h  responsibili ty f o r  managing the State  program. The major purpose of the 
training was: 

o t o  provide FHEO s ta f f  w i t h  an understanding of the philosophy 
and Federal requirements, and 

o t o  improve skills of FHEO s ta f f  i n  carrying o u t  t he i r  
responsi b i l  i t i e s ,  focusing on rendering techni cal assistance and 
revi ewi ng c ivi l  r ights performance. 

Staff from H U D ' s  Office of CPD and the National Governors' Association also 
participated a s  guest lecturers.  

Grants awarded t o  States and ci t i  es for  rehabi 1 i t a t i  on of rental properti es, 
authorized by the 1983 Act, provided another opportunity for  HUD t o  
a f f  irmati vely further f a i r  housi ng. State and 1 ocal governments develop 
procedures for  affirmatively marketing vacant units i n rehabil i ta ted  projects 
t o  persons not l ike ly  t o  apply wi thout  special outreach. To implement this 
program quickly and effectively,  steps were taken t o  assure t h a t  FHEO s ta f f  
could  adequately carry out the i r  c ivi l  rights review responsibili t ies w i t h o u t  
unnecessarily delaying grant awards. Headquarters FHEO s t a f f  provided written 
gui  dance on review o f  aff irmati ve marketi ng procedures and made technical 
assistance visits t o  f ive  regional c i t i e s .  r 

I 

UDAG Program-Generated Empl oyment and Minority Busi ness Assessment. FHEO 
f i e l d  s taf f  h ave responsibility for  reviewing applications fo r  affirmative 
action goals i n  number and types of minority-jobs and the dollar goals for  
minority entrepreneurship. After the project is underway, s t a f f  monitor the 
grantee and the project on the extent t o  which the program generates minority 
empl oyment and m i  nori t y  contracts and contract do1 1 ars. 

In FY 1984 FHEO carried o u t  an assessment t o  determine the extent t o  which: 
(1) UDAG projects achieved program-generated employment and minority business 
contracts and contract dollars,  and ( 2 )  FHEO application reviews and 
moni to r ing  a f fec t  the level of project performance. 

Rental Rehabil i t a t i  on Assessment. A major program requi rement i n the Rental 
Rehabil i ta t ion  program is tha t  vacant units be affirmatively marketed t o  
persons that are  l-east l ike ly  t o  apply because of race, ethnicity, sex of 
household head, age or  source of income. Grantees must submit t o  HUD 
i nformati on descri bi  ng ac t i  ons pl anned for  meeti ng the aff irmati ve marketi ng 
requirements. These submissions are due a f t e r  HUD pub1 ishes the notification 
o f  Rental Rehabilitation grant amounts. The submission must be reviewed and 
approved by HUD Field s t a f f  before the grantee can receive program funds. 
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FHEO's Program Eva luat ion  D i v i s i o n  undertook a study o f  the Rental 
Rehabil i t a t i o n  Program's f i  r s t  round's a f f i  rmat i  ve market ing rev! ew process t o  
i d e n t i f y  whether c i t y  and urban county grantees were experiencing probl  ems 
w i t h  t h e  a f f i r m a t i v e  market ing requirements. The study r e s u l t s  a ided FHEO 
managers and p o l i c y  makers i n  determining whether changes are  needed i n  the  
a f f i r m a t i v e  market ing requirements and i n  developing technical  assistance 
programs f o r  the  second round o f  program funding. 

The study a l so  addressed d i f f j c u l t i e s  which FHEO s t a f f  had i n  c a r r y i n g  o u t  
t h e i  r review f u n c t i  ons. I t  f u r t h e r  i denti  f i e d  methods proposed by grantees 
f o r  imp1 ementing and assessing the  Program's a f f i r m a t i v e  market ing 
requirements. These served as a bas is  f o r  t he  Rental R e h a b i l i t a t i o n  Program 
A f f i  rmat i  ve Market ing Guide development by t h e  Program Standards D i  v i  s ion  f o r  
program p a r t i  c i  pan t ' s  use i n desi gni ng a f  f i rmat i  ve market i  ng submi ss i  ons and 
f o r  F i e l d  S t a f f  t o  a s s i s t  them i n  rev iewing these submissions. k 
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NOTES 

Other references governing Minority Business Enterprise i n  HUD are: (1) 
Executive Order 11625, dated October 13, 1971, (prescribing a National 
Program for  Minority Busi ness Enterprise); ( 2 )  the Secretari a1 
Designation of Responsibility w i t h  Respect t o  Minority Business 
Enterprise, 40 FR 26053, dated June 20, 1975; (3 )  Public Law 95-507, 92 
STAT. 760, Approved October 24, 1978 (Authorizing the Creation of the 
Office of Small and Disaavantaged Business Util ization i n  H U D ) ;  and ( 4 )  a 
Directive from the President, dated September 17, 1981, committing the 
Admi n i  s t r a t i  on t o  expand devel opment and encouragement o f  m i  nori ty  
business. 
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FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTIOM GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UOAG Pr iva te  Public Total N e w  Housing Local Tax 

Revenue S t a t @  and Ctty - PraJec t Descrf p t i  on Do1 1 ar  s Investment Do1 1 ars  Jabs Units - 

Addison Flnanclal ass is tance t o  manu- $256,000 $1,679,275 $0 350 0 $61.01 9 
factur ing capany  t o  help i n  
development of moblle home 
construction plant. 

Annf s ton Second mortgage loan t o  devel- 185,000 907,450 0 35 0 4,000 
oper to a s s i s t  i n  adaptive 
reuse o f  theater  a5 canmercial 
o f f  1 ce space. 

s t ruc t lon  of housing u n l t s  f o r  
law- t o  moderate-income house- 
h01 d ~ .  

Auburn Second mortgage loans f o r  con- 1,402,772 3,550,639 0 0 113 16,798 

Bessemer Flnanclal ass is tance to indus- 110,Ooo 468,776 13,700 30 0 7,035 
t r i a l  fiwn to help acquire and 
renovate four d i lapidated 
buildings for  use a s  pipe- 
coating plant,  storage 
f a c i l i t y ,  and corporate 
off  ices 

Blrminghm Flnanclal assistance to  devel- 240, OOO 949,500 0 35 0 
oper to  be used touards cm- 
p le te  res tora t ion of h l s t o r i c  
Pythlan Building and make 
leasable  space available.  

12,543 



FISCAL Y€AR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Project Des t r i p t i  on - State and CJty 

NABAM4 (Cont ino id 

0 imi ngham 

8 i m i  n g h a  

Bimi nghm 

B i rn inghm 

0 ther Estimated Estimated Es t lma ted 
Total New Housing Local Tax Pub1 i c  

Do1 1 ars - Jabs Unl t s  Revenue 
UDPG Pr ivate 

Dol l  irs Investment -- 

Financial assistance t o  devel- $450,000 $1,860,905 $0 57 0 $22,550 
oper t o  help acqulrc and 
renovate bui ld lng f o r  lease 
as of f ice space. 

Financial assistance t o  devel- 312,100 2,432,629 0 82 0 49,214 
oper to help construct r e t a i l  
space, pedestri an walkways and 
parking deck plus renovate 
f i r s t  f l oo r  o f  Ckdical Arts 
Bui lding t o  integrate i t  with 
new complex. 

Financial assistanct t o  help 518,000 3,149,451 
developtr reopen and rev i  t a l i z e  
steel fabricat ion plant plus 
construction o f  addit ion to  
ex is t ing f a c i l i t y  and pur- 
chase of new capi ta l  equipnent. 

Financial assistanct t o  devel- 
oper t o  help acquire and reno- 
vate h l s to r l c  bui ldings as 
o f f f ce  space. 

400,000 2,035,300 

0 31 6 0 34,200 

0 66 0 21,005 
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FISCAL YEAP. 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Project Descrl pt l  on - State and ’ U t y  

Birmingham 

Fort Payne 

Huntsv f 11 e 

Tall assee 

West B1 oc ton 

Financial asslstance t o  steel 
fabricatfon company to help 
construct new “me1 ti ng“ 
f ac i l i t y  and purchase new 
capital equipment. 

Law-Interest loan t o  devel- 
oper t o  h e l p  finance slte 
Improvement for  shopping 
center expansion. 

Flnanclal assistance t o  company 
to  help construct p r in t ed  c i r c u i t  
board nanufacturlng plant and 
purchase capital equfpment. 

Flnanclal asslstance to  company 
to  help construct plant t o  
manufacture airframe parts. 

Financlal assistance to  developer 
to  help bulld an aluminum dump- 
t r a i l e r  manufacturlng fac i l l  ty  
on a 15-acre s l t e .  

UDAG 
Do1 1 ars -- 

$710,000 

315,000 

850,000 

1 ,OOo,m 

105,000 

Private 
I nvestmment 

$12,877,643 

2,929,008 

16,768,889 

1 9,955 .m 

490,628 

A-3 

Other Es tfma ted Estlma ted 
Public Total New Housing 
Do1 lars Unl tS - Jabs - 

$0 48 0 

0 128 0 

0 500 0 

0 400 0 

16,000 35 0 

Estimated 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$102.31 7 

20,400 

66,350 

52,200 

400 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and C i tv  Pro lect  DescriDtion 

E l  Mirage 

Moga 1 es 

Nogal es 

Nogales 

South 
Tucson 

loan t o  developers t o  help 
construct 250-room hote l  and 
convention center complex I n  
p r i na r i  l y  Hispanlc-American 
c m u n  i ty . 
loan t o  water-meter manufactur- 
i ng  campany to  ass ls t  I n  
expansion of i t s  ex is t ing  
p lan t  and I n s t a l l  new equlp- 
ment . 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
WAG Prlvate Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Jobs Unl t s  Revenue - Dollars rnvestment Dol lars  -- 

$4 , 584,500 $1 5,990,998 $290,000 286 0 $1 34,773 

310,000 995,900 

Financial asslstance to  agricul-  157 ,000 611,315 
t u ra l  produce Importing company t o  
help construct and equip of f ice and 
warehouse f a c i l i t y  f o r  expansion o f  
produce, pa l le t ing  and shipping 
operations. 

Loan t o  company t o  help finance 
pa r t  o f  expanslon o f  i t s  wir ing- 
harness assembly operation by 
paying b u l l  ding cons truc t l o n  
and machincry costs. 

175,000 795,537 

Financial asslstance t o  developer 1,315,000 7,358,443 
to  help construct a factory- 
ou t l e t  mal l  w l t h  parking slots. 

A-4 

0 

0 

0 

35 0 11,243 

20 0 7,614 

57 0 9,146 

0 260 0 2,755 



FISCAL YEAR 1904 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and Ci ty  

ARlfONA (Continued) 

- Project Description 

South Financial assistance t o  shipping- 
Tucson crate manufacturing company t o  

he1 p f I nance consol I da ti on/ 
expansion t o  a new f a c i l i t y .  

to help expand i t s  e lec t r i ca l -  
equl pmen t manufacturing fac 11 i t y  
and purchase equipment. 

Financial assistame to help devel- 
opcr rehab i l i  ta te and convert 
hotel i n  Packet-of-Poverty area 
f o r  o f f i c e  and canmercial use. 

Loan t o  manufacturing company 
to  ass is t  i n  construction o f  
a l f a l f a  processing f a c i l l t y  
and acquisi t ion o f  equipment. 

South Financial assistance t o  company 
Tucson 

Tuc son 

We1 1 ton 

frlrmsnn Loan t o  manufacturing company 
f o r  purchase o f  industvial  
wod-working equipment for  
start-up o f  sewlng machine 
cabi net-making factory. 

UDAG Private 
Do1 1 ars Investment -- 

$1 85,000 $966,825 

1,410,000 6,324,212 

425 ,OOO 1,805,500 

700,000 3,207,000 

280,000 693,568 

A-5 

Other Estlma ted Estimated Estimated 
Pub1 f c Total New Housfng Local Tax 
Do1 1 ars Jobs Unlts . Revenue - 

$292,000 18 0 $388 

0 260 0 846 

112,500 145 0 64,800 

0 45 0 37,800 

0 127 0 4,468 



Lawndale 

I 

State and City 

CALIFORNIA 

Corning 

E t na  

Eureka 

Fort Oragg 

FISCAL YEAR 1384 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated 
UDRG P r iva t e  Pub1 lc Total N e w  Houslng 

Unl ts 
__. 

Jobs Do1 1 a rs  - Doll m-s Investment -- Project Descripti on - 

Second mortgage loan t o  developer $700,000 $3,189,000 so 150 0 
to help construct a truck stop 
w i t h  24-hour service, repalr,  
ea t ing and entertainment 
f acil  i ties. 

oper/contractor to assist In 
construction of  20-room motel 
and conmercial center. 

construct hote l  and related 
meeting, recreation, off ice 
and retail f ac i l i t i e s .  

Second mortgage loan to  limited 922,OOO 3,990,145 0 150 0 
partnership to  assist i n  con- 
struction o f  retail center. 

Second mortgage loan t o  devel- 167,000 494 ,Ooo 0 20 0 

Loan to developer to help 3,493,000 12,177,000 1,022,OOO 31 1 0 

Loan t o  developer t o  help re- 8,060,000 37,348 ,OOO 0 1,143 0 
develop an agfng, largely vacant 
shopplng center and two adjacent 
department stores i n t o  a new 
shopping mall w i t h  parking 
fac l l  i ttcs. 

A-6 

Es t h a  ted 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$1 34,000 

8,283 

416,000 

42,384 

240,000 

, 1 



FISCAL YEAR 984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACVION GRANT AWARDS 

State  and Citr Project bescriptlon 

CALIFORNIA (Continued) 

Monrovia 

Oak1 and 

San Franc I sco 

San Francisco 

San Francisco 

Financial assistance t o  developer 
to  help construct a 205-room 
hotel with restaurant,  lounge, 
and meeting room space. 

Financial assistance to  minority 
developers to  restore relocated 
his tor ic  Victorian buildings 
and construct new buildlngs for  
off ice and restaurant space. 

Second mortgage loan t o  developer 
to a s s i s t  i n  construction of 
i ndus tri a1 condomi n i  m. 

Financial assistance t o  developer 
to help renovate vacant brewery 
in to  off ice and sales  display 
area, and construct three addi- 
tional f loors  and a 155-space 
parking garage. 

Financial assistance to coffee 
processing company t o  help acquire, 
renovate, and relocate t o  under-  
u t i  1 Ired industrlal faci 11 ty  . 

UDAG 
Do? 1 ars -- 

$998,585 

1,950,000 

1 ,000,000 

2,945,500 

558,000 

Private 
Investment 

$1 1,471,650 

6,835,531 

5,655,000 

15,469,677 

3,099,315 

A-7 

Other 
Pub1 Ic 
Do? 1 a rs  

$629,765 

2,110,Ooo 

750,000 

192,000 

0 

Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Total New Housing Local Tax 

Jobs Unl ts Revenue - 

148 0 $31 2,875 

209 0 120,820 

195 0 127,000 

395 0 351,846 

50 560 44 0 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URRAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWAROS 

Other Estlmated Estimated Estlmated 
UORG Private Pub1 i c  Total N e w  Housing Local Tax 

State and Ci ty  Project Oescrl p t lon  Dol lars Investment Dol lars Jobs Unl ts  Revenue 

COLORAW 

- 

Canon Cfty Financial assistance t o  l a c a l  $1 87,710 $620,737 so 65 0 $5.390 
manufacturer t o  he1 p construc t 
an expansion t o  ex ls t ing  f a c i l i t y  
i n  Industr ia l  park and purchase 
capl ta l  equlpnent. 

t o  help renovate h i s to r i c  dawn- 
tawn hotel and convert structure 
i n t o  apartment un l ts  f o r  the 
e lder ly  plus a small amunt o f  
carmercial space. 

Mani tau Second mrtgage loan t o  developer 274 ,OOO 983,000 0 11 0 12,321 
Springs 

40 0 8,453 

0 300 0 350,000 

Rocky Ford Financial asslstance to  frozen 145,680 564,042 300,000 
food manufacturfng campany t o  
help expand exis t ing f a c i l f t y ,  
purchase and i n s t a l l  new 
capi ta l  equlpnent. 

CONNECTICUT 

Brldgeport Loan to  developer to  p a r t i a l l y  4,750,000 14,433,000 
fund construction o f  240-roan 
hotel and conference center 
w l  th 400-car parking structure. 

A-8 

I 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and City 

CONNECTICUT (Cmtlhueb) 

Pr6jec t bescr i  p t i  on 

B r i  dgcport 

Hart ford 

Jewett Clty 

New Haven 

Putnam 

Financial  assistance t o  moving 
and storage campany to purchase 
and i n s t a l l  equlpment t o  he lp  
i n  expansion. 

Below-market r a t e  second mrtgage 
loans t o  purchase newly renovated 
condominium unl ts .  

Financial  assistance t o  developer 
to help assemble and renovate 
two properties. Pro ject  t o  
include a pharmacy, cinema, 
two medical o f f i ces  and k o  
general of f ices. 

Financial  assistance t o  developer 
to help construct a Class A 
o f f i c e  bu i ld ing  and parking 
f a c i l i t y  i n  the Long Wharf urban 
renewal area. 

Financial  assistance t o  developer 
t o  help renovate vacant, h i s t o r i c  
school bui 1 ding 1 n t o  market-rate 
housing uni ts.  

UDAG 
Do1 1 arl; 

$250 ,OOO 

810,Ooo 

145,000 

6 , ~ , O o o  

235,000 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Pr ivate Pub1 i c  Total New Houslng Local Tax 

Jobs Uni ts  Revenue Investment Dol lars  - 

$938,800 $0 42 0 $36,974 

2,271,200 0 0 54 100,350 

629,523 0 25 0 3,646 

48,484,050 

770,400 760,000 

0 828 0 877,996 

A-9 

1 26 9,735 



FISCAL YEAR 1384 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estlmated Estimated 
UDAG Prlvate Pub1 I c  Total N e w  Houslng Local Tax 

State and C l ty  - Project Deserl p t f  on Dotlars Investment Dol lars Jobs Unl t s  Revenue 

CONNECTICUT (Con tf nued I 
- 

Thamas ton 
TOWl 

Wllmlngton 

W I  In1 ng ton 

$32,600 Loan t o  corporation t o  help pro- S283,5QO $5,311 ,OOO so 60 0 
vide pa r t i a l  f lnamlng  f o r  the 
addlt lon of new space I n  ex ls t lng  
f a c l l l t y  to house a new process 
f o r  the mnufacturlng o f  
lead c l rcu f  t boards. 

Loans t o  help  provlde a por t ion o f  97,335 270,000 80,Ooo 
rehah i l l  ta t l on  f Inancing f o r  
substandard homes occupled by 
low-Income f a d  11cs. 

Flnanclal ssslstance t o  developer 9,300,000 32,696,273 0 
t o  help construct 14-story dawn- 
town o f f l c e  bul ld lng with parking 
f a c i l l t y  f o r  500 cars. 

Financial ssslstance t o  developer 1,524,OOO 5,290,215 0 
t o  help construct a nelghborhood 
shopping complex. 

n-io 

0 33 71 3 

734 0 453,628 

160 0 77,263 



Pmjec t Descri pa! on - State and City 

DELAWRE (Contlnuedl 

- 

Wilrnington Financial assistance to  bank 
to help develop a new data 
processing and operations 
f a c i l i t y  with 150 parking 
spaces on a vacant s i t e  i n  
the central  business dis- 
t r l c t .  

Wilmlrtgton Financial assistance tD non- 
p m f i t  job t ra in ing and 
sheltered workshop organiza- 
t i on  t o  help develop new 
f a c i l i t y  f o r  physically 
and mentally handicapped 
persons. 

FISCAL YEAR 19134 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estlmated Estimated 
UDAG Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Jobs Unl t s  Revenue - Do1 1 a r f  fnvestment Dot1 ars 

$0 200 0 $1 29,790 S2,500,000 $10,327 ,OOO 

600,000 1,842,740 150,000 

DISTRICT b 
COCVFWfll 

Washington Financial assistance to devel- 2,650,000 16,591,653 
oper t o  help construct a shop- 
ping center i n  northeast 
section of City. 

A-11 

0 

80 

359 

0 10,700 

0 2,346,398 



FISCAL YEAR 1904 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
WAG Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

State and City Pmjet t Description -- Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Unlts Revenue 

FLORIDA 
- 

be Funiak Law-interest loan tb canpany t o  $170,000 $689,933 so 104 0 $8,227 
Spti ngs help bu i ld  a new manufacturing 

f a c i l i t y  i n  City 's industr ia l  
park. 

t o  pa r t i a l l y  flnance constructlon 
of 9-story o f f i ce  building. 

Tribe to  help construct a 150- 
man m t e l  and a separate 
restaurant f a c i l i t y  seating 
306, on t r i b a l l y - m e d  land. 

M i  a d  Financial assistance t o  developer 1,407,306 6,378,078 0 360 0 220,382 

Semi no1 e Flnancial assistance t o  Indian 1,930,000 8,724,002 0 275 0 0 
Tribe of 
Florlda 

GEORGIA 

A t 1  anta Financial assistance t o  help 
grocery chain demolish a sub- 
standard store and construct a 
mdern food stbre. 

275,000 4,304,004 0 

Atlanta Financial assistance to  developer 600,000 2,293,766 100,OOO 
t o  help construct a shopplng 
center i n  Bedford Pine area o f  
tk city. 

A-12 

1 

97 0 118,755 

80 0 33,824 

ir 



FISCAL E A R  1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACf ION GRANT AWARDS 

I UDAG 
Do1 1 ars State and Clty 

GEORGIA (Contlnuedl 

P i d j  Ct t Destr 1 p t l  on 

Atlanta Financial assistance t o  devel- $lO,OOO,OOO 
oper t o  klf renovate and 
expand 01 d underground 
Atlanta" wi th rehabi l l ta t ion 
and new construction o f  r e t a i l  
and off ice space plus public 
inprovemento Including two 
park 1 ng garages. 

oper t o  help construct an of f ice 
complex to  house several research 
and development concerns. 

finance high-rise apartment 
dwelling conslstlng o f  Wo- 
bedroom, two-bathtom units. 

Brunmi ck Financial assistance t o  investors 820 ,OOO 
t o  help acquire a vacant insula- 
t ion  manufacturing plant wi th i t s  
ex is t ing equipment and to expand 
operations i n  the near future. 

Atlanta Financial assistance t o  devel- 520,OOO 

Augusta Loan t o  developer t o  pa r t l a l l y  500,000 

Other Estimated Estimated Es tfma ted 
Private Public Total ?Jew Housing Local Tax 

fnves b e n t  Dollars Jobs tlnl ts Revenue - 

$59,591,937 $20,508 2,980 0 $976.51 3 

10,832,783 0 31 5 0 177.596 

2,745.1 60 ' 0 8 104 11,428 

3.01 8,286 0 115 0 66,477 

A-13 

I-- 



FISCAL YEAR 19R4 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Chic ago 

St& and City Project Description 

GEORGIA (Continued 1 

Crawford- Law-interest loan t o  corpora t i o n  
t o  help finance constructlon and 
equipment f o r  new lndus t r la l  
f a c i l l t y  t o  produce p las t i c  pipe 
f i t t i ngs .  

Financial assistance t o  devel- 
oper t o  help renovate two bui ld-  
ings I n  central  business d i s t r i c t .  
P r a j e c t  w i l l  include covering 
a l ley  between the bul ldings 
creat ing a r e t a i l / o f f i c e  mall. 

regional specia l i ty  bui ld ing 
materials r e t a l l e r  t o  help con- 
s t ruet  a d ls t r ibu t lon  center. 

v i l l e  

V i l l a  Rica Financial assistance t o  a 

ILLIAOTS 

Anna loan t o  welding company t o  pur- 
chase capi ta l  equipment t o  ass is t  
i n  construct im and expansion o f  
ex is t ing  opera tlon. 

Loan t o  developer t o  flnance I 
port ion o f  costs to renovate 
h is to r i c  bui ld lng f o r  reuse as 
o f f i c e  and r e t a l l  conplex. 

UDAG 
Dol lars -- 

$360,500 

968 750 

625,000 

75,600 

5,500,000 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Total New Housing Local Tax Pub1 i c  

Unl t s  tnvestnrent Oollars 
Private 

Revenue - Jobs - 

$1,455,124 so 50 0 $9,600 

79,017 121 0 4,093,350 1,500,OOO 

9,500,Ooo 0 100 0 99,230 

208,920 28,000 

17,679,243 

25 0 3,061 

0 857 0 1,052,000 

A-14 



FISCAL YEAR 1994 UROAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

UDAG 
State and Clty Pru j e e t  Descriptlan bo1lar.s 

ILLIflOTS . ( C6n ti nuedl 

Chicago Constructim/permanent loan t o  $241,800 
developer t o  ass is t  i n  rehab i l i -  
ta t ion o f  three-story vacant ware- 
house bui ld ing I n t o  ful l- service 
medical and professional o f f i ce  
f aci 11 t y  . 

Chicago Construct im/pemnent loan to 1,096,000 
developer t o  ass is t  i n  construc- 
t i o n  of r e t a i l  store and addit lon 
o f  mtai l  space to  ex is t ing  depart- 
ment store on s i te .  

Chic ago 

Ch i c  ago 

Second mrtgage loans t o  law-  and 
moderate-incane purchasers o f  new 
single- family houses, b u l l t  by 
minori ty development firm on 
former urban renewal land. 

t o  help construct redevelopment 
p ro jec t  including rehabi 1 i t a t 1  on 
o f  hotel praviding res ident ia l  
un i ts  and conmenial space. 

432,250 

Financial assistance t o  developer 544,000 

Private 
I nves k n  t 

$1,009,486 

4,970,328 

2,028.1 53 

2,787,250 

A - I 5  

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Pub1 i c  Total New Hausing Local Tax 

Jobs Units Revenue Dol lars - 

$0 44 0 $74,445 

0 145 0 1,070,OOO 

0 

0 

0 34 56,927 

17 54 182,093 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AHARDS 

Chicago Financial assistance to developer 
to help renovate vacant AQP ware- 
house bui lding to  accommodate a 
drug store and provide residual 
space fo r  local  tenants. 

Chicago 

Chicago 

Ch i c  ago 

Loan t o  professional photography 
company t o  finance a port ion o f  
acquisition and renovation costs 
o f  a five-story lo f t / indus t r ia l  
bui lding providing space to  cm- 
solidate operation. 

Financial asslstancc to  developer 
t o  help rehabi l l ta te vacant two- 
story structure fo r  o f f i c e  use, 
demali sh adjoining building, 
construct tuo-level parking 
structure and add &a stories 
t o  the exlst ing building. 

Constructian/pemramnt loan t o  
developer t o  help construct a 
neighborhod shopping center. 

UDAG 
Dollar's 

s296,OOo 

1 ,Ooo,W 

675,000 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

hvesbnent DoTlbrf tlhl t s  Revenue Jobs - - 

$1,284,268 $0 46 (I 0 $21,000 

4,886,072 

2,708,650 

500,000 3,069,198 

0 110 0 345,813 

0 94 0 109,075 

0 1 50 0 258,078 

A-16 

1 



FISCAL YEAR URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Pmj~t t  Des t r i p t lm  - Stdbe and C l t y  

ILL I ROTS 1 Cdn tfriithd) 

Chicago Financial assistance t o  e lec t r i c  
hand- tool manuf ac turer  t o  he1 p 
construct f ive-story o f f i ce  
bui ld ing and consolidate i t s  
research and development, 
engineering , and admi n i  s t ra  t i v c  
offices. 

Loan to autaclbbilc agency t o  
assi s t  i n  construction o f  
f u l l  -service bul ld ing  . 
Constructlon/pernancnt loan to  
developer to  help expand an 
ex is t ing shopping mal l .  

Cons truc t ion/pemncnt  mortgage 
to  U. S./Japanese j o i n t  venture 
t o  ass is t  i n  canstructitm o f  
additlon t o  automotive l i g h t i n g  
caqments  mnufac tu r ing  f a c i l i  ty 
being b u i l t  I n  indus t r ia l  park. 

Danvi 1 1 e* 

Danvi 1 le 

F1 om 

UDAG 
bb l la rs  

$654,000 

210,000 

3 ,Boo ,OOo 

500,000 

0 ther 
Pub1 i c  

tnvestmint Dol lars 
Private 

$7,605,861 $0 

1,181,385 707,000 

13,457 ,Ooo 0 

2,097,826 115,000 

TcminaCrd during FY 1984. 

A- 17 

Estimated Estimated 
Total New Housing 

Jobs Unlts - 

75 0 

30 0 

230 0 

103 0 

Estimated 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$505,646 

141,224 

123 ,OOO 

3,447 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWROS 

O t h e r  Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Prlvate Pub1 l c  Total New Hcuring Local Tax 

Revenue stdw bhd c 1 y  P i *  t 'bedtr lpt ion D b l l b r s  rnvesfmnt Dollars J6b f Uirl t s  - 
ILL IRDfS ( C M  tCrluid 1 

Galena 

3 ack sbnvl 1 1 e 

Lackport 

Rock ford 

Loan t o  developer t o  help reno- $1,200,OOO $6,532,085 $0 1 29 0 $23,377 
vate h i s ta r i c  hatel tn restore 
i t  a s  a 5 S r o m  hotel wi th 
meeting room, a restaurant, 
lounges, and r e t a l l  shops. 
A 126-space parking structure 
w i l l  be b u i l t  behind three 
h istor ic  facades next t o  
hotel. 

Cons true tl on l pcmnen t mrtgage 
loan t o  developer t o  help 
finance construction o f  com- 
mem i a l  bui lding opposili! 
Morgan County f a i r  Crounds. 

183,250 460 , 366 0 

Loan t o  developer t o  asslst I n  406,000 1,304,639 30 .Ooo 
restoring h l  s t o r k  warehouse 
far reuse as a restaurant and 
spsial ty shcps. 

Finsnclal asststance t o  e l i g i b le  260,000 725,009 205 500 
homeowner 5 to he1 p rehab1 1 i tate 
1-4 family, aner-occupied struc- 
tures. 

A- 18 

I 1 

17 

54 

0 10,358 

0 24,657 

0 100 0 



FISC& YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Pm jec t  Descr ipt ion - State and City 

ILLINOTS (Con tl nuedl 

U l l i n  

INUIANR 

Loan to developer t o  ass i s t  i n  
construct ion o f  a 40-room mate1 
and expansion o f  an ex i s t i ng  
restaurant. 

Crawfords- 
v i l l e  

Gay  

Indiana po l  I 3  

Financial  assistance t o  developer 
t o  help construct and equip a 
l l b b e d  comprehensive care 
f ac i  1 i ty . 
Canstruction/penanent loan to  
developer t o  ass is t  i n  expansion 
and renodeling o f  grocery stbre 
and parking faillties. 

Loan t o  development group t o  
he lp  renovate h i s t o r i c  Union 
Stat ion as a hotel ,  r e t a i l  , 
and o f f i ce  f a c i l i t y .  City 
t o  renovate p w t i o n  o f  bu i l d i ng  
f o r  use a s  t ranspor ta t im 
fa I1  i ty . 

UDAG 
Dot l b r s  

Pr ivate 
Tnvesbnen t 

$1 58,500 

274,600 

71,600 

4 , 898,000 

$656,774 

2,537,357 

332,037 

37,256,891 

Ic 19 

Other E stfmated E s t l m  ted 
P t b l  i c  Total New Housfng 

Dol lars  Jobs Unl t f  - 

$0 20 0 

0 53 0 

0 10 0 

1 * ~ , O o o  1,059 0 

i 

Es t ima ted 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$1,000 

35,445 

1,627 

1,307,079 



FISCAL YEAR 11184 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRRlf  AWARDS 

OtM Estimated Estimated Estimated 
WAG Pr ivate Plrblic Total New Housing Local Tax 

Jobs tin i tS Revenue - Pm J w t  Descriptfon Dol lars  fnvesfmnt Ool lars -. State and City 

1Uf IpOtS  (CmtlnueUt 

K o k m  

Michigan 
c i  ty 

(ksgoad 

Peru 

South Bend 

Loan t o  steel company f o r  pur- $4 ,OOO,OOO $1 9,564,274 $0 3 50 0 $270,092 
chase o f  cap i ta l  equipment t o  
ass ls t  in  I ns ta l l a t i on  of new 
continuous cast lng f a c i l i t y .  

c lo th ing  manufacturer t o  acquire 
cap i ta l  c q u i w n t  f o r  newly 
b u l l t  uarehwse and d i s t r i bu t i on  
center. 

loan t o  hospftal  cqu ipen t  and 3,205,000 13,930,647 1,400,000 100 0 162.1 76 
cadtet cmpany to help expand 
their rrrsnufacturlng, d is t r ibu-  
t i o n  and o f f i c e  f a i l l t i e s  and 
renain I n  area. 

Cmstruc tl ontpemnent  1 oan to 415,000 7,578,706 175,000 59 0 120,000 

loan to restaurant carrpany t o  54 ,Ooo 21 1,800 0 
punhase cap i ta l  equipment f o r  
use i n  new f a c l l l t y .  

loan to partncrshlp t o  ass is t  1,500,000 8,735,760 225,000 
i n  const ruct im o f  o f f l c e  
bu i ld ing  and 130 parking spaces. 

21 

261 

0 3,905 

0 166,096 
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FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and City 

“A - 
Centervi l le 

Des M ines  

F a i r f i  e 1 d 

Fo r t  Dodge 

Mason c i t y  

Pro Jec t be x r i p t  i on - 

Flnanclal assistance t o  non- 
p r o f i t  corporation t~ reestab- 
1 i s  h i ndu str i a1 -r a i 1 service 
wi th in  the c m u n i t y .  Because 
o f  project,  l oca l  i nd r s t r i e s  
have c m i  t ted  to  addit ional 
j o b s  and cap i t a l  expenditures. 

loan t o  develaper t o  help con- 
s t r uc t  hro o f f i c e  bu i ld ings 
connected by a second-story 
enclosed pedestrian walkway 
and 336 parking spaces i n  
urban renewal area. 

Flnanclal  assistance to aluminum 
ca s ti ng canpany t o  he1 p p u n  hase 
equipnent and b u i l d  a new sand 
foundry . 
loan t o  developer to finance a 
por t ion o f  construct ion cost 
o f  new darcntown o f f i c e  bul ld ing. 

Loan to  canpany to flnance 
cap i t a l  eqtipment fo r  f resh 
f r u l t  and vegetable warehouse 
d l s t r i bu t l on  f a c l l i t y  being 
ccnstructed i n  indus t r ia l  park. 

UDAG 
Dol lars  ~- 

$889,100 

1 ,A55,900 

597,000 

1,030 .OOO 

385,000 

Pr i va te  
rnvestment 

$3,603,333 

9,357,862 

3,359,767 

4,003,805 

1,759,000 

A-21 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Pub1 i c  Total  New Housing Local Tax 

Do1 l a r s  Jobs Unlts Revenue - 

$965,000 82 0 so 

4,032.1 67 

0 

124 

40 

104 

28 

0 189,656 

0 71 ,960 

0 97,092 

0 29,853 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Pro Ject Description - Stdte and Cl ty  

IOWA (Cantinued) 

Newton Grant t o  Cl ty  t o  lmpmve ex is t ing  
public in f rast ructure i n  downtown 
area and pmvide s i t e  for ccn- 
struc t l on  o f  supennarket. 

Loen to development partnership to 
k l p  rehabi l t ta te an h i s to r i c  
e l l r o a d  hotel fnto r e t a i l  space 
ard one- and two-bedroom rpert-  
Rents. 

Financial asslstancc t o  developer 
t o  help construct a downtown 
shopplng center. 

Loan ta food cmpany t o  p a r t l a l l y  
flnance construction o f  new 
o f f i ce  and pmducticm f a c i l i t y .  
Pmjec t 1 w1 udes purcha se o f  
mchlncry t o  cook, shuck, 
f m z e  and h i p  eggs. 

Oelmln 

0s ka l  oosa 

Panora 

UD llG 
Do1 1 at- s 

$336,643 

269,000 

3,265,000 

521 ,OOO 

Other 
P r  I vate Pub1 I c  

Investment Dol lars 

$1,444,810 $l,O75,OOO 

1,262,257 0 

8,610,000 0 

1,675,723 0 

A- 22 

Estlmated Estlmated Estlmated 
Tota l  New Hauslng Local Tax 

Jobs Unl t s  Revenue - 

74 0 $43,517 

22 34 

225 0 

92 0 

33,073 

194,000 

27,591 



SM& and Clty  

K RISAS 

Bax t c r  
Springs 

Gra i n f l  e l  d 

Manhattan 

KENKUKI 

Hbpklnsvll l e  

FISCCL YEAR 19C4 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UOAG Pr ivate P lh l i c  Total New Housing Local lax 

Do?lar$ fnvestnent Dol lars Jobs m i t s  Revenue - -- Pro jert Destr ipt lon 

Loan to salad company for putrhase $404,000 $1 816,542 $43,365 57 0 $22,000 
oF e a p i h l  equipment to  ass is t  i n  
dbvelqrmnt o f  neu food processing 
Par1 14 t y  . 
Second mrtgage loan t o  f a n  26 ,000 86.000 0 3 0 892 
equipwnt repai r  business t o  
renovate and expand recently 
p u ~  hased sttuc turn. Pro jcc t 
w i l l  enhance t he i r  a b i l i t y  tn 
r e p  1 r heavy mach i nery . 
Grant b C i t y  t o  acquire land lO,O00,000 27,359,000 14,186,000 789 
to  lease t o  developmnt part- 
nership f o r  construction o f  
a d m t m  enclosed shopping 
etnter. P r o j e c t  w i l l  
redevelop 30-acre area and 
B t t r ac t  prime shopping f a c i l l -  
t l e s  that wauld have located 
a t s i d e  civ. 

Financial asslstawe t o  hydraul ics 330,000 1,007,678 218,250 
company t o  help expand ex is t lng  
p lan t  and pUKhaK capi ta l  
cw i went. 

A 23 

45 

0 1,225,000 

0 8,817 



FISCK YEAR 1904 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UD & Private Pub1 l c  Total New Housing Local l a x  

Revenue -- Oollars rnvestment Dol lars Jbbf Unlts - state 'hila city 

KENTUCKY. Kdfi ti 6tiFdI 

PmJec t Deft r tp t lon 

Lou isv i l l e  

Mlddles- 
borough 

Loan t o  deveyoper ts help finance $150,000 $2,259,278 so 40 0 $68,450 
rehab i l i ta t ion  and expansion o f  
exfst ing hotel  i n b  conventim 
and banquet f ac i l f t y .  

Grant t o  City t o  help develop 1 ,OOO,OOO 2,500,000 7,955,512 97 0 37,036 
wastewater  treatment plant. 
Investment w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  
expansfen o f  m a t  packaging, 
soft drfnk, and tanning 
compank. 

F i r a r r i a l  assistance to departmnt 394,144 7,858,960 
stmv to help finance renovation 
and expansion o f  I t s  ex is t ing  
r e t a i l  and corporate o f f l c e  
fac 11 1 tier;. 

Grant t o  City t o  establ ish sanitary 944,340 5,194,239 
l a n d f i l l  requlred t o  dlspose o f  
wastc paper t o  f a c l l l t a t e  expansion o f  
coated-paper products nranufac tu r ing  plant. 

0 

0 

223 

15 

0 278,323 

0 1 5 , m  

A- 24 
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FISCA. YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

W A G  
Dol lars  -- SMte dnir Clty 

LOUISIASA IConttnuedl 

- Pm Jec t bex r t p t l o n  

Monroe Pr inc ipa l  reduetian subsidies $1,183,000 
t o  buyers earning less than 
median lncame t o  make new 
h m s  affordable. 

finance devel opnrent o f  new 
fac i 1 i ty t o  ma nufac ture 
p e f a b r l c a t t d  wooden jo l s ts .  
Pro ject  w l l l  Include land 
acqu is l t im ,  rehab l l l t a t lon  o f  
an-si te vacant In& s t r i  a1 
building, punhase and i ns ta l -  
l a t i o n  o f  new cap i t a l  equip- 
ment. 

Mew &leans Financial asslstanec t o  developer 8,254,000 
t o  help construct a r i ve r f r on t  
r e t a l l  f e s t l va l  marltet place 
with leasable space f o r  restau- 
rants, shops and special ty food 
places. 

Natchitaches Loan to carparatla! tn help 9% ,251 

Pr ivate 
Investment 

Other Estimated E stima ted Estimated 
Total New Houslng Local Tax Pub1 i c  

Dol lars  Jobs Unl ts ReJehue - 

$3,586,304 $0 0 88 $9,097 

12,696,632 0 105 0 38,825 

37 ;467 ,OOO 

A 25 

0 2,500 0 9,895,949 
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FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION G R M  AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UD bG Prlvate Pub1 i c  Total New Hcusing Local Tax 

Dollars - Jdb s unirs Revenue ProJect OeftrPptlbfi Do1 1 ar f fn ve 5 tnent Std& dhd Clty 
-- 

Bangor $23,880 Financial assistance t o  developer $166,000 $1,925,000 $63,000 2 60 
to help renovate h i s b r i c  school 
in fo mrket-rate housing uni ts  
wi th adjacent municipal parking 
l o t .  

Bath Flnancial assistance t o  develap- 480,060 1,742,511 0 
ment partnership to help i n  
expansion of a shopping center 
wi th parking spaces. 

B i  ddeford Flnancial assistance Po developer 305,000 1,150,318 568,000 
to  help acquire and renavate 
an h is ta r ic  school bui ld ing f o r  
conversion i n to  one and tm- 
bedroom market-rate rental units. 

Eastan Flnanclal assistance to  help food 940,000 3,664,797 
company expand an w i s t i n g  potato 
processing plant and reopen a pea 
processing plant. 

company to  help purchase and in -  
s t a l l  a mw six-color photo o f fse t  
11 thograph p r i n t i ng  press and 
binding mchlne. 

Fanningtm Financial assistance t o  pr int tng 156,000 755,360 
TOW 

A- 26 

T 1- 

50 0 42,475 

2 48 31 899 

0 228 0 49,209 

0 4 0 13,632 



FISCR YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRMT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UD Ki Prlvate Pub1 ic Total New Housing Local Tax 

Revenue -- S a t e  and City - Jebs tlhl ts Do? 1 a rs fnvestm n t Do1 la  rs P m  Ject Description 

M A N  IContinuedf 

- -- 

Fort 

TOM 

Presque Isle 

Fa i r f  f el d 

sac 0 

Stmng 

Financlal assistance t o  $1,17O,OOO $3,342,000 $2,600,000 0 0 $75,600 
food processing corporatfon 
t o  help construct a high- 
capacity storage f a i l l t y .  

pany to help finance reno- 
vation of presently i d l e  
plant t o  permit r e e n l n g .  

G r a n t  to City to  pmvfde new 940,000 2,933,858 1,774,OOO 30 60 16,400 
sewer l i n e s ,  s t r ee t  improve- 
wnts and landscaping and 
loan t o  developer ta h e l p  
acqul re manufac turi ng canpany 
buildings and renovate into 
me and tno-bedmom apart-  
ments and comercia1 space. 

Financial assistance to  mod 
products manufacturing company 
t o  help w i t h  major building 
Improvements and machlnery 
purchases, allowlng cmpany 
to remain i n  business. 

220,006 Loan to potato processing CM- 2,830,000 11,870,520 0 530 0 

0 308,000 937.21 3 0 0 8,352 
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FISCCL YEAR 1384 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRRlT AWARDS 

Other E s timated Estimated Es t ima ted 
UDK Private P h l i c  Total N e w  Housing Local Tax 

Revenue State and City - Pm j ?c t Descr i p t f  on -- Dollars Investment Dbl lars Jobs tlnl t s  

WRYLbpID 

- 

Bal timare Second mrtgage loans t o  law-  and $476,000 $1,266,500 $402,008 0 34 $36,074 
moderate-incane families t o  help 
purchase newly constructed three- 
bedroom townhouses i n  urban renewal 
area. 

Baltimore Second mrtgage loans t o  developer 853,434 3,041,847 1,400,000 
t o  assis t  i n  rehab i l i ta t ion  and 
construct im o f  ren ta l  un i ts  fo r  
law-  and modcrate-incm famil ies 
i n  urban renewal h i s to r i c  d i s t r i c t .  

association t o  help cars t ruc t  one, 
two- and three-bedma townhouses. 
Payment o f  a one-time m e r s h i p  
fee w i l l  e n t i t l e  tenants t o  l i f e -  
t im occupancy In these units. 
With nonthly payments, th is  pro- 
jut incorporates the characteris- 
t i c s  o f  both m i n g  and rent ing 
a how. 

Baltimore Financial assistance t o  housing 325,000 920,000 0 

1 185 

0 25 

37,300 

11 250 

Bat tiutore loan t o  department store t o  2,000,000 10,563,339 0 27 0 129,760 
assis t  with tenant improvements 
to allaw store t o  rennin i n  
downtown area. 

Ic 28 
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FISCCC YEAR 1984 URBAN OEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and Cf ty  - Pmjec t  bescr lp t ion 

~mt#b t ton t 'd t  

Bal t i m t e  Financial  assistance t o  minor i ty  
grocery chain and minor i ty  neigh- 
borhood group t o  help construct 
a supermarket. 

Financial  assistance t o  partner- 
ship to  help construct a 183- 
room note1 and restaurant. 

f inancl  a1 assistance t o  partner- 
ship t o  construct a medical 
c l i n i c  w i t h  parking spaces. 

Baltimore Financial  assistance t o  minor i ty  
o i l  company t o  purchase termntnal 
f o r  Increased storage capacity. 

Financial  assistance t o  partner- 
ship to renovate h i s b r i c  tom- 
houses i n b  affordable ren ta l  
unlts for law- and mderate- 
lncamc households and me 
comercia1 un i t .  

Bal t inare 

Bal t inare 

Bal timbre 

UD ffi 
Dol lars  

$340,000 

1,010,o0O 

277 ,OOO 

1 250,000 

41 8 ,OOO 

Private 
fnvestment 

$969,784 

5,183,987 

1,186,983 

5.04 5.24 1 

1 A99,810 

Other 
Pub1 lc 
Dol lars  

Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Total New Housing Local Tax 

Reveirue Jobs Unl t s  - 

5390,000 38 0 $26,202 

0 

0 

0 

150,000 

140 

21 

101 

0 

0 158,797 

0 25,668 

0 135,315 

27 12,630 

A 29 
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FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACYION GRANT AWARDS 

UDA:; 
Do1 1 firs -- Project Description - State and Cl ty  

MARYLAND ( ContC nued 1 

Ba l  t l m r e  Loan t o  partnership t o  purchase $225,000 
equipment i n  conjunctlon wi th 
the development o f  bu i ld lng t o  
house a small tool d is t r ibu t ion  
center. 

Bat timore Loan t o  DartnershiD t o  h e l ~  1,796,250 - _  - 

flnance development o f  an off ice 
and specia l i ty  r e t a i l  complex 
wi th a restaurant and parking. 
Project w i l l  include newly con- 
structed and rehab11 1 tated space. 

Financial assistance t o  developer 
t o  wr i te  dawn ;he sales pr lce o f  
tawnhouses i n  an urban renewal area. 
Project includes new and rehab i l i -  
tated un i ts  f o r  moderate- and 
m i  ddl e-i n c m  buyers. 

minority-owned corporation t o  
help construct cater ing and 
banquet f aci 1 i t y  . 

Bal timare 

Ba1 timore Financial assistance t o  a 

373,194 

693 ,OOO 

Other Es t {ma ted Estimated Es t i mated 
Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs Uni ts  Revenue - 

$920,000 $0 15 0 $18,000 

6,184,032 0 246 0 300,000 

932,985 0 0 27 

2,729,426 0 43 0 

22,650 

42,454 

A-30 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWAROS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Do1 1 ars Investment Dol lars Jobs - Units Revenue State and C i ty  Prof ec t Oescri p t i  on 

WAUILANO ( Contlnued) 

Seat 
Pleasant 

Westernport 

MASSACHUSEllS 

Ayer T a m  

Ayer Tom 

Financis1 assistance t o  partner- $906 050 $4,903,629 $2.1 10,000 157 0 $22,464 
ship t o  he1 p w i  th s i t e  acquisi t i on 
and construction o f  neighborhood 
shoppi ng center. 

Ffnanclal assistance t o  developer 1,005,000 4,904,996 0 110 0 25,959 
t o  he1 p construct a contprehensl ve 
care nursing home wi th an adul t  
care center. The f a c i l i t y  w i l l  
accomnodate nedlcaid and medlcare 
pa t i ents. 

Ffnancial assistance t o  developer 193,000 754,232 100,OOO 
t o  help construct and purchase 
equipment f o r  a warehouse on 
vacant industr ia l  land. Project 
w i l l  also Include construction o f  
a ra i l road  siding. 

company t o  help construct a 
rnanufacturlng f a c i l l t y  t o  sup- 
por t  expansi on program. 

Law-interest loan t o  furnace 21 0 ,OOo 777,550 0 

14 0 24 ,OOO 

53 0 18,906 
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Project Descri p t lon  - State and C l  t y  

MASSAGHUSnTS fContinuedl 

Boston Second mortgage loans t o  pur- 
chasers o f  newly renovated 
condalnlum un l ts  I n  former 
school bullding. 

~ o s  tan Financlal asslstance t o  devel- 
oper t o  ass ls t  w l t h  renovatlon 
o f  two h i s to r i c  m l l l s  i n t o  
hauslng units. 

Flnanclal assistance t o  devel- 
opers t o  help construct hro 
o f f  I ce  but ldlngs and rehab11 1 t a t c  
an h i s to r l c  bui ld ing w l th  parklng 
f ac l l l t i e s .  Project w l l l  create 
o f f l c e  and r e t a l l  space. 

Flnanclal asslstance t o  developers 
t o  help rchab l l l ta te  an ex is t ing  
lndus trl a1 b u l l  d l  ng and construct 
a new o f f i c e  bullding. 

Financial assistance t o  corpors- 
t l on  t o  help purchase new p las t i c  
In jec t ion  moldlng machlnes 
and robots f o r  l ns ta l l a t l on  I n  
renovated f a c l l l t y .  

Carrbrl dge 

Chrl sea 

C1 lnton 

FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

UDAG 
Do’! 1 ars -- 

S18G,000 

1 ,200,000 

4,905,000 

51 5.000 

1,027,300 

Other Estimated E s t l m a  ted Estimated 
Prlvate Pub1 l c  Tota l  New Houslng Local Tax 

Investment Do1 1 a r s  Jobs Units Revenue - 

$1,423,305 so 0 0  24 $39,466 

4,421,080 2,018,100 

34,043,400 1 ,3OO,OOO 

0 80 39 , 573 

960 0 1,410,000 
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0 1,692,006 

4,223,437 0 

68 0 

100 0 

46,247 

14,569 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and City 

MASSACHUSETTS (C 

C1 in ton 

Everett  

Everett  

F a l l  River 

Other Es t lma ted E s t Ima ted E s t ima ted 
UDAG Pr ivate Pub1 f c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Prof ec t Descri p ti on Dol lars  Tnvestment Dol lars  Jobs Unf t s  Revenue - 
n f i  nued 

t o  he1 p purchase, rehabi 1 1 ta  t e  
end construct a market-rate 
apartment complex w i t h  comnercl a1 
space I n  vacant downtown factory. 

Financial assistance t o  developer $283,500 $987,268 so 5 18 $4,500 

FInariclal assistance t o  s tee l  
f abplca ti ng corporation t o  he1 p 
acqulre and i n s t a l l  new cap i ta l  
equipment I n  ex is t lng  p lan t  
f a c l l f t l e s .  

220,000 1,096,221 0 50 0 0 

Grant t o  C i t y  t o  reconstruct 420,000 6,500,000 0 1 80 0 96,056 
two main roads located i n  an 
indus t r ia l  sectlon. Pro ject  w i l l  
enable whalesale food d l s t r l bu t i on  
company t o  expand and remain i n  
city. 

F i  nand  a1 ass1 stance t o  developer 601,800 2,510,349 
t o  help r ehab i l l t a t e  a m i l l  
cmplex i n t o  a regional factory- 
ou t l e t  center. Pro ject  w i l l  
include renovation o f  adjacent 
land t o  provide necessary parking. 

A-33 
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FISCAL YEAR 1384 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AUARDS 

0 thcr Estimated Estimated 
U D G  Private Pub1 i c  Total New Houslng 

State and Ci ty  - Proj xt Description -- Dollars Investment Do1 1 ars  Jobs Units 

MASSACHUSETTS (Continued) 

- 

I 

f a l l  River f insn t ia l  assistance t o  campany $800,000 $2,443,046 $0 120 0 
t o  help purchase new electronic 
machinery and anci l lary equipment 
fo r  kn i t t i ng  m i l l  and warehouse 
f a d l  f ty. 

to help rehabi l i ta te two downtown 
prepertles In to  rental housing 
unl ts. 

equipment for new manufacturing 
and adtainlstrative fac i l i t i es .  

t w i n g  capany to  help purchase 
new tap i ta l  equipment and asslst 
I n  overall expansion program. 
Project w i l l  permit Introduction 
of new product l i n e  f o r  manufacture 
of non-asbestos f r l c t i o n  materials. 

Gardner Flnancial assistance t o  developer 237 ,OOO 737 * 300 0 0 32 

Lawrence b a n  t o  capany t o  help purchase 3,000,000 17,937,000 0 440 0 

Laurence Financial assistance t o  manufac- 2,168,000 8,047,459 0 150 0 

Lowel 1 No-interest second mortgage loans 435,000 1,474,000 235,000 
t o  purchasers of houslng units. 
Project w i l l  consist o f  both 
rental and sale housing affordable 
to  area residents. 

A-34 

Estf ma ted 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

so 

8,025 

23.335 

185,000 

0 38 25 ,OOO 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Es t f ma ted Es t ima ted 
UDAG Pr ivate Pub1 i c  Total New Housfng Local Tax 

- Jobs Units Revenue State and Cf€y Project Descr ipt ion Dol lars fnvestment Dol lars  

HASSACHUSmS K o n t i  nued) 

240 0 $38,800 Lawel 1 Ffnanclal assistance t o  developer $2,400~000 $6,635,000 $6,200,000 
t o  provide of f- s i te  road work and 
t r a f f i c  signals t o  pennf t con- 
st ruct ion of o f f ice buldfng f o r  
1 ease t o  high-tech corporations. 

Lawel 1 

Peabody 

Flnanclal  assistance t o  partner- 750,000 3,669.200 
shfp t o  defray por t lon  of costs 
of constructing parklng f a c i l i t i e s  
f o r  renovated 1 ablof f i c e  b u l l  df ng. 
Pro ject  l s  t h i r d  phase i n  redevelop- 
ment of downtown h i s t o r i c  mill .  

Financial assistance t o  developer 2,040,000 10,360,000 
to o f f se t  extraordinary s i t e  
development costs t o  p e m i t  
construction of speculative 
research and development space 
I n  an indus t r ia l  park. 

0 

0 

Samerville Grant t o  Clty t o  acquire vacant 300,000 880 * 500 0 
r a i l r oad  s i t e  and relocate a water 
l l n e  t o  help warehouse service 
company w i th  construct ion o f  a 
warehouse and operation center. 

134 

31 6 

23 

0 81,500 

0 248,375 

0 2,544 
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FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Up-AG P r i  va t e  Pub1 i c Total N e w  Housing Local Tax 

Do1 1 ars Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs Units Revenue - -- Prrlj ec t Uescrl p t l  on State and City - 
HASSACHUtlsmS IConfinuedl 

Samervil l c  

Sprl ngf 1 e l  d 

Sprl ngf 1 e l  d 

Springfield 

Second mortgages t o  f l rs t - t ime $480,000 $l,8OO,ooO $0 0 43 $54,500 
home buyers t o  purchase and 
occupy two- three and f our-bedroan 
tomhauses b u l l t  on previous jun ior  
high school site. 

hood housing agency t o  help wr i te  
dawn cost o f  acquiring and renovat- 
ing vacant housing un i ts  f o r  sale 
t o  low-  and moderate-Incone resl -  
dents. 

Financial assistance t o  neighbor- 400,000 1.W2.039 0 

Financial assistance t o  Import- 317,250 960,545 
export business t o  help finance 
renovation and adaptive reuse of 
vacant f re t  h t  house bui lding as 

Financial assistance t o  a corpora- 1,514,000 6,308,605 
t lon  and the City t o  construct a 
146-space parking garage t o  f a c l l l -  
ta te the h is to r ic  rehabi l i ta t ion 
and adaptive reuse o f  a YMCA i n to  
apartment uni ts  and a foot  health 
f ac i l i t y .  

a d ls t r lbu t  8 on center. 

A-36 

0 

0 

20 47 17,280 

50 

7 

0 22,485 

89 17,973 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

UDAG 
Do1 1 a r s  State and City 

MASSACHUSETTS (Con ti nued 

Project bescri p ti on 

Springfield 

Wal tham 

West 
Sprl ngf i e l  d 

mCHIGNI 

Batt le  Creek 

Financial assistance t o  development $160,062 
partnership t o  acqulre and rehabi l i-  
tate a deteriorated shopping center. 

Flnancial assistance t o  cmputer- 575,000 
controlled, analytical medical 
instrument manufacturing company 
to  help purchase and renovate 
vacant f a c i l i t y  fo r  expansion 
close to  present location. 

Financial assistance t o  developers 2,040,000 
to  construct an i n te r i o r  roadway, 
interchange Improvements, and o f f -  
set poor subsoil condltians t o  help 
with development o f  a t ravel  center 
and a shopping center. 

Constructlonlpemanent loan t o  420,000 
manufacturing company t o  acquire 
new capital  equipment f o r  a pal- 
lu t i an  control solvent recovery 
system t o  allaw expansion o f  opera- 
tlons. 

Private 
I nves h e n  t 

$409,166 

3,236,365 

15,376,500 

7,996,672 

A-37 

Es tima ted Estima ted Estimated Other 
Pub1 i c  Total Mew Houslng Local l a x  
Do1 1 ars Revenue Jobs Uni t s  - 

$10,192 $23,331 20 0 

0 50 0 139,103 

0 460 

0 40 

0 375,074 

0 0 



, 

FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Es t f ma ted Es t Ima ted Estimated 
UDAG P r l  vate Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

State and Cfty Project Descrlptf on Doilars Investment Do1 1 ars - Jobs Unl t s  Revenue 

MICHIGAN (Contf nuedl 

$10,000 Benton Harbor Loan t o  castlngs company t o  S1,500,000 $7,462,595 $3,000,000 421 0 
pa r t l a l l y  flnance, purchase and 
renovate vacant foundry; purchase 
and i n s t a l l  state-of-the-art 
equ 1 pment . 

Col &a t e r  Second mortgage 1 oan t o  developer 650,000 2,629,000 410,000 
t o  assist i n  construction o f  
motel ul t h  meetlng-room space. 

manufacturlng corporation t o  
he1 p purchase capital  equip- 
ment t o  make recording heads 
a t  new locatlon. 

Detrol t Flnanclal asslstance t o  ceramic 1 ,OOO,OOO 4,883,237 1 ,OOO,ooO 

Detrol t Loan t o  developer t o  help 4,271,000 22,260,917 0 

Detrol t Loan t o  developer t o  p a r t l a l l y  6,500,000 21,814,000 0 

f lnanct constructlon o f  a hotel 
and of f- pr ice shopping center. 

f 1 nance cxtraordi nary i n f  ra -  
structure necessary f o r  r l ver -  
slde development. Project 
w l l l  Include constructlon o f  
rental hour1 ng , condom1 n l  um 
unlts, and carrmerclal space. 

100 0 38,600 

200 0 194,147 

375 0 1,136,559 

136 198 764,274 

A-38 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

UDAG 
Dol lars -- State and City 

MTCHI GAN I Con tl nued 1 

Project bescri p t i  on 

Edmare Loan t o  corporation for $650,000 
equipment purchase t o  ass is t  i n  
expansi on of ceramic magnetic 
plant, 

F l i n t  Loan t o  developer t o  help 3,550,000 
f i nance construc ti on of down- 
town fes t l va l  marketplace. 
Camnercial/retail complex w i l l  
include a bandshell, glassed- 
roof public area and an i ce  
r ink. 

F l i n t  Financial assistance t o  656,900 
devel oper t o  renovate 
h is to r l c  factory as an 
indus t r ia l  incubator f a c i l i t y .  

F l i n t  Financial asslstame t o  developer 1,8M),OOO 
t o  help construct car parking 
ramp and skywalk f o r  a renovated 
h i s to r i c  o f f i c e  bui ld ing i n  the 
central business d i s t r i c t  . 

Grand Haven Loan t o  developer t o  p a r t i a l l y  367,782 
f 1 nance purchase and adapt1 ve 
reuse o f  downtown bui ld ing as 
r e t a l l  and o f f i c e  space. 

Private 
Investment 

$8,857,507 

16,000,000 

2,624,961 

8,650,578 

1,638,617 

A-39 

Other 
Pub1 I c  
001 1 ars 

$0 

5,250,000 

365 ,OOO 

0 

1,011,057 

Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Total New Housing Local Tax - Jobs Units Revenue 

70 0 $78,320 

427 0 310.1 93 

300 0 39,809 

200 0 234,311 

100 0 24,649 

Vlil i 1 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

W A G  Private 
State and City - Project Description -- Dot 1 ars Investment 

PnCHIGRM Konttnuedl 

Hwghton Financial assistance t o  developer $103,000 $345,502 
t o  construct a mixed-use residen- 
t i a l  and camnenial bu i ld ing  
adjacent t o  ex is t ing  food market 
i n  downtawn h l s t o r i c  d l s t r l c t .  

t i on  t o  help construct a medium- 
density f 1 berbaard p l  ant. 

developer t o  help construct a 
three-story o f f  i c e  bui 1 ding with 
a res taurant-1 ounge and cannenia l  
out le ts  on the r i ve r f ron t .  

WcMlllan Flnanclal assfstance t o  corpora- 1,425,000 17,845,300 
T m a h f  p 

Honrue Constwction/pemanent 1 oan t o  131,500 475,265 

Muskegon Financial assfstance t o  manufac- 
tu r ing  carporatfan t o  help i n  
constructfon o f  o f f i c e  bui ld ing 
and parking l o t  and purchase o f  
special ly-designed cmputer i  zed 
equf pment. 

Other 
Pub1 1 c 
Do1 1 ars 

Estimated Estimated E s t i n a  ted 
Total New Housing Local Tax - Jobs Onf t s  Revenue 

so 09 11 $1 5,228 

582,921 9,685,998 0 70 0 

1,062,400 125 0 

0 43 0 

Ni les Financial assfstance t o  developer 143 ,OOO 511,033 
t o  help finance renovation o f  twa 
adjoining bui ldings I n t o  a three- 
level  cannenial  mall. 

A-40 

240,000 32 0 

1 

105,076 

8,804 

46,416 

11,707 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Owosso 

Pontlac 

Ponti ac 

South Haven 

Traverse 
C I  ty 

State and City 

PIICHIGAN (Contfnuedl 

Project Descrt p ti on 

Cons t r u c t i  on/permanent mortgage 
flnanclng t o  partnership t o  help 
develop a new department store 
and cinema. 

Loan t o  developer t o  help reno- 
vate and expand vacant downtown 
o f f l ce  bul lding i n t o  o f f l ce  and 
restaurant space. 

Financial assistance t o  metal 
products company t o  help pur- 
chase capltal  equipment and 
construct a port lon o f  an 
addltlon t o  I t s  manufacturing 
plant. 

Loan t o  developer t o  p a r t i a l l y  
ftnance constructlon of a 
harbor marina. Project w i l l  also 

UDAG 
Do1 1 ars 

$446,000 

100,000 

190,000 

3,298,000 

Include a boat yard, restaurant, 
condmin im ,  and 200 "dackmlnlums." 

Flnanclal assistance t o  developer 945,000 
t o  help construct a parklng garage 
and department store I n  downtown 
area. 

Other Es t lma ted Estimated Es t l m a  ted 
Prlvate Pub1 I c  Total New Houslng Local l a x  

Jobs Units Revenue Do1 1 ars - Investment 

$2,091,650 $1,400,000 38 0 $44,705 

523,000 150,000 26 0 6,000 

755,169 150,000 27 0 35 , 200 

160 16 13,751,412 8,500,000 274,603 

3,500,000 500,000 

A-4 1 

75 0 244,824 
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FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estlmated 
UDAS Private Bubllc Total New Houslng Local Tax 

Jobs Unf t s  Revenue Dol lars  - R o j e c t  OescrCptl on Oollars Investment - State and C l ty  

ISTCHIGAN (Contfnued) 

Wheat1 and Financial asslstance t o  manufacturer S84,6.30 $371,968 so 42 0 $1,561 
o f  wooden cablnetry 
t o  help renovate bul ld lng 
and acquire capl ta l  equlpment. 

NINNESOTA 

Austin Loan t o  developer t o  ass ls t  i n  515,000 2,904,732 0 53 0 
construction o f  motel f a c i l l t y  
w i th  restaurant lounge, meetlng 
rooms, and f a c l l i t l e s  f o r  a sauna 
and indoor pool. 

manufacturing corporatlon t o  
ass is t  with I t s  capl ta l  equlp- 
mtnt and plant-modernlzatlon 
program. 

p las t i c  molding operation. Project 
includes s l t e  preparatlon, new 
construction, and capl ta l  equlp- 
ment purchase. 

C1 oquet Constructlon/pemanent loan t o  310,000 6,009,305 0 30 0 

Le Sueur Loan t o  foundry t o  help develop 735,000 3,130,179 32,200 105 0 

A-42 

1 

65,794 

34,422 

29,794 



- ISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Revenue Stdte and C i ty  - Project Descrfpti on Dollars Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs Units 

MINNESOTA IContinuedl 

- 

Minneapol 1 s 

Montlcello 

Princeton 

St .  Paul 

Two Harbors 

Financial assistance t o  1 fml ted $9OO,ooO $8,786,680 $0 182 0 $21 8,770 
partnership t o  help construct 
Phase I V  o f  a r e t a i l  complex. 
Project w i l l  restore three h i s t -  
or ic  buildings and includes new 
construction plus walkway connec- 
ti om. 

Loan t o  sales p r m t i o n  corpora- 243,500 802,164 102,500 
t fon f o r  materials f o r  construction 
of  two buildings and purchase o f  
capital  equipment. 

65 0 24,928 

20,307 Loan t o  cabinet manufacturer t o  221 ,Ooo 908 , 560 0 57 0 
purchase capital  equipment t o  help 
wi th plant expansion. 

Constwction/permanent loan t o  700,000 10,383,416 0 100 0 350,266 
developer to  help wi th rehabi l i ta-  
ion o f  an o ld  department store i n t o  
an o f f l ce  f a c i l i t y .  

loan t o  corporation t o  help con- 
struct  waterboard siding produc- 
t i on  f a c i l i t y  i n  industr ia l  park. 

72 , 786 Cons truc ti on/penanen t mortgage 1,455,000 16,916,000 1,095,000 125 0 

A-43 



ISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN OEVELMNT ACTION GRRlf AUWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
L'DAG Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing loca l  Tax 

Jobs Uni t r  Revenue Dollars - State and City Project Descrl p t l  on Dollars fnvestment 

MINNESUTA (Contf nued! 

Vf rg in ia  Financfal assistance t o  1Qmi ted  $386,250 $2,246,924 $600,000 46 0 $80,689 
partnership t o  help construct a 
medical o f f i c e  bui ldfng adjacent 
t o  an ex is t ing medlcal c l i n i c .  

MTSSISSIPPT 

Aberdeen Loan t o  developer t o  help bu i l d  310,000 1,340,036 300,000 52 0 
52-roa motel with restaurant, 
swimning pool and two pr ivate 
d in ing r o w .  

t o  pa r t i a l l y  finance establishment 
o f  a gannent factory. Project w i l l  
include purchase and renovation 
of vacant factory, plus Insta l-  
l a t i o n  o f  modern equipment. 

t o  help construct f loa t ing  dry- 
dock fae f l f t y .  

t o  help construct a manufacturing 
plant f o r  wafemood, a plywood 
subst i tute made from pulpwood. 

Durtnt Loan t o  manufacturing corporatlon 184,000 604,182 300,000 175 0 

Greenvi l l t  Loan t o  marlne services campany 400,000 1,789,OOO 0 50 0 

Grenada Ffnancial assistance t o  corporatlon 690,000 12,536,000 0 1 08 0 

28,196 

5,350 

40,OOO 

22,110 

A-44 

1 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and City 

WISSISSIPP I (Cofitinuedl 

- PreJect Uescrf pt i  on 

Holly 
Spri ngs 

Laure 

Louisville 

WeCanb 

Picayune 

Loan t o  developer to  a s s i s t  
i n  financing a 50-room motel, 
t o  Include a restaurant and 
conference room f ac i l i t i e s .  

F inancfa l  assistance t o  company 
t o  he1 p construct manufacturing 
f ac l l l t y ,  provide of f ice  space, 
and purchase new capital equip- 
ment. 

Loan to wood treatment corpora- 
tion tQ help purchase machinery 
needed t o  complete conversion 
and expanrlon of  existing opera- 
tions. 

Loan to  developer t o  he lp  
construct a shopping center. 

Financial assistance t o  developer 
to  help construct a 52-room motel 
w i t h  parking f ac i l i t i e s .  

UCAG 
Do1 1 ars  -- 

$191,200 

275 ,OOO 

286,000 

717,500 

257 ,OOO 

Prl vate 
I nves tmen t 

$981,872 

1,439,934 

715,073 

2,465,290 

919,503 

11-45 

Other 
Pub1 i c  
Dollars 

$0 

272,773 

0 

0 

0 

E s t ima ted Es t Ima ted 
Total New Houslng 

Jobs Units - 

27 0 

40 0 

71 0 

95 0 

18 0 

Estimated 
Local Tax  
Revenue 

$14,019 

4,002 

36,144 

180,305 

4,002 



FISCAL YEAR '1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AYAROS 

Kansas Ci ty  

Kansas Ci ty  

Kansas City 

Kansas Cl ty  

UDAG 
State'and Ci ty  Prolecf Deserf p t l  on Do1 1 ars 

FitSStrURI (Contfnued) 

Loan t o  developer t o  help s2,m,000 
rehabi 1 0 t a  te  vacant 1 of t- 
type warehouse bui lding i n  
wholesale h is to r ic  d f s t r i c t  
i n to  o f f l ce  space and construc- 
t i on  o f  adjoining *-level 
parking structure. 

Financial assistance t o  local  non- 
prof i t .  corporatfon t o  help develop 
a c m u n i t y  shoppfng center w i th  
r e t a i l  and o f f i ce  space. 

925,000 

Financial assistance t o  developer 1,012,OOO 
to  help rehabf l l ta te vacant 
h is to r ic  ten-story Warehouse 
bui lding i n t o  Class A o f f i c e  
space. 

loan t o  developer t o  help 
construct a c m u n i t y  shopping 
center, r e t a i l  and o f f i c e  space 
and two drlve-up restaurants. 

275 ,OOO 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Private Pub1 i c  Total Hen Housing Local Tax 

Investment Do1 1 ars Units Revenue Jobs - - 

$8,079,000 so 211 0 $46,000 

4,675,160 500,000 196 0 74,884 

7,875,105 0 189 0 35,150 

I ,543.31 3 

A-46 

0 53 0 36,796 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and Cl ty  

rnSSDURI 

Project Descr f p t i  on 

Lebanon 

Macon 

Mauntai n 
view 

St.  LW4S 

St .  L O d S  

Loan t o  newly forrned corporation 
t o  assist i n  construction of 
metal manufacturing f a c i l i t y .  

Cons t ruc t i  on/pennanent mortgage 
loan to  corporation t o  help 
finance expansion o f  food 
production f a c i l i t y  t o  include 
addition o f  a two-story, f u l l y  
equipped bui ldlng and construc- 
t i on  o f  a wastewater treatment 
f ac i  11 ty . 
Financial assistance t o  company t o  
help rebui ld  lumber c u t t l n  and 

Include construction bui lding and 
purchase of  capital  equipment. 

Loan t o  partnership t o  assist I n  
development of the S. S. Wmiral 
as a f i rs t- c lass family enter- 
tainment f a c i l i t y  on the 
Mississippi River. 

Law-interest second mortgage loan 
t o  buyers of neuly constructed 
two- and three-bedroom .townhouses. 

pa l l e t  manufacturing f a c i l  3 t y  t o  

UDAG 
Do1 1 ars -- 

$21 3 ,OOO 

1,030,080 

496 ,OOO 

5,000,000 

1,633,255 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Total New Housing Local Tax Pub1 i c  

Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs Units Revenue 
Private 

- 

$17,100 $81 5,000 $323 ,OOO 48 0 

4,275,505 682,200 130 0 76,635 

1,772,OOO 4 45 0 11 ,ooo 

19.81 7,000 

4,832.7 17 1-21 2,985 

A-47 

0 298 0 925 ,ooO 

I 

4 150 106.863 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPNENT ACTION GRANT AWAROS 

Project Descrfption State and Clty - 
Mf SSOUR I (Con tCnuedl 

St.  Louis Financlal assistance t o  local  
minorlty developer t o  help 
construct affordable rental 
housing uni ts  for low- and 
moderate-Income families. 

UDAG 
Do1 1 ars 

$750,000 

St .  L w l s  Financial assistance t o  developer 2,500,000 
t o  help renovate an h ls to r ic  
brewery bu l l  ding and e l  ght three- 
story apartment bulldings i n t o  
apartment unlts. Project w l l l  
also include construction o f  
similar buildings nearby. 

St.  Louis Loan t o  1 i m i t e d  partntrshlp t o  1,490,OOO 
fund part  o f  constructlon costs 
t o  rehabll f ta te an h ls to r ic  
furniture canpany bui lding 
i n to  leasable o f f i ce  and 
r e t a i l  space wi th an a t r l u m  
and r e t a i l  arcade. 

Sul 1 i van f inancia l  assistance t o  two 
Industr ia l  corporations t o  pur- 
chase land d t h i n  an industr ia l  
park t o  help with canstructlon 
o f  new plant  wi th parklng. 

Prl va t e  
Investment 

$2,300,886 

10,366,580 

5,168,140 

Other Estimated E s t i m a  ted Estimated 
Pub1 I c  Total N e w  Housing Local Tax 
Do1 1 ars - Jobs Unf t s  Revenue 

$947 ,000 4 50 $55,000 

0 314 0 302,650 

0 

440,000 1,276.OoO 77,228 

A-48 

7 110 36, ,600 

85 0 8.000 

1 -1 ‘S 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other E s t h a  ted Es t h a  ted Estimated 
UDAG Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

State and City  Prof ect Descrlpt i  on Dol lars Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs Units Revenue 

HONTANA 

- 

K a l  1 spell Flnanclal assistance t o  l im i ted  33,175,1300 $14,100,975 $400,000 475 0 $263,790 
partnership t o  help construct 
shopping center and motel. 

NEBRASKA 

I .. 

Kearney Grant t o  C i ty  t o  help downtown 142 ,OOO 500,000 1,780,000 21 0 
rev l t a l i r a t i on  pro ject  t o  
include rehab i l i ta t ion  o f  store 
f ronts and exter lors o f  34 small 
burjnesses and Inf rast ructure 
Improvements. 

a d  management en t l t y  t o  ass is t  
I n  purchase and restorat ion o f  a 
vacant grocery store i n t o  l l g h t  
fndustriaf and o f f i c e  space. 

Omaha Lbsrs t o  non-profit development 264,000 1,128,024 0 56 0 

A-49 

5,448 

9,835 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estlna ted Estf ma ted 
UDAt Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Do1 1 ars - Jobs Onf t s  Revenue Dol lars Investment -- Fiaject Descrfption - State and Ci ty  

WEW HAMPSHIRE 

Manches te r  

Portsmouth 

Portsmouth 

#Ew JERSET 

Asbury Park 

i--- 

Financial assistance t o  devel- S6,777,oaO $17,148,500 $1,580,000 28 151 $245,788 
oper to  help construct downtom 
apartment touer wi th restaurant 
and parklng garage. Th i r ty  
apartmert uni ts  w l l l  be f o r  
1 ow-and-derate-incane 
indlviduals and the balance 
w i l l  rent a t  market prices. 

Financial assistance t o  developer 2,100,000 8,507,268 0 360 0 
t o  help renovate h ls to r lc  theatre 
bui ld ing ln to  offdce and r e t a i l  
space. 

Financial assistance t o  developer 900,000 4,004,255 0 84 0 
t o  help construct an ou t le t  
m a l l  w i th parkfng f a c i l l t l e s  
adjacent tQ the turnpike. 

Lean t o  developer t o  renovate an 3,100,000 10,192,650 300,000 
old, vacant, elght-story hotel 
across the st reet  from Ocean 
front boardwalk i n t o  a 25O-roan 
hatel with banquet f a c i l i t y ,  
r e t a i l  shops, a swiming pool, 
and racquetball courts. 

A-50 

218,385 

64,375 

224 ,015 95 0 

!k 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estlmated Estimated Estfmated 
UDAC Pr ivate Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local l a x  

Dot 1 ars Jobs Unl t s  Revenue Pro ject  Descrl p t l  on Do1 1 ars Investment - State and Ct ty  

ltEv JERSEY (Contlnucdl 

- 

East Orange 

E l  i zabeth 

Elizabeth 

G1 wccs t e r  

Loan t o  developer t o  he lp  con- $3,236 ,OOO $1 2,829,859 $464,000 375 0 $ 23 2,500 
s t r uc t  a shopping center t o  
include a supennarket r e t a i l  
space, and a home improvement 
store w i th  parking f a c i l i t i e s  
f o r  1,000 cars. Investment w i l l  
a lso provide in f ras t ruc tu re  
inprovemen ts. 

Financlal  assistance t o  corpora- 652,000 3,426,376 150,000 96 0 
t i o n  t o  help construct a downtown 
o f f i ce / r e t a i l  cmplex. 

Finanelal assistance t o  real- estate 808,500 15,361,500 0 250 0 
partnership t o  help acquire and 
renova tt vacant b u l l  dl  ng . 
Loan t o  warehousing and 3,680,533 12,690,578 0 335 0 
haullng company t o  ass is t  with 
capf ta l  improvements along c i t y  
waterfront and purchase o f  
equipment. 

A-51 

37,500 

131,538 

195,727 



ISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Es t Ima ted Estimated Estimated 
UDAC Prlvate Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

obs tlni t s  Revenue - Oollats 1 nvestment Dollars -- Project Descri p t t  on - State and Ci ty  

NEU JERSEY (Continued) 

I 

C1 aces t e r  

Hoboken 

Jersey C?ty 

Mew Brunswick 

Loan t o  warehousing corporatfon $2,046,000 $8,105,503 $0 178 0 $214,170 
t o  help with completion o f  p ie r  
f o r  containerized cargo, expand- 
ing and rehabi l i ta t ing transient 
cargo warehousing space and pur- 
chase o f  equipment. 

Second wrtgagc loans t o  qua1 1- 
fied moderate-incame families 
fo r  purchase o f  new three-bedroa 
homes. 

315,000 l,OOO,OOO 

Financial assistance t o  developer 450,000 1,291,068 
t o  help construct two- and three- 
bedroom slngle-family hanes f o r  
sale a t  below-market prices. 

Financial assistance t o  1 imited 1 ,OOO,000 3,955,464 
partnership t o  help rehabi l i ta te 
vacant bui lding f o r  reuse as 
manufacturlng d is t r ibu t ion  and 
storage f aci 11 ty  . 

A-52 

0 0 40 40,000 

0 0 30 60,000 

0 400 0 24,353 



f ISCAL YEAR 1984 URBW DEVELOPMENT ACflON GRANT AWARDS 

Projet t Descrf p t i  on - State and City 

loEw JERSEY fContlnued) 

Nwark 

North Bergen 
Townshl p 

Orange 
Tbwnshl p 

Paterson 

Pennsauken 
Townshlp 

Loan t o  nelghborhaad-based non- 
prof i t  corpotatlon t o  help 
construct a 180-bed nursing 
h m  In redevelopment area. 

Second mortgage flnancing t o  
llmited partnership t o  help 
construct a l l g h t  Industtlal  
warehouse bulldlng. 

Flnanclal assistance t o  corpora- 
tlon t o  h e l p  construct two 
bulldlngs In an industrlal park, 
one for  l l gh t  industrial and 
t he  other for  carrmcnlal/retall 
space. 

F1 nsncl a1 ass1 statue to  developer 
to  help renovate hls tor lc  resldences 
and textile m l l l  for  converslon t o  
c o m r c l a l  off ice space as f l rs t  
phase of redevelopment of blighted 
downtown neighborhood. 

UDAG 
Do1 1 at-s 

$1,6OO,oOO 

350,000 

500,000 

300,000 

Loan to  l l d t e d  partnershfp $530,000 
t o  a s s l s t  i n  constructlon of 
Class A off ice bulldlng adjacent 
t o  country club. 

Prlvate 
Investment 

Other Estimated E s tlma ted Estimated 
Total New Houslng Local Tax Pub1 l c  

obs U n l  ts Revenue Do1 1 ars - 

$9,082,000 $0 131 0 $1 87,460 

6,371,596 0 100 0 149,500 

2,506,328 0 94 0 47 ,540 

1 ,090,388 

$3,809,345 

A-53 

0 

$0 

36 

60 

0 23,790 

0 $50,000 



FISCAL YEAR 1904 URBW DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWAROS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Pub1 l c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

S t a t e  and Clty - Project Dek r fp t i on  -- Dollars Investment Do1 1 ars - Jobs Uni ts  Revenue 

REW JEKSEY (Contlnuidl 

Pennsauken loan t o  computer corporation $896,000 $4,253,457 $0 706 0 SO 
Townshl p for purchase o f  capi ta l  equfp- 

ment t o  produce a new l i n e  o f  
home and business computers. 

Red Bank Financial assistance t o  develop- 1,030,000 4,502,413 500,000 
ment partnershlp t o  help con- 
s t ruc t  a 5-story , executive- 
class hotel, w l  t h  conference 
fac f l i t l es ,  restaurant and other 
amenltles plus on- and off -s l te  
Improvements. 

Trenton 

Trenton 

F I  nancial assistance t o  developer 550,000 2,551,750 
t o  help construct three-story 
o f f l c e  bui lding includfng parking 
f a c l l f t i e s  on vacant land 
downtown. 

Finaneial ass1 stance t o  developers 1,200,000 5,229,182 
t o  acquire and rehabi l f ta te vacant 
f ndustr i  a1 b u l l  dlng f o r  converslon 
I n t o  a ger la t r l c  health care 
f a d  1 I t y  . 

A54 

0 

0 

90 0 81,493 

92 0 33,200 

96 0 121,014 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Es t imted  Estimated 
WAG Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

State and C i ty  Project Description Do 1 1 ars Investment Dollars Jo bs Units Revenue 

REW JERSEY (Con ti nued) 

- -- 

Woodbury Loans t o  two stores t o  help w i th  $46,064 $1 43,890 $0 7 0 $1 ,262 
conversion of second f l oo r  of one 
store i n t o  crffice space and expan- 
sion o f  f i r s t  f l oo r  se l l fng area; 
the other store w i l l  move i t s  
rented space i n t o  a new larger  
f a c i l i t y  t o  be b u i l t  on vacant 
l o t .  

NEU YORK 

A1 bany Loan t o  developer t o  help 2,390 ,OOO 6.81 7,806 0 260 0 
acquire and rehabil i ta te  hotel 
and two adjacent parcels i n t o  
leaseable o f f l ce  and retai l  
space. 

acquire and rehabil i tate 
an h is to r i c  hotel and adjacent 
newspaper bui lding i n t o  o f f i ce  
and ground f l oo r  r e t a i l  
space wf t h  structured parking. 

A1 bany Loan t o  developer t o  help 2,950,ooO 9,203,892 0 300 0 

A-55 

153,286 

82,720 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBPH DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

UDAG 
Do1 l a  rs -- S t a t e  and City 

E U  YURK (Contfnuedl 

Project Descrl p t l  on 

A1 bany 

At t ica 

Binghmton 

Buffalo 

Financial assistance t o  corporation $97,000 
to  help construct bui ldlng for 
lease to  minori ty-awned welding 
and mtal fabrlcat ing firm. Pm- 
jet w i l l  i n l u d e  ass-lage o f  
county and city-owned land and pur- 
chase of  capital  equipment and 
r a l l l n g  stock. 

FInanclal assistance t o  kni t ted 59,718 
goods mnufacturer t o  help acquire 
bul ldlng fo r  expanslon of f t s  
mnuf  acturing and warehousing 
operations I n  another c l  ty. 

F lmnc la l  assistance t o  corpora- 2,190,000 
t ion  t o  help renovate a bui lding 
and a former department store In to  
a neu department store. 

Loan t o  j o l n t  venture t o  help 
renova t e  vacant d m  town 
histor ic  YMCA bui ld ing f o r  use 
as an o f f l c t  and r e t a i l  f ac i l i t y .  
Plans also include rental housing. 

1,958,000 

Private 
Investment 

Other Estimated Estlmated Estlnnted 
Total New Housing Local Tax Pub1 i c  

D o l l a r s  - Jobs On1 t s  Revenue 

$347,218 $0 16 0 $8,547 

181,697 100,OOO 

6.1 36,628 

9,558,031 

A 56 

18 0 1,500 

0 428 0 24,400 

0 203 0 162,640 

-1 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estim ted Estlma ted Estlm td 
UDAG Private Pub1 l c  Total  New Housing Local Tax 

Jobs Oni ts Revenue Do1 1 ars - State and Clty Project Description Dollars Investment 

REU YORK (Continued) 

Buffalo Financial assistance t o  devel- $5,200,000 $13,329,000 $1 , O O O , ~  609 0 $149,000 
oper to  help bulld a speclalty 
shapplng mall on the raterfront .  

industrial space i n  the Buffalo 
Technology Campus. Investment 
w i l l  continue development of 
i ndustrfal corrldor. 

0uf fa lo Loan t o  ti t y  t o  help construct 1,605,OOO 4,945,700 109,100 170 0 72,101 

Buffalo Flnanclal  asslstance to mlnorl ty 1,700,000 5,697,262 
developer t o  help actyire and 
renovate a 6-bulldlng apar%nent 
dw! 11 1 ng to be connected t o  a 
mlxed-use project consisting o f  
one- two- and three-bedrom apart- 
ments, connercial and of f ice  space. 

A 57 

0 246 , 740 100 320 



____- 

FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other E s t l m  ted E s t i m  ted Es t lmted  
Pub1 I c  Total New Houslng Local Tax UDAG P r l  va t e  

Sute and City P r o j e t  t Descrfptf on Dol lars Investment Dol lars - Jobs Unl ts  Revenue 

NEM YOKK (Contfnuedl 

Buffalo Low-interest loan t o  corporatlon t o  $954,300 $2,976,556 $0 1 90 0 $23.1 55 
help expand apd modernize ex is t ing  
f a c l l l t l e s .  Investment w i l l  a l l o w  
o l d  respected company t o  remain i n  
the City. 

Cambrld ge Finsncial asslstance t o  346,727 1,069,166 378,273 
Town company t o  help construct 12 

mushroom houses and purchase 
capi tal equl pment . 

Carthage 

C l  i f ton 
Spr 1 ngs 

Low-i nterest loan t o  1 fmi ted 1,780,000 9,607,629 
partnership f o r  a port ion o f  
equipment t o  be purchased fo r  
neuly constructed hydro-electric 
genera t i ng plant. 

Financlal assistance t o  developer 71,468 361,484 
t o  help construct an 18-bed 
adult  h m  I n  the Town o f  
Manchester. 

A-58 

35 0 8,413 

3 0 159,827 

8 0 0 



FISCAL YEAR 19E4 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Es t l m a  ted Estimated Es t Ima ted 
UDAC Prlvate Pub1 l c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

State end Ci ty  Project Description Do1 l a  rs Tnvestmen t Do1 1 ars Jobs Units Revenue 

NEW V M K  (Contfnued) 

- 

Corn1 ng 

E r i e  County 

Erfe Caunty 

Genesco 

Glens Fa l l s  

Loan and f i n n c f a l  assistance 52,900,000 514,921,303 $l,608,OOO 410 0 $420,000 
t o  developer t o  help w l t h  down- 
town improvement plan t o  include 
cmstruct ion of parklng garage, 
hotel expansion, n w  bul ld ing 
construction, glass works p lant  
conversion and purchase of 
capi ta l  equipment. 

Loan t o  water processing company t o  187,500 71 3,905 0 24 0 3,750 
purchase capi ta l  equipment t o  help 
with expansion and modification o f  
p l  ant. 

Loan t o  corporatian t o  ass is t  2,675,000 10,718,192 0 242 0 380 , 584 
i n  renovation and expanslon of 
hotel near a i rpor t  and construc- 
t i o n  o f  another hotel on adjoining 
parcel o f  land. 

Financial assistance t o  developers 175,500 599,672 0 25 8 14,501 
t o  help construct a 3-story mixed- 
use bui ld lng on vacant l o t  I n  
h i s to r l c  downtown d l s t r i c t .  

Financial assistance t o  company 750,000 4,836,654 350,000 100 0 37,500 
t o  help wl th construction o f  o f f i c e  
and manufacturing f a c l l l t y .  

A- 59 



FreJec t Descri p t t  on - State and Ctty 

Nfw ?IRK (Contfnued) 

FISCAL YEAR 19&1 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

0 ther Es t im ted  Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Pr ivate Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Jobs Unl fs  Revenue - Dollars Investment Dol lars  -- 

Greenfleld Loan t o  comercia1 p r i n t i ng  and $1,531,743 $15,169,612 $0 271 0 550,000 
TOWl binding corporation t o  ass is t  

i n  construction of indus t r ia l  
f a c i l i t y  and purchase o f  cap i ta l  
equipment. 

GreenpOPt M nancial assfstance t o  cmpany 
t o  help construct sewer system 
extension for newly b u i l t  
f a c i l i t y  t o  manufacture sa i l s  
and canvas products. 

Herkimer 

Hornet 1 

253,635 856,672 0 

Loan t o  coqmrat lon t o  ass is t  re- 450,000 3,109,020 0 
hab i l i t a t i on  o f  a f lve- story  
nursing home f a c i l i t y .  Investment 
w i l l  create space f o r  patients, 
nurses stations, drug roans, 
1 ounges , storage and hand i capped 
access. 

32 0 21,319 

47 0 0 

Flnanclal  asslstance to  developcr 650,000 3,004,209 56,000 300 0 18,000 
to help acquire, renovate and 
q u i p  a vacant indus t r ia l  bu l ld lng  
for manufacture o f  wood bathroom 
vanf t i e s  With me-piece marble 
taps. 

A-60 

1 



FISCAL YEAR 1983 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State  and City Project Description 

WEH TORK (Continued) 

Hudson Financial assistance to  
partnershlp t o  help bulld a 
petroleum blending and proces- 
s ing fac i l i ty .  

Finrnelal assistance t o  depart- 
n e n t  stare to  help open a new 
ancher s tore .  Investment w l l l  
provfde needed boost to  adjacent 
shopping mall and h e l p  revi tal-  
i t@ dawntom shopping area. 

Financial assistance t o  glass 
mirror manufacturing cmpany 
to  he lp  w i t h  building expansion. 
Project w i l l  a lso include con- 
struction of a truck loadlng 
dock and acquisition of a n i r ro t  
manuf ac turl ng machine. 

wooden furniture company to  
purchase machinery and equipment 
and rmve  and relocate e l ec t r i c  
transmission towers t o  assist 
construction of manufacturing, 
warehouse and corporate of f ice  
f ac i 1 i ty . 

I thaca 

James tm 

Jamcstam fern loan t o  electronic 

UDAG 
001 1 ar5 

$3,526 ,OOO 

475 ,Ooo 

840,000 

1,406,500 

Other Estimated Estimated 
Private Pub1 i c  Total N e w  Houslng 

1 nvestment Do1 1 ars Jobs Units - 

$1 2,446,000 $3,600 ,Ooo 140 0 

1,280,974 0 61 0 

2,904,500 0 

11,322,250 3,600,000 

A-61 

- 7 - 7  

1 08 

300 

Es t Ima ted 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$368,000 

68,205 

0 5,675 

0 11 6,126 



ISCAL YEAR 19R4 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estlmated Estlmated Estlmated 
UDAG P r i v a t e  Pub1 i c  Tota l  New Housing Local AX 

Stdte and Ctfy Prdjec t Desc r tp t l  on Do1 1 ars  Investment Do l l a rs  Jobs U n i t s  Revenue 

REW YURK I t on t i nued)  
- -- 

K l  ngston Loan t o  company t o  scqulre $350 ,ooC) $2,388,800 $0 100 0 $1 0,096 
c a p l t a l  equipment t o  a s s l s t  with 
const ruc t lon  o f  bu l ld lng,  s l t e  
improvements, and a c q u l s i t l o n  
and I n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  s p e c l a l l z d  
computer equlpment. 

Lackport F lnanc la l  asslstance t o  company 740,000 4,675,000 
t o  a s s l s t  i n  d e r n i t i n g  and 
equlpplng a spec la l t y  s tee l  
nanufactur lng f a c i  1 f t y  . 
e l  ec t r o s t a  t l c  measurement 
instruments manufacturer t o  
he lp  acqulre and renovate three 
bui ld lngs,  p l u s  i n s t a l l  machinery 
and equlprnnt t o  expand cu r ren t  
opera tl on. 

Ned ina F inanc ia l  assistance t o  $108,000 $439,733 

0 

$0 

New York Loan t o  par tnersh ip  t o  he lp  15,095,000 46,335,616 5,560,000 
with s l t e  a c q u i s l t l o n  and 
permanent f 1 nanc 1 ng f o r  be1 G)- 

Income purchasers o f  newly 
constructed s lng le- fami ly  haws. 

A-62 

129 

30 

0 61,766 

0 $2,203 

0 1,112 1,214,000 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AUARDS 

State and C i ty  Project bescriptton 

loEw YORK ttontfnued) 

UDAG 
Dol lars 

New York Financial assistance t o  p r i n t i ng  $522,861 
company t o  help purchase hra f u l l -  
web presses for exls t ing production 
f aci 11 t y  . 

Mew York 

New York 

New York 

New York 

I. 

Financial assistance t o  23,000,M)o 
rea l ty  company t o  he1 p con- 
ver t  hro vacant indus t r ia l  
buildlngs in to  showroom and 
o f f i c e  space f o r  the I n t e r i o r  
deslgn Industry. 

Financial assistance t o  corpora- 441,927 
t l on  t o  help renovate two bui ld-  
ings f o r  national headquarters. 

Financial assistance t o  City t o  
help construct a wholesale dis-  
t r i bu t i on  f a c i l i t y  i n  indus t r ia l  
park f o r  lease t o  paper company. 

Financial assistance t o  knitwear 3,000,000 
corporatlon t o  help construct a 
manufacturing f a c i l i t y  a t  a 
former brewery s i te .  

463,000 

Private 
Investment 

$9,696,479 

1 04 ,918 ,000 

8,034 , 558 

1,733,720 

9,000,993 

A-63 

Other 
Pub1 i c  
Do1 1 ars 

$0 

0 

0 

864 ,OOO 

4,600,000 

Estimated 
Total New 

Jobs - 

77 

1,755 

224 

40 

480 

Estimated 
Housing 

Uni ts  

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Estima tul 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$314,185 

3,855,000 

794 ,m 

41 ,510 

321 ,334 



FISCR. YEAR 1986 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Stdte and City Pro jec t  Descrfption 

N€U mRI: (Continued) 

Newburgh 

Newburgh 

Newburgh 

Mewburgh 

Nlagara Fa l l s  

Financial assistance t o  devel- 
oper t o  help construct nredical 
o f f i c e  space and parklng. 

Financial assistance t o  developer 
t o  help construct one, two- and 
three-bedroom cmdomlnf m. 

Financial assistance t o  wholesale/ 
r e t a i l  plumblng supply company t o  
help construct a bui lding. New 
f a c i l l t y  w i l l  provide improved 
warehouslng, loading fact1 i t l e s ,  
custcmer parking and showroom 
dlsplqys. 

ban  t o  p l as t i c  b o t t l e  manufacturer 
t o  help wi th start- up operatlon. 
Project t o  involve purchase o f  
cap i ta l  equipncnt. 

loan t o  business forms mnufactur- 
Ing company t o  help acquire s i t e  
and construct an add i t lon  t o  
ex is t fng f a c i l i t y .  

UDAG 
Dol lars 

$131 ,650 

675 ,OOO 

95,000 

55,000 

155,000 

Pr ivate 
I nves Onen t 

$477,737 

2,969,250 

339,115 

164,945 

562,680 

A-64 

Other Estimated Estimated Esttmatcd 
Total New Housing Local Tax Pub1 i c  

Do1 1 a r s  - Jobs Oni t s  Revenue 

$0 5 0 $1 0,463 

43,750 0 45 82,350 

0 9 0 1 ,617 

0 

295,300 

8 0 1 ,600 

18 0 15,574 



F I S C A L  YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Sta te  and Clty 

NEH YDRK (Continued1 

- Pro jec t  bescr tp t ion  

Niagara F a l l s  Law I n t e r e s t  loan t o  developer 
t o  h e l p  cutstruct a 20-acre 
theme park. Investment w i l l  
a t t r a c t  mare v i s i t o r s  to t h e  
American s ide  of the  Fal l s .  

North 
Tonarra nda 

North 
Tonara nda 

Morwich 

N o d  ch 

Loan to company to  assist 
i n  construction of 2- story 
building f o r  research and 
manufacture of p l a s t i c  shack 
absorbers. 

Loan t o  lirni ted  par tnership  
t o  he lp  construct one and two- 
bedroorr, apartment bui ld ings  
r l t h  sane containing specia l  
f ea tu re s  f o r  t he  disabled.  

Financial  assistance to super- 
market to  purchase capi ta  1 
equlprcnt  f o r  newly constructed 
ref  ri gera t cd  m r e h a i s e  f a d  1 i t y  
and r e l a t e d  o f f i ces .  

Financial  assistance t o  aero- 
products company to help 
renovate cxi  sti ng manufacturing 
f a c l l  i t y  and purchase c a p i t a l  
equipment. 

Estim ted  Estfma ted Other 
UOAG Pr iva te  Pub1 i c  Total New Housing 

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs Unl ts - 

$5,OOO,OM) $32,194,213 $4,648,000 1,143 0 

171,906 577,067 246,280 25 0 

301 ,OOO 1.41 1,240 0 0 60 

1,042,000 6,276,383 0 121 0 

167,400 488.41 8 

A-65 

0 34 

Estimated 
Local l a x  

Revenue 

$977.949 

1,912 

15,000 

57,665 

0 58,063 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

r 

S t a b  and City 

NEW YORK (tonttnued) 

P r o j e c t  Descrl ptlon 

Ogdensburg Loan to manufacturers t o  
assist In the acquls l t lon and 
renovatlon of a closed pulp and 
paper factory. 

01 ean Finarcla1 assistance t o  County 
Rehabil I t a t ion  Center t o  h e l p  
renovate exis t ing fac 11 i ty ,  
construct a n  additlon and provlde 
Infras t ructure  Improvements. 

Plattsburgh Loan t o  p las t l c  container 
manufacturing c w q y  t o  h e l p  
acquire machlnery and c a p l t a l  
equl pment . 
Loan t o  amrphws  s l l l c o n  voltalc 
panels production company t o  help 
construct  f a c l l l t y  In  Industr ia l  
park t o  house egrlpncnt. 

Port Jervls 

Po tsdam Second mrtgage loan to developer 
to  h e l p  construct a motel w l t h  
meetlng roms  and dlnlng f a c i l i t i e s  
on vacant urban reneral land. 

WAC 
Dollars -- 

$41 2, OM) 

Other Estlnm ted Estim ted Estlmated 
Pr ivate  Pub1 Ic Total N e w  Housing Local Tax 

Investment Dollars - Jobs Units Revenue 

$2,320,943 so 43 0 so 

88,000 220,000 

300,000 

1,850,000 

412,000 

800 ,OOO 

5,770,000 

1,884,417 50,000 

0 82 0 4,400 

A-66 

0 59 0 15,000 

0 102 0 29,310 

36 0 46,223 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVRflPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and CTty 

K U  YIJRK (Contiruedl 

- Project Description 

Poughkeepsie 

Renssel aer  

Rochester 

Rochester 

Financial ass is tance t o  pr int ing 
corporation t o  help renovate mnu- 
facturing space and purchase 
capi ta l  equipment. 

Financial assistance to  company 
t o  help construct factory i n  
North Greenbush to produce 
miniature high-precision ball  
bea ri ngs . 
Financial ass is tance t o  high- 
tech equipment manufacturing 
corporation t o  help build 
addition t o  present f a c i l i t y  
and purchase equipnent f o r  a 
f u l l y  a u t m  ted assembly opera- 
a t ion and computerized nanage- 
n e n t  system. 

Flnanclal assfstance to  
developer t o  he1 p construct 
a 27-story Class A hotel t o  
be connected t o  Convention 
Center. 

UDWG 
-- Do1 1 a r s  

$225,900 

687,471 

833,000 

6,500,000 

Pr ivate  
Investment 

$739,000 

4,303,318 

2,892,700 

33,610,791 

Other 
Pub1 ic 
Do1 1 ars 

so 

500,000 

600,000 

2 , 300,000 

Estimated Estimated 
Total New Housing 

Jobs Units - 

43 0 

115 0 

120 0 

486 0 

E s t ima ted 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$1,232 

50,424 

17,349 

1,419,480 

A-67 



FISCAL YEAR 19E4 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

S ta te  and C i ty  Project Description Dol lars Investment Dol lars Jobs Units Revenue 

llEw YURK (Conttnuedl 
- 

Rochester 

Rochester 

Rochester 

Rochester 

Rouses Point 

Financial assistance t o  developer $316,500 $5,498,128 so 320 0 $117,710 
t o  help renovate a vacant downtown 
department store i n t o  o f f i c e  space. 

Financial assistance t o  partnership 432,000 1,575,688 68 ,OOO 55 0 28,500 
t o  help construct tool mnufactur- 
ing f a c i l l t y  and purchase capi ta l  
equipment. 

Second mrtgage financing t o  de- 200,000 542,157 200,000 0 15 6,517 
veloper t o  help rehab l l i ta te  
two- and three-bedroom renta l  
housing un i ts  f o r  law-  t o  
modera te-1 ncome f a d  1 ies. 

Loan t o  t6ol and d ie  company t o  480,000 1,861,325 
help construct addit ion t o  
ex is t ing plant, and purchase 
new machinery and equipment 
i n  indus t r la l  park. 

Financial asslstance t o  p las t i cs  
shipping containers and l i n e r s  
manufacturing company t o  help 
construct o f f - s i t e  u t i l i t i e s  
f o r  new f a c i l i t y  i n  indus t r ia l  park. 

152,969 435,500 

A-68 

0 

0 

63 0 12,717 

20 0 7,896 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

I 

UDAG 
Do1 1 ars State and City 

IEEW TURK Itontfnued) 

Project Descri p ti on 

Syracuse Financial assistance t o  developer $3,070,000 
t o  help rehabi l i ta te two vacant 
bui ldings to  create a 214-ram 
hotel. 

Utica Loan t o  developer t o  assist I n  600,000 
acquisi t ion and renovation of 
two properties; one, a vacant 
department store, t o  a new r e t a i l  
area, and the other, t o  an adjacent 
parking structure. 

Loan t o  1 i m i  ted partnership t o  
help finance cmstruct lon of 
additional cannercia1 and r e t a i l  
space i n  an ex is t ing shopping 
plaza. Project w i l l  a lso provide 
nmderni za ti on and renova t i  on o f  
exlst ing rental space and 
increased parking fac i l i t i es .  

Ua 1 den 1,184,590 

Other Estlmated Es t lm  ted Estimated 
Private Pub1 l c  Total New Housfng Local Tax 

I nves tmen t Dot 1 ars Jobs Oni t s  Revenue - 

$1 3,322,726 SO 225 0 557,000 

2,075,039 950,000 95 0 141,650 

4.1 37,367 0 151 0 88,302 

Yonkers Financial assistance t o  e lder ly  
and handicapped transportation 
company t o  help with acquisi t ion 
and renovation o f  o f f i ce  building, 
garage and repai r  f ac i l l t i es .  

127,000 1,147,000 

A-69 

0 135 0 10.049 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAC Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Dollars Investment Dollars Jobs U n i t s  Revenue - -- Project Uescrl pt i  on - State and Clty 

FEM IORK ttontinued) 

Y onk cr s 

Yonkers 

WDRTH CAROLINA 

Ashevllle 

Burnsville 

Carthage 

Financial  assistance to  developer $876,095 $15,938,160 so 40 0 $100,000 
t o  help rehabi l i ta te  turn-of-the- 
century manufacturing f ac i l i t y  and 
purchase capital equlpment. 

Flmncial assistance t o  super- 1,375,000 6,716,852 557,000 166 0 269 , 250 
narke t corporatl on t o  he1 p con- 
s t ruc t  a supermarket, r e t a l l  
space and parking garage on 
urban renewal site. 

Flnanclal asslstance t o  devel- 3,400,000 12,753,346 2,000,000 392 0 167,000 
opers to  help restore bulldlng 
facades. Project 4 1 1  a lso  
Include conversion of  Inter ior  
black Into shopplng mall, 
off ice space and parklng garage. 

Flnancial asslstance t o  textile 988,000 11,451,450 0 145 0 87,082 
mllls company t o  help equlp newly 
purchased and renovated plant and 
obtaln tax-exempt industrial rev- 
enu e bond. 

Financlal assistance to  developers 322,450 1,203,300 0 54 0 15,251 
t o  help construct a shopping center. 

A-70 
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FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

UDAG 
Dollars -- State and Clty 

mRTH CAROLINA IContfnuedl 

- Project Description 

Dortches 

Fa irmont 

Fayetbevi 1 le 

Greens bora 

loan t o  developer t o  help construct 
a 150-roan motel and related f ac i l i -  

$299,000 

ties and grant  t o  City t o  par t ia l ly  
finance sewer extension from Rocky 
Mount to  motel sib?. 

Financfal assistance t o  local part- 
nership t o  help construct a shop- 
ping center t o  contain a super- 
market, drug store* variety store, 
and local shops w i t h  parking 
f aci 1 1 ties . 
Loan t o  developer t o  par t ia l ly  
finance renovation of hotel 
and construction o f  new hotel 
wing and an adjacent o f f ice  
building. City w i l l  construct 
a publlc plaza t o  integrate a l l  
the project components. 

Loan t o  minority developer t o  
help construct a shopping center 
f n  a law-income minorlty neighbor- 
hood. 

361,200 

2,606,000 

135,280 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Private Pub1 ic Total New Housing Local Tax 

f nvestmen t no1 1 ars J obs Units  Revenue - 

$3,371,999 so 69 0 $1 07 

1,729.,558 0 80 0 10,695 

1 2 , 302,666 

771,764 

A-71 

0 227 0 75,160 

0 41 0 13,162 



F I X &  YEAR 1984 UREAW DEVELOPMEWT ACTION GRANT AUAROS 

Other Est lmted Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Prlvate Pub1 i c  Total New Hwsfng Local Tax 

State and Clty Project Descrfptlon Oollars Investment Dollars Units Revenue Jobs 

RORTH CAROttl(R (Contlwedl 
- 7 

Jonesvl l l t  

Murphy 

Sfler Clty 

Statssv l l  1 t 

Y l  1 kcrbero 

Flnanclal asrlstance to  developer $1,183,100 $5,294,667 $0 98 0 366,000 
t o  a i d  fn developrent o f  a 124- 
r m  hotr l ,  restaurant, and ban- 
que t f acl 1 1 ty  . 
t o  he1 p construct 60-uni t 
rcsthamc f a c l l l t y  f o r  the 
e l  derl y. 

Flnanclal asslstance t o  furnlture 156,600 51 7,939 0 80 0 1,640 
canpny t o  purchase new capl- 
t a l  equlpment t o  help wl th acqufsl- 
t l on  and n h a b l l l t a t i o n  of  anufact-  
urlng f sc l l l t y .  

F lmncla l  asslstance t o  developer 222,960 880,605 0 30 0 5,400 

Flmncla l  rsslstamc t o  rubber 
products nnufacturer  t o  help 
construct a manufacturing addf- 
t ion  fo r  pressure-sensl t l v e  
products,and acquire new capital 
epr i p c n t  . 

471,500 9,100,ooO 120,000 

Financtal asslstancc t o  devcl- 1,030,000 5,069,660 
opers to help construct a 100- 
room hotel wlth lounge, 
restaurants, convention, Banquc t , 
and parking f a c l l l t i e s  adjacent 
t o  the ml l  . 

A-72 

90 0 20,000 

0 100 0 56,007 
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FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

UDAG 
State and C i t y  Project Descrl p t l  on Dol lars  

IlDRTH C A R O l 1 M  (Contlnuedl 

Y1 l m i  ng ton 

W1 1mC fig tsn 

looRTH OAAmA 
Devlls lake 

Financlal assf stance t o  developers 
t o  he1 p rehabfl i ta te  fonner 
h l s t o r l c  r e t a f l  store and 
h i s t o r l c  warehouse structure 
I n t o  Class A downtown o f f i ce  
space. 

F i m n c l a l  asststance to developer 290,000 
t o  help construct a 43-room "bed 
and breakfast Inn," consfsting o f  
three leve ls  o f  rams overlookfng 
the r l v e r  with guest parklng on 
s t ree t  level ,  adjacent t o  the 
Cotton Exchange Arcade. 

$275,000 

Financlal asslstance t o  developer $l,75O,OOO 
to p a r t i a l l y  f4nance construct lon 
o f  an-egg breaklng/pracessing 
p lan t  t o  convert eggs i n t o  a 
l i q u l d  and dr ied egg product f o r  
sale t o  the bakery mrke t .  

Other E s t i m  ted E s t i m  ted Estitm ted 
Pr lvate Pub1 i c  Total N e w  Housing Local Tax 

Investment Dol lars  - Jobs Units Revenue 

$1,408,000 $596,500 113 0 $1 1,682 

1,756,830 478,000 43 0 14,220 

$7.1 40,621 $0 179 0 $1 1,445 

A-73 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPHENT ACTION GRANT AUAROS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UOAG P t i  vate Pub1 I c  Total New Mousing Local Tax 

S t a t e  and CIty Project Descriptlon Dol l  art. Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs Unlts Revenue - 

Akron Financial assistance t o  developer $1,858,500 $7,662,788 $1,000,000 115 56 $92,748 
t o  help renovate downtown YMCA 
1 nto res i  dent1 a1 apartments, 
space f o r  *Y" a th l e t i c  club, and 
r e t a i l  and restaurant space. 

products m nuf ac t u r f  ng e a p a  ny 
t o  help renovate i t s  f a c l l l t y  
and acqulre capi ta l  equlpnent 
t o  expand product 1 i nes. 

Akron Loan t o  specialty chemical 278,000 2,623,637 0 100 0 36,327 

Cincinnatl Construction/pemanent loan t o  3,450,000 18.1 98,366 0 274 0 182,943 
dewloper t o  ass is t  I n  renovation 
o f  an h is to r i c  hotel t o  a 160- 
room "European Style. hotel  wi th  
a ?ounge, restaurant. de l l ,  and 
r e t a l l  space. 

A-74 
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FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AUAROS 

UDAG 
Do? 1 a r s  P r o j e c t  Descrl p t i  on - S t a t e  and C l t y  

OHIO IContCnuedl 

C1 eveland F lnanc la l  a s s l s t a n c e  t o  metal 5 5 0 0 , m  
company t o  h e l p  c o n s t r u c t  a f a c l l l t y  
I n  i n d u s t r i a l  park. P r o j e c t  to  
i n c l u d e  nerr c a p i t a l  equ ipnent  for  
p l a t i n g  o p e r a t i o n s  and was te  t r e a t -  
ment. 

C1 eveland F i n a n c l a l  a s s l s t a n c e  ta non- prof i t  865,000 
minorlty-awned i n s t i t u t i o n  t o  h e l p  
c o n s t r u c t  a 100-bed ski l led and 
In te rmedia te  care f ac l l l t y  w i t h  a 
multl-purpose s e n l o r  c i t i z e n  c e n t e r .  

C1 eveland Loan t o  developer  to  h e l p  restore and 800,000 
c o n v e r t  two vacant  h l s t o r l c  m u l t i -  
s t o r y  s t r u c t u r e s  I n t o  apartment  
b u l l d l n g s  and ground f l o o r  r e t a l l  
space I n s l d e  one o f  Clty's o l d  
I n d u s t r i a l  a reas .  

Cleveland F l i a n c l a l  a s s l s t a n c e  t o  food whole- 180,000 
s a l e r  and  d l s t r l b u t o r  t o  h e l p  purchase 
c a p l t a l  equlpment f o r  expansion of  
egg and cheese  b u s i n e s s  t o  inc lude  
packaging o f  cooklng o i l .  

P r l v a t e  
Investment  

Other Es tima t e d  Es tlma ted Es t ima ted 
Pub1 I c  Tota l  N e w  Houslng Local Tax 
Do1 1 a r s  Jobs Uni t s  Rewnue - 

$1,952,095 5875,000 47 0 $39,796 

3,376,602 500,000 

2,965 , 400  

690,327 

A-75 

0 

0 

41 0 10,472 

60,914 10 55 

12 0 5.709 



FISCAL YEAF 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estfmated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG P r i  va t e  Publlc Total New Houslng Local Tax 

State and City Project Description Do1 1 ars Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs On1 ts Revenue 

OHIO (tontfnuedf 

- -- 

C1 eveland 

Cleveland 

C1 eveland 

East 
Cleveland 

Financial assistance t o  developers $330,920 S969,Ol 3 so 48 0 $46,334 
t o  he1 p rehab i l i ta te  an h i s to r i c  
w rehouse bui 1 ding i n t o  a ground- 
f l o o r  restaurant and three f loors  o f  
o f f l c e  space. Investment w i l l  a lso 
provide capi ta l  equipment f o r  the 
restaurant. 

Financial assistance t o  developer 300,000 1 ,149,049 0 25 0 21,463 
t o  help provide pa r t i a l  construction 
and permanent f inancing f o r  an addi t ion 
t o  ex is t ing  f a c i l i t y ,  and purchase 
o f  computerized laser  scanner. 

Financial assistance t o  developer 313,000 1,002,743 0 30 D 29,133 
t o  help rehab i l i ta te  and equip three- 
story h is to r i c  comercia1 bui ld-  
i ng  i n  Ci ty ’s  warehouse d i s t r i c t .  

mortgage loans f o r  moderate- and 
middle-income occupants o f  newly 
construc ted s i  ngl e- f ami 1 y housi ng 
units. 

Bet ow-ma r k e t  interest- ra te second 400,000 2,269,000 0 0 40 37 ,m 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 UROAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AUAROS 

State 'and Ci ty  

Greenfield 

H i  1 1 sboro 

Logan 

Masslllon 

Project Description 

Permnent laan t o  developer t o  
help acqulre a vacant processing 
plant. Project w i l l  also make 
capital  Improvements t o  the 
faci 1 i t y  . 
Loan t o  developer t o  help con- 
struct  12-bed group homes f o r  
mental ly-reta rded adul t s  , and 
grant t o  C l ty  t o  cover related 
admini s t r a t i  ve expenses. 

Loan t o  company t o  help finance 
acquisition, repair, and start-up 
of  vacant p lant  t o  manufacture 
carbon-abrasive products. 

Loan t o  developer t o  help renovate 
and convert s ix  f loors o f  vacant, 
d m t m  comercia 1 b u l l  ding 
i n t o  rental apartments. 

Financial asslstance t o  l im i t ed  
partnership t o  help a c w i r e  and 
renovate an industr la 1 bu i l  dlng. 

UQAG -- Do1 1 ars 

$1,415 ,OOO 

320 ,OOO 

400,000 

550 ,OOO 

270,000 

Other Estfma ted 
Private Pub1 i c  Total New 

Jobs - Investment Do1 1 ars 

$5,569 ,130 

1,262,168 

1,712,000 

1,828,643 

899,994 

A-77 

$4,400,000 282 

0 40 

755 ,Ooo 100 

0 3 

0 33 

Estimated 
Houslng 
Units 

0 

36 

0 

78 

0 

Estimated 
Local Tax 

Revenue 

$91,946 

18.1 17 

50,000 

18,860 

22,942 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and Clty 

OHIO Itont?nued) 

- Project Descrlptlon 
UnAG 

Do1 1 ars 

SaUth Flnanci a1 ass1 stance t o  corpora ti on 
t o  help bu l l d  and equlp new f a c l l l t y  
t o  manufacture I ndl v l  dual f 1 our1 - 
datlon treatment "k l ts "  f o r  schools. 

1 ng t o  devel oper/construc tl on 
manager t o  help construct slngle- 
famlly detached houses on vacant 
school sl te. 

Lebanon 

Sprlngf leld P a r t l a l  permanent mortgage flnanc- 

l o 1  edo 

To1 edo 

Uamn 

Flnanclal assistance t o  Clty t o  
p a r t l a l l y  pay f o r  road lnprove- 
ments necessary f o r  constructlon 
o f  new general store. Project 
w l l l  Include re ta l l ,  nursery, 
and paved parklng areas. 

Flnanclal asslstance t o  developer 
and j o l n t  ventuvt t o  help con- 
struct  a 400-racn hotel, a con- 
vention center and a convacatlon 
center. 

Loan t o  company t o  purchase capl ta l  
equipment f o r  react lvat lon o f  a 
vacant manufacturl ng f ac 1 1 1 ty . 

S71,OOO 

270,000 

1 ,OOO,ooo 

7,650,000 

750,000 

Other Est imted Estimated Es t lm  ted 
Prlvate Pub1 I c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Tnvestmen t Dot 1 ars Units Revenue Jobs - - 

$183,640 550,000 30 0 $3,172 

707,400 0 18 2,600 0 

9,200,000 250,000 

38,581,458 18,OOO,000 

3,615,527 1 ,OOO,OOO 

A-78 

1 

67 

81 5 

100 

0 33,155 

0 794 ,143 

0 0 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBM DEVELOMNT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

I 

UDAG 
Do1 1 a n  -- Project Description - State and City 

OM0 Konfinued) 

Other Estimated Estimated Es t im  ted 
Priva t e  Pub1 i c Total New Housing Local Tax 

Jobs Units Revenue Investment Do1 1 ars - 

Youngr tm Financial assistance t o  furn i  ture $425,000 
campany t o  purchase par t  o f  capi ta l  
equipment t o  help nodernire and 
Increase productlon o f  80-year o l d  
plant. 

Qkl ahma Loan t o  partnership ta help 5,200,000 
construct a 330-ram hotel 
downtown adjacent t o  botanical 
ga rden be1 ng constructed. 

Hal te rs  Financial assistance t o  automotive 115,000 
parts  d is t r ibu to r  t o  help finance 
port ion o f  construction cost f o r  
new bui ld ing on indus t r ia l  s i t e  
a t  edge of City. 

c i  t y  

Independence Financial assistance t o  developer 784.41 6 
t o  help renovate and construct 
a shopping center wi th  416 parking 
spaces. 

$2,500,000 so 50 0 $18,000 

20,702,280 

300,119 

2,295,496 

B'! ' :  1 

A-79 

0 

41 8 

11 

75 

0 208,000 

0 23,716 

0 45,409 



State and City 

PENNSYLVANIA 

A1 1 entom* 

Bradford 

Bradford 

B r i s t o l  
Township 

Coraopol i s 

Projre t Descri Dt ion 

Loan t o  reat t y  company t o  help 
rehab i l i ta te  vacant t e x t i l e  
bu i ld ing as t e x t i  1e-industry 
renta l  space with sane r e t a i l  
space. 

Loan t o  health care f i r m  t o  ass is t  
I n  construction o f  120-bed nursing 
home. 

Second mortgage loan t o  pressure- 
sensit ive labels company t o  help 
purchase cap i ta l  equipment and 
construct a f a c i l i t y  for  expansion 
o f  firn, 

Construction/pemanent loan t o  
developers t o  ass is t  i n  the con- 
st ruct ion of 156-room hotel, an 
o f f i c e  building, and parking 
f ac i  1 i ty . 
Financial assistance t o  developer 
t o  k l p  construct an o f f i c e  
bul ld ing and parking spaces. 

FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AUARDS 

UDAC 
Dol lars  -- 

$llO,o(n] 

681 ,OOO 

357 ,OOo 

1,500,000 

1,145,000 

Pr ivate 
Investment 

$592,052 

3,081,138 

1,248,713 

12,6!iOB686 

5 (1 76,143 

Terminated during FY 1984. 

A-80 

Other Estimated Estimated 
Pub1 i c Total New Housing 

Dot 1 ars On1 t s  - Jobs - 

$0 56 0 

217,500 

198,Ooo 

0 

305,194 

84 

36 

244 

110 

Es tina ted 
Local l a x  
Revenue 

$555 

59,342 

10,126 

345 ,OOO 

30,000 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URMN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated E s t i m a t d  F c t i r m t d  

State and C i t y  Prolect Describti on 

_ - _  - - - -  --_...I”-- 
UDAC Private Pub1 ic Total N& Housing Local Tax 

Jobs Units Revenue - Do1 1 a rs I nves tmen t Do1 1 a r s  

PENNSYLVANIA (Contfnued) 

Erie loan t o  developer t o  help restore $1,650,000 $6,341,640 so 153 51 9123,856 
and convert his tor ic  building 
in to  a mixed-use complex, includ- 
ing shops, restaurant, off icer ,  
resldences and a movie theatre. 

Fa r r e l l  Financial asslstance t o  steel 5,035,000 21,567,908 1,500,000 
company t o  help w i t h  capltdl 
developnent program. Project t o  
Include purchase and Instal la t ion 
of equi pnent for  desul fur i  rat1 on 
processes i n  two production lines, 
purchase and instal la t lon of an 
electrlc ARC furnace f o r  producing 
bottom-poured, cylindrical ingots 
re t rof l t t lng  a b l a s t  furnance, and 
construction/rehabll I ta t lon of 
off lce space. 

Harrisburg Financial asslstance t o  1 imlted 1,005,OOO 3,881,728 
partnership t o  help construct an 
addltlon t o  rehabilitated hls tor lc  
building In major downtown r e t a i l  
center. Twenty percent of con- 
struction job contracts w i l l  
go t o  minorities and f ive percent 
f o r  female business participants. 

A-81 

0 

400 

113 

0 208,125 

0 184,800 



F I S C A L  YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Es t l m a  ted Es tlrna ted Es t l m a  ted 
U3AG Prf vate Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local l a x  

Do1 l a r s  Investment Do? 1 ars Jobs Units Revenue - -- Prajec t Descrfption - State and City 

P W W L V A N K A  (Contf nuedl 

Harr l  sburg 

J o h n s t m  

McKecs Rocks 

McKeespart 

Loan t o  developer t o  help construct $910,463 $2,241,913 $150,000 4 0 $9,400 
apartments and rehab i l i ta te  an 
ex is t ing bul ld ing fo r  addit lonal 
apartments. The two-bedroom 
apartments w i l l  have affordable 
rents f o r  low- and mderate-Income 
persons. 

Loan t o  developer t o  assist i n  671 ,OOO 1,862,376 1 ,OOO,OOO 70 0 5,431 
construction o f  a manufacturing 
faci11ty, lumber storage shed, 
and o f f i ce  space. 

Flnanclal assfstance t o  phannaceut- 689,309 12,766,750 0 159 0 66 , 540 
Ica l  mnufacturlng company t o  help 
construct an o f f i ce  bui ldlng t o  
serve as 1 t s  headquarters. 

Constructlan f lnaming t o  devel- 1,080,360 4,044,700 
oper t o  help bu l l d  tawnhousC 
condominium un i ts  and second 
mortgage loans t o  home buyers 
t o  help decrease mn th l y  pay- 
ments. 

0 0 80 26,843 

r 

A-82 



UDAG 
Dollars -- Project Description StAte and Cl ty  - 

PENN~VANIA Itontfnued) 

Hi  1 ton 

Mount C a m 1  

Nanticoke 

Norrl s toun 

Old Forge 

FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Second mrtgage loan t o  conpany 
to  help construct steel manu- 
facturing f a c l l i t y  and purchase 
capital  equipment f o r  expansion. 

$5CNI,OOD 

Second mortgage loan to  f i ve  
businesses to  he1 p f I na nce reno- 
vatlon and repair of the i r  proper- 
ties, plus acquire capital  equipment. 

Second madgage ffnanclng t o  515,000 
moderate-lncm purchasers of 
three-bedrOOm homes. 

35,590 

Financial assistance t o  automabile 518,490 
dealership t o  help acquire a 
vacant bui lding and renovate It 
fo r  adaptive reuse as an off ice/ 
showroom. Project w i l l  al low 
company t o  expand and remain i n  
area. 

Construction/pemanent loan t o  505 ,OOO 
non-prof i t , 1 ong- term care center t o  
help bu i ld  60-bed addition to  exist ing 
nursing care f a c i l i t y  and serve 
the needs of the e lder ly  i n  f i v e  
canrmmity health service areas. 

Private 
Investment 

Other Estlmated Estimated 
Pub1 i c  Total New Hourlng 
Do1 1 a r s  Jobs Unl t s  - 

$3,506,501 $lOO,OoO 12 0 

1 58,862 0 16 0 

1,412.720 0 0 33 

2,612,806 0 45 0 

1,698,446 

A-83 

0 39 0 

E s t l m  ted 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

$32,909 

1,400 

8,627 

7,651 

0 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

UDAG 
Dol lars -- State and City 

PENWnVANfA (Continued) 

I Project Description 

Phlladelphla 

Philadel phis 

Philadelphia 

P i  ttsburgh 

Financial assistance to  developer $4,195,000 
t o  help acclujre p ro jec t  s i t e  and 
construct an enclosed shoppf ng 
center w l  th special ty stores, 
parklng f a c l l i t f e s  and an access 
road. 

loan t o  developer t o  help ‘rehabll- 
I t a t e  h i s t o r i c  structure i n t o  apart- 
mentss w l  t h  ground-floor comnerclal 
space. Ten percent o f  the residentf-  
a1 unit5 w i l l  be leased t o  famil ies 
whose Incanes f a l l  below median-lncm 
1 eve1 s . 
Financial assistance t o  Unlted 328,000 
Cerebral Palsy Association t o  help 
acquire and renovate a col lege 
f a c i l i t y  far reuse as t h e i r  operations 
center . 
Loan t o  developer t o  remodel and 
restore a vacant UPS warehouse. 

224,000 

460,000 

Pr lvate 
Investment 

518,459,000 

962,261 

1,850,000 

1,839,102 

A-84 

1 i ~- 

Other Es t ima ted Estf ma ted Es t f ma ted 
Total New Housing Local Tax Pub1 i c Revenue 

Units Do1 1 ars - Jobs - 

$0 266 0 $1,165,700 

646 ,OOO 

0 

722,200 

3 20 20,000 

55 0 39,283 

58 0 8,086 

-- 1 T I E  



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

State and Clty Project Description Do1 1 a r s  Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs Unl t s  Revenue 

PENNSYLVANIA (Continued) 

- -- 

Pittsburgh Financial assistance t o  j o in t -  317,0M),OOO 3108,279,000 $7,500,000 1,185 0 $1,973,780 
venture partnership t o  help 
construct an of f  i ce  bui 1 ding. 
Project w i l l  also include reno- 
vation and expansion o f  a 
theatre i n to  a f i rs t- c lass 
f a c i l i t y  f o r  the performing 
arts. 

Ps t t sv i l l e  Financtsl assistance t o  devel- 1,200,000 4,286,694 0 72 0 
oper t o  help construct new 
100-roam hotel i n  downtown 
area. 

t o  developer t o  help bu i ld  99- 
room motel with restaurant, 
lounge, g i f t  shop, indoor pool, 
exercise f a c l l i  ties, banquet and 
meeting r o w .  Investment w i l l  
also provide funds f o r  Borough to  
make public improvements including 
sanitary sewer-extension 
construction and separation from 
stonn-water collection. 

Sayre Construction/pennanent f inancing 1,696,000 5,026,199 0 40 0 

A-85 

36,858 

97,872 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Total New Houslng Local Tax Pub1 1 c UDAG Private 

State and Ci ty  Project Descri p t ion  Oollars Investment Dol lars Jobs On1 t s  Revenue 

PENRSYLQANIA (Contfnued) 
- 

Uyalusing Flnsrlcial assistance t o  beef $1,95O,OOO $6,949,844 $1,000,000 145 0 $2,000 
packing company to  help construct 
new and expanded k i l l - f l oo rs ,  
holdfng pens, and off ice space, 
add RW cooling and freezfng 
f ec i t l i t es ,  renovate and expand 
eurrent f l e e t  maintenance bul ld-  
(ng, purchase capi ta l  equipment 
and add t o  truck f leet .  

York 

r- 

Financial asslstance t o  j o i n t  
Venture t o  purchase capi t a l  
equ4mnt  f o r  newly constructed 
bul ld lng I n  i ndus t r ia l  park f o r  
u empany t o  manufacture ln -  
ground and portable hydrotherapy 
s w .  

Central Fa115 Financial assistance t o  help 
yrrn canpany acquire and con- 
s t ruet  a new f a c f l i t y .  Company 
w l l l  purchase highly technical 
a q u l m n t  t o  produce qua l l t y  
yarns previously only avai lable 
I n  Europe. 

284,000 1,006,531 561,000 

624,300 4,302,213 25,000 

A-86 

81 0 12,128 

45 0 28,958 



r 

FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and C i ty  Project Description 

M E  ISLAND (Continued) 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Do1 1 ars Jobs Uni ts  Revenue Dol lars Investment - 

Crans ton 

Woansocket 

E d p f  lsld 

Financial assistance t o  jewelry $1,OOO,OOO $4,684,300 $0 350 0 $47,700 
company t o  help purchase highly 
special I zed equipment and bui 1 d 
a two-story addit ion t o  ex is t ing  
f a c i l i t y  I n  neighboring Johnston. 

Financial assistance t o  help manu- 600,000 2,618,383 
fsctur ing company expand the i r  
f a c i l i t i e s  and purchase additional 
equipment f o r  manufacture o f  
ve lvet- l ike material used f o r  
packaging jewelry and cosmetics. 

Laen t o  company t o  help bu i l d  a 1,OOO,OOO 19,391,742 
p lant  on 50 acres, with ra i l road  
access. t o  manufacture f iberglass 
c l o th  backing f o r  roof  shingles. 
Investment w l l l  permit issuance 
o f  1 ndustr lal  revenue bonds. 

0 

0 

65 

159 

Loan t o  canpany t o  help purchase 820,000 2,800,000 800,OOO 175 
and start-up closed p lant  t o  manu- 
facture high-qua1 1 ty. combed-cotton 
yarn f o r  sale t o  k n i t t i n g  trade. 

A-87 

0 25,649 

0 227,215 

0 37 ,OOO 



FISCAL YEAR 19R4 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Private Pub1 l c  Total New Houslng Local Tax UDAG 

State and Clty - Projes t Oescrl p t l  on -- Do1 1 ars Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs Units Revenue 

SOUTH CAROLINA (Contlririedl 
- 

E l  1 oree Flnancial assistance t o  grocery $1,025,003 $15,131,900 $0 95 0 $1 51,600 
store chain to  help construct 
d ls t r lbu t ion  center. Project 
w l l l  represent f I r s t  industry 
t o  locate I n  City I n  20 years. 

I 

Kingstree Financial assfstance t o  developer 1,515,OOO 3,900,000 500,000 
t o  help construct corn starch 
p lant  t o  assist predominantly 
minori ty area fanners by pro- 
vfding a more stable market 
f o r  t he l r  corn. 

Mu1 11 ns Flnancial assistance t o  developer 1,120,000 5,504,467 
t o  help acquire vacant t e x t i l e  
f a c l l f t y  and purchase capi ta l  
equipment. 

lies t Financial assistance t o  developer 3,050,000 18,498,000 
Columbia t o  help construct a 200-rom 

Class A hotel, a c i v i c  center, 
and a health f a c i l i t y .  Project 
w i l l  generate devel opncnt 
o f  o f f i ce  bui ld ing and apartments 
on the adjoining property and 
create an a t t rac t i ve  development 
along the waterfront. 

A-88 

0 

0 

rn! 1 '------ 7- 

70 

110 

96,680 0 

0 34,028 

360 90 13,417 



FISCAL YEAR 198C URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and City 

SOUTH DAKOTCL 

Fa i t h  

TENNESSEE 

Crossv i l le  

TEXAS 

Brmnsv i l l e  

D a l l  as 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UDAG P r i  vate Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Prd ject  Descr ipt ion Dol lars 'Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs Uni t s  Revenue - 

Loan t o  l im i t ed  partnership t o  $168,000 $542,803 $0 6 0 $1 1.61 9 
ass is t  I n  construct ion o f  a 
27-room motel across from a 
shopping center. 

Financial  assistance t o  ceramics 
company t o  help construct a new 
p lant  t o  manufacture h igh ly  
durable t i l e s  f o r  use i n  comer- 
c i  a1 construction. 

640,000 12,454,000 58,000 125 0 126,026 

Loan t o  minority-owned corporation 244,000 816,332 0 43 0 13,223 
t o  help construct and equip a 
suptrnarket. 

Flnancial  assistance t o  two whole- 473,172 6,059,420 94,634 114 0 124,920 
sale produce f inns t o  purchase 
capi ta l  equipment t o  help w i th  
development o f  vacant warehouse 
and adjacent bu i ld ing  i n  C i ty ' s  
Pocket o f  Poverty. 

A-89 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWAUOS 

State and C i ty  

TEXAS CCont4nuedl 

Project Descrlpt l  on 

E l  Paso Loan t o  developer t o  help con- 
s t r uc t  new branch bank bui ld ing 
t o  include a dr ive- in t e l l e r  
operatlon and parking spaces. 
N e w  fael 1 i t y  wl 11 serve predomi - 
nantly Hlspanl c res i  dent1 a1 
nclghborhood. 

Financial assistance t o  developer 
t o  provlde st reet  improvements 
adjacent t o  newly constructed 
mu1 ti-purpose developnent w i th  
marine theme next t o  the airport .  
Project w i l l  include botanical 
garden, nature t r a i l s ,  a camp 
ground, and res t  area. 

Loan t o  developer t o  help reimburse 
eosts of land acquisi t ion and on- 
and o f f- s i te  improvements I n  devel- 
opment o f  new shoppfng center t o  
Include a supermarket, j un io r  
department store and other s l o t  
e t a i l e r s .  

Gal veston 

La Grange 

Other Estlmated Estimated Estimated 
UOAG Private Pub1 l c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Do1 1 ars Jobs Unl ts Revenue - Dot 1 ars Investment 

so 12 0 $19,625 $114,759 52,223,972 

500,000 4,107,000 

594,600 2,283,234 

0 35 0 3.1 00 

0 105 0 65,238 

r- 

A-90 
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FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

0 ther Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UOAG Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

State and Ci ty  Project Description Dol lars Investment 001 1 ars - Jobs Units Revenue 

TEXAS IContinuedl 

Lampasas Financial assistance t o  C i ty  t o  $1,147,R43 $4,737,243 $1,428,000 51 81 $31,995 
provi de water , sewer drai nage, 
and street improvements i n  down- 
town area t o  support planned 
private development. Project 
w i l l  include rehabi l i ta t ion 
of exist ing bui lding space f o r  
o f f i ce  use; expansion and rehab- 
i l i t a t i o n  of a downtown restaurant; 
construction o f  duplexes f o r  
senior ci t izens and handicapped 
persons; and construction o f  new 
bank f a c i l i t y .  

San Antonio Loan t o  developer t o  help 1,360,000 10,536,595 340,000 
renovate vacant, h i s  t o r l c  hotel 
located across the st reet  from 
the Alamo, i n t o  181-roan deluxe 
hotel. 

A-91 

146 0 408,000 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Estlma t@d Estimated Es t Ima ted 
Total New Housing Local Tax 

Other 
UDAG Private Pub1 lc  

State and Ci ty  Project Description Do1 1 ars Investment Do1 1 a rs Units Revenue Jobs 
TEXAS ICori f i  Ruedl 

- - 

Three Financlal asrittance t o  company $4,381 ,OOO S19,600,000 SO 30 0 $30,600 
R I  vers t o  help construct new channel 

dam i n  the r l v e r  and new two- 
m i l l i on  gallon-a-day water 
treatment f ac l l l t y .  As a 
resu l t  o f  increased water 
supply, company w i  11 develop 
and expand i t s  o i l  re f fn lng 
f a c l l l t y  and enter I n t o  a 
20-year contract t o  purchase 
treated water from the City. 

Wesl aco Financlal assistance t o  City t o  80 , 290 449,563 
provide water and sewer lmprove- 
rnents t o  help insurance company 
construct regional claim service 
center on s l t e  near lndustr fa l  
park. Project i s  Phase I o f  a 
proposed cormrerclal development. 

r I-- 

A-92 

0 40 0 10,089 

~ -1 71 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Es t Ima ted Estimated Estima ten 
UDAG P r i v a t e  Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Dollars Investment 001 1 ars U n i t s  Revenue Jobs - - State and C i t y  

UTAH 

Gar1 and 
- 

Loa 

Sa l t  Lake 
c i t y  

Project Descri pt i  on 

Financial assistance t o  developer 
t o  purchase capital equipment t o  
he1 p w i  t h  cons t ruct i  on of three 
gasohol plants on vacated sugar 
factory s i te  where several b u l l  d- 
ings  w i l l  a l so  be rehabllitated 
for  use In t h i s  project. 

Financial assistance t o  cheese 
tnanufacturlng company to  he1 p 
construct new, expanded facl l  Ity. 

loan t o  j o in t  venture t o  help 
construct Class A off ice building 
and parking garage. Project 1s 
major part of City's revl tal iza-  
tion plan for  Southern part  of 
central business d i s t r i c t .  

$3,000,000 $1 2,550,000 so 61 0 S 142,000 

153,000 548,914 

3,975 ,000 19,259,585 

A-93 

12 

507 

0 0 

0 228,791 



FISCAL YEAR 19114 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estlnated Estimated Estlmated 
Total N e w  Housing Local Tax Pub1 i c  
- Jobs Uni ts Revenue Project Descri p ti on -- Dollars Investment Dollars 

UOAG P r l  va te - State-and Ctty 

UTRA (Conttnued) 

Sprl ngvi 1 1 e 

Bra ttl cboro 
TOWI 

Burl 1 ng ton 

Flnanclal asslstance to  City t o  52,326,000 $76,896,000 $16,595,000 400 0 $656.1 05 help improve water, sewer and 
power systems i n  support of new 
f a c i l i t y  t o  be constructed by 
frozen food products company. 
Investment will flnance portlon 
of developwent costs of two 
hydropower f a c l l  ities necessary 
f o r  company t o  manufacture 
the1 r products . 

Law-Interest loan t o  surgtcal-  462,142 1,450,208 100,OOO 
cqulpment praductlon company 
t o  he lp  purchase equlpwnt  t o  
apply the aerospace Industry's  
precise forging technlques. 

Financlal asslstance to  developer 675,000 1,995,625 0 
to  he lp  acquire and rehab i l i t a t e  
twa vacant bulldlngs i n  central 
buslness d l s t r l c t  t o  be leased as 
canmerclal and Industrial  incubator 
space a t  affordable costs t o  s t a r t -  
up and expand businesses. 

A-94 

55 

60 

0 0 

0 28,498 

R 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
UOAG Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

State and C i ty  Project Description Dol lars fnvestment Do1 1 ars Jobs Units Revenue 

VERPKlNT Konttnued) 

- 

Burlington Financial assistance t o  developer $310,000 $1,551,227 $0 33 0 $21,075 
t o  help renovate vacant, h i s to r i c  
comnenial structure i n  central 
business d i s t r i c t .  Project t o  
include restorat ion o f  19th 
century I talenate facade and store- 
f ron t  plus rehab i l i ta t ion  o f  
i n t e r i o r  as modera Sel y-pric ed 
r e t a i l  and o f f i ce  rental  space. 

Burlington Financial assistance t o  developer 4,000,000 12,547,044 
t o  he1 p construct 474-space 
parking structure t o  w e t  
dem nd generated by expansion 
of ex is t ing hotel and newly 
constructed mall i n  downtown 
r c v i t a l  i za t ion  area. 

t o  help wi th land acquisit ion, s i t e  
improvements, parking, purchase 
and Ins ta l la t ion  o f  equipment. 
Ccmpany w i l l  introduce new micro- 
f iche process and of fer  maw 
e f f i c i e n t  services t o  subscribers. 

Chester Financial assistance t o  new company 106,000 406,050 

1 37.91 7 0 153 0 

0 47 0 11.000 

A-95 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Estlma ted 
UDAG Prlvate Pub1 l c  Total New Houslng Local Tax 

Oollars - Jobs Units Revenue State -and Cl ty Project Descrl p t l  on Dollars Investment 

St.  Johnsbury Loan t o  developer t o  purchase equip- $54,000 $232,900 SO 5 0 $2,660 
TOW ment t o  a i d  I n  conversion o f  an 

ex is t ing movie theater i n t o  three 
minl-theaters. The pro ject  i s  a 
continuation o f  the C l ty  and the 
buslness comnunity's dawntom, 
rev f ta l l za t lon  ef for ts .  

Waterbury Financial assistance t o  i c e  cream 650,000 3,105,640 
company t o  help construct a new 
manufacturing plant. 

company t o  help construct a new 
manufacturing f a c i l i t y  I n  an 
industr la l  park. 

Ytndsor Financial assistance t o  marble 259,500 1,051,596 

Winoaski f lnancia l  assistance t o  developer 450,000 1,954,344 
t o  help renovate a bui ld lng and 
construct another I n  an industr la l  
park t o  provldc Incubator space 
f o r  e igh t / cmerc fa l  businesses. 

A-96 

0 

7 

77 

32 

100 

0 44,470 

0 30,888 

0 36,880 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPmNT ACTION GRANT AYARDS 

State and City 

VIRGINIA 

Appalscbla 

B r i  s t o l  

Marion 

Project Descri p t i  on 

Other Estimated Estimated Es t im ted  ~ _ _  _.__ 

UDAG Pr ivate Pub1 i c Total New Houslng l oca l  Tax 
Jobs Uni ts  Revenue Do1 1 ars - Dollars  Investment 

Financial assistance t o  developer $137,315 $485,025 $5,510 5 0 $946 
to  help provide o f f - s i t e  Improve- 
ments and parking f o r  construct ion 
o f  phamzlcy, doctor's o f f i ce ,  and 
p r i va te  cornunity medical f a c i l i t y  
f o r  treatment o f  black- lung dlsease. 
Xnvestmnt w i l l  provide the only 
pharmacy and c l i n i c  i n  the camnunity. 

Unancfa l  assistance t o  developer 520,000 3,196,679 
to  h e l p  acquire s l t e  t o  b u i l d  an 
FHA-iwiured congregate e lder l y  
housfng f a c i l i t y .  Pro ject  w i l l  
Include beds and support services 
such as meals, transportation, 
and laundry f a c l l i t l e s .  

Flnanclal assistance t o  f u rn i -  
ture cmpany t o  he1 p ui th  
expansdon t o  include con- 
s t ruct lon o f  addit ions 
tQ ex is t ing  f a c i l i t y  and 
purchase o f  cap i ta l  equip- 
ment. 

1,280,OOO 5,775,011 

A-97 

0 25 100 39,077 

0 125 

r I ~ 

Ik 

0 34,763 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

r- 

Other E s t lma  ted Estimated Estimated 
Total New Houslng Local Tax UOAG Private Pub1 i c  

-- Do1 1 ar:. Investment 001 1 ars - Jobs Units Revenue State and Ctty 

V I R G I N I A  ( C o n t h u d )  

Project Oescrl p ti on 

Occoquan Financlal ass1 stance t o  partner- 9350,000 $1,199,615 $350,000 56 0 $24,516 
shlp t o  help construct a new 300- 
seat restaurant. 

businessman to  help construct a 
new food store i n  redevelopment 
area. 

Petersburg Flnanclal asslstance to  minority 46,950 269,961 0 7 0 8,730 

Pul aski Flnanclal assistance t o  furniture 2,030,000 7,601,431 500,000 350 0 22,665 
campany to  h e l p  w i t h  expanslon 
t o  include construction of new 
building, rehabi l l ta t ion o f  old 
space, and purchase of  capital 
equipment. 

Richmond Financial asslstanec t o  furni ture  4,200,000 19,037,150 8,550,000 975 
canpany t o  help develop major new 
downtown fest ive retail center. 
Project w i l l  include enclosure 
of Sixth Street  market place, 
clfmate control of public street, 
three blacks long, w l t h  plazas and 
walkways linking 90 shops, 
restaurants, k l  osks, stall s, and 
pushcarts. A glass-enclosed, 
two-level court u111 also connect 
two department stores. 

r n '  i -11 i 

A-98 

1 

0 755,390 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

r 

UDAG 
State and Ctty Project Uescrfpt i  on Do1 1 ars 

VIRGINIA (Cont'dl 

Stony Creek Loan t o  developer t o  ass is t  $9,77O,OOO 
energy company i n  construct ion 
o f  ethanol p lan t  t o  produce 
ethanol , l i q u i d  carbon dioxlde, 
and d i  s t i  1 l e t s '  dr ied grain. 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 

Financial  assistance t o  developer 5,405,233 
t o  help w i t h  renovation and expan- 
sion of 435-roa resor t  hotel  com- 
plex t o  include a tennis club, confer- 
ence f a c i l i t i e s ,  restaurants, pools, 
beach and watarfront ac t i v i t i e s .  

HASRINGTOIS 

Goldendale Financial  assistance t o  developer 131,610 
t o  help construct a motel, w i th  
53 parking spaces and leasable 
o f f i c e  space. 

-- 

Other Estima ted Estima ted Estimated 
Pr ivate Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs Units Revenue - 

$27,605,308 $200,OOO 47 0 $349,638 

30,071,327 

541,572 

0 

0 

826 

24 

0 2,789,831 

0 1,260 

A-99 



State ihtd'Cify Prdject Descriptlon 

WASHINGTON f Conti nued) 

FXSCAL YEAR 198t URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AXARDS 

Other Estimated Estimated Es t ima ted 
UDAG Private Pub1 l c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

001 1 ars Units Revenue Jobs - - Dollars Investment 

Spokane Financial assistance t o  developer $1 .ooO,OOO $4,533,828 $0 195 0 $126,245 
t o  help restore an h l s to r i c  
Mason bui ldlng I n t o  a r e t a i l /  
o f f l c e  f a c l l l t y .  

Tacoma Financial assistance t o  developer 1.419,300 7.446,320 0 

Toppeni sh Flnancial assistance t o  Clty and the 622,183 11,310,199 0 

t o  he1 p construct a 158- roa  hotel 
wi th  221 parking spaces. 

Yaklma Indian Nation t o  help construct 
a bu i ld lng and purchase capl ta l  
equipment f o r  manufacture of wooden 
doors and frames. 

UEST VfRGlWIA 

Elkins Flnancial asslstanet t o  developer 270,600 742,580 
t o  help bu l l d  parking space f o r  62 
cars i n  conjunctfan wf th 
c m i t m e n t  of seven buslnesses 
adjacent t o  new parking area t o  
rehab l l l ta te  ex is t ing  unused 
ccmerc ia l  space and b u l l d  new 
r e t a l l  space. 

A-100 

0 

129 

5s 

0 231,000 

0 4,303 

54 15 4,992 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

UDAG 
State and Clty Project Descriptlan Do1 1 ars 

Wm VIRGINIA fContinued1 

Fol 1 ansbee 

Parkersburg 

WlSCOWSIR 

Fond Du Lac 

Nauston 

Flnanclal assistance to  j o i n t  $8,775,000 
wenture t o  h e l p  renovate and 
retool vacant  steel plant,  
and develop a state-of-the- 
a r t  steel coating for  galvan- 
ized and aluminized steel 
products. 

Loan t o  developer to  help provide 
fixed equipment fo r  new restaurant 
I n  retail development. 

125 ,ooO 

loan to developer t o  help 1,400,000 
renovate vacant hotel  and add 
meeting rooms. two restaurants,  
and a lounge. Project will 
also include construction of an 
adjacent parking ramp. 

Nortgage loan t o  metal plating 
company t o  purchase equipment to  
help with expansion of its manu- 
facturing operations. Project 
includes leasing of space adjacent 
to  existing fac i l i ty .  

71,280 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Private Pub1 i c  Total N e w  Housing Local Tax 

Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs On? ts Revenue - 

$47,350,034 $0 400 0 S81.707 

601 ,OOO 0 28 0 5,035 

0 . 90,686 126 4,605,680 1,900,OOO 

382,705 

A-101 

0 40 0 4,153 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and City 

CrrSCOWSIR 

M i  1 waukee 

Peshtigo 

Rhi net ander 

Proji?ct bescrfption 

Financial assistance t o  chemical 
company t o  purchase capi ta l  
equipment t o  help consolidate 
and expand i t s  d i s t r i bu t l on  
center. Project Includes con- 
version of  bu i ld ing i n t o  f in ished 
goods warehouse and d is t r ibu t ion  
f a c i l i t y .  

Loan t o  50-year old paper manu- 
factur ing company, the Ci ty 's  
major employer, t o  repai r  and 
modernize ex is t ing equipment, 
and provide pa r t i a l  f inancing 
f o r  purchase o f  new equipment. 

Financial assistance t o  developer 
t o  help construct a bui ld ing i n  
an indus t r ia l  park and purchase 
capi ta l  equiprent t o  process 
paper m i l l  waste products i n t o  
dry powder chemicals which w l l l  
be sold internat ional ly.  

UDAG 
Do1 1 ars -- 

$210,000 

2,010,m 

410,000 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Investment Dol lars - Jobs Units Revenue 

$2,407,000 $0 46 0 $23,774 

12,222,296 

2,875,400 

A-102 

100 

44 

0 22,877 

0 32,068 



FISCAL YEAR 1989 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and City 

PUERTU RICO 

Aguadi 11 a 

Arecibo 

Bayambn 

I. 

Prolec t Describtf on 
UDAG 

Do1 1 ars 

Flnancial  assistance t o  developer $533,722 
t o  help construct shopplng center 
w i th  291- parking f a c i l i t i e s  
between former A i r  Force 
Base and downtown. 

Financial  assistance t o  developer 818,250 
t o  help construct a 2-story ambulatory 
surgical  and emergency medical 
center, doctors' o f f i ces  and pur- 
chase cap i ta l  equipment. Medical 
center w l l l  provide qua l i t y  medical 
services a t  lower costs where over- 
n igh t  hospi ta t  i za t i  on not  requl red. 

Second mortgage f inanclng t o  2,810,000 
developers t o  construct 
s ing le - fad  l y  detached houses. 

I-.. . 

Pr ivate 
Investment 

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Pub1 i c  Total N e w  Housing Local Tax 
Do1 1 ars Jobs Units Revenue - 

$2,220,988 so 139 0 $37,469 

3,269,245 0 88 0 4,897 

9,930,591 0 0 281 30,000 

A-103 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Stdte and Ctty 

PUERTU RICU (Contfnued) 

Projec t Descrfptlon 

BqyalnOtl Grant t o  homcbuyers t o  reduce 
mortgage pr inc ipal  amount 
needed fo r  new1 y-cons truc ted 
3-bedroom houslng unl ts. 

Bayamn 

Bayamn 

Bayamon 

Caguas 

UDAG 
[ lol l  ars -- 

$2.11 3,750 

143,000 

964,800 

205 ,OOO 

726,400 

Other Es timated Estimated Estimated 
Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Investment Do1 1 ars - Jobs Onl t s  Revenue 

$5,836 , 250 $0 0 190 $69,469 

421,364 

2,591,838 

791,218 

0 0 13 5,577 

0 0 72 35,851 

0 23 0 11,223 

2,338.91 2 0 

A-104 

r--- 7 

Grant t o  hane buyers t o  reduce 
monthly paynents o f  new "patio" 
homes. 

Grant t o  moderate-incaw famil ies 
t o  purchase 3 -bed rm row houses t o  
reduce the in terest  rate. 

Loan t o  developer t o  ass ls t  i n  
acquisi t ion and rehab l l i ta t ion  
of vacant bui ld ing t o  be used f o r  
expansion o f  t ra in ing  center for 
post-secondary barber, cosmetology 
and ha1 r-sty1 1 ng students. 

Grants t o  horn buyers o f  newly 
constructed condmlnium un i ts  
i n  four bui ldings t o  reduce monthly 
payments. 

0 64 0 



S &te an1 c i ty  Project bes - i t p t i  - 

FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

UOAG 
n Do1 1 ars - 

PUERTO RICO (Continued) 

Canovana s Second mortgage loans t o  law-  and $161,600 
moderate-income purchasers o f  single- 
f a m i l y  homes t o  wr i te  dawn cost. 

Cayey Loan t o  developer t o  ass is t  i n  370,000 
construction o f  expansion t o  
area's only hospital. Addltion 
w i l l  contain f a c i l i t i e s  f o r  both 
in-pat ient and ambulatory 
c l i n i c a l  uses, parking, and new 
medical equlpment. 

C W Y  Financial assistance t o  pur- 342,600 
chasers o f  three-bedroom 
single-family homes t o  w r i t e  
down cost and make them 
marketable i n  the comnunity. 

venture t o  help construct two 
of f i ce  buildings, provide a 
road and other in f rast ructure 
development as f i r s t  phase o f  
o f f i ce  park. 

Dorado Financial assistance t o  j o i n t  3 , ~ , ~  

Other Estimated Estimated Estimated 
Private Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local l a x  

Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs On1 t s  Revenue - 

$442,000 so 0 16 $3,556 

1,445,929 0 52 0 17,124 

8% ,038 0 

8,999,775 

A-105 

0 36 9,054 

0 432 0 163,000 



FISCAL YEAR 1986 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

Other Estlmated Estlmated Estlmated 
UDAG Prlvate Pub1 I c Total New Houslng Local Tax 

Dollars Investment Do1 1 ars - Jobs Clnl t s  Revenue ProJect Descrtptlon - State and Clty 

PUERTU RICO (Continued) 

Fajarda Flnanclsl assf stance t o  purchasers $260,000 $712,079 so 0 35 $3,062 
o f  newly constructed 3-bedrom 
single-famlly homes t o  wr l te  
down cost. 

Guay ama 

Gurabo 

H a t l l l o  

Flnanclal assistance t o  company 1,297,SOO 4,880,804 
t o  help acqulre, construct 
and equip a manufacturing 
f a c l l f t y  f o r  productlon o f  
p las t l c  bott les f o r  detergents, 
mi lk and mdlclnes. 

Second mortgage loans t o  provlde 686,000 2,371,855 
permanent f lnanclng for h m  
buyers a1 1 awl ng devcl oper t o  
se l l  two-bedroam hanes a t  market 
prlces. 

Flnanclal assistance t o  developer 141 ,750 399,502 
t o  help construct a two-story 
concrete bu l l  d l  ng w l  th  space 
f o r  sales and storage o f  con- 
s t ruct lon materlals, loading 
and parklng areas. 

A-106 

0 

0 

0 

1 02 0 108.808 

0 127 9,208 

15 0 13,327 



FISCAL YEAR 19P4 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

State and Ctty 

PUERTU .Rim fContlriu6d) 

Project Descri p ti on 

Juncos 

Lares 

Las Piedras 

Lo1 za 

Lo1 za 

Second mortgage loans t o  buyers 
o f  newly constructed 3-bedroom 
slngle-family houslng unl ts. 
Investment w i l l  a lso provide 
s f te  Improvements. 

Second mortgage flnanclng t o  
developer to  ass ls t  i n  con- 
st ruct ion o f  slngle- family 
homes t o  be sold t o  law-  and 
moderate-incane families. 

Second mortgage loans t o  buyers 
o f  newly constructed three-bed- 
raan bus ing  units.  

Second mortgage financing t o  
purchasers of three-bedroom hams 
t o  url t e  dawn the cost. 

Second mortgage flnanclng t o  
low-  and moderate-Income purchasers 
of three-bedroom single- family 
homes t o  wr i te  down cost. 

UDAG 
Do1 1 ars 

$3,358,786 

364 ,OOO 

352 ,OOO 

255 ,OOO 

1,232,000 

Other Estima ted Estima ted Estimated 
P r i  vate Pub1 i c  Total New Housing Local Tax 

Investment Do1 1 ars - Jobs Unf t s  Revenue 

$8,912,665 $289,296 0 369 SO 

940 ,OOO 0 

902,225 0 

701,665 0 

3 , 296,640 0 

A-107 

0 40 

0 43 

0 25 

0 120 

9,660 

12,729 

7,138 

35,442 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT WARDS 

Other Estimated 
UDAG Pr ivate Pub1 i c  Total N e w  

Jobs - State and COfy - Project  Oescriptfon -- Dollars  Tnvestment Dol lars 

P E R T O  RICO (Conttnued) 

Manatl H ~ a n c f a ?  assistance t o  middle- $1,551,530 $4,068,470 $0 0 
Income fami l ies t o  purchase 
newly constructed, three-bedrbam 
houses a t  a p r inc ipa l  reduction. 

t o  help construct single- family 
hms f o r  low-  and mderate- 
income familtes. 

federat ion t o  help w i t h  expanslon 
of animal-feed m i l l  and 
associated po r t  f a c l l  i ties.  

t o  help construct a ba r l i ng  
center wlth parking spaces. 

t o  help acquire and expand 
a p a r t i a l l y  completed hospital  
to  include beds, acute care, 
outpat ient c l in i cs ,  and an 
emergency r o m  among other 
fact 11 t ies. 

Hayaquez Flnanclal  assistance t o  developer 305,250 1,022,532 0 0 

M a y  aguer Financial  assistance t o  non-prof i t  276,000 1,779,000 0 38 

Nayaquer Financial assistance t o  developer 403,000 1,244,551 75,000 27 

Ponce Ffnancial assistance t o  developer 5,291 ,000 21,769,473 4,000,000 640 

A-108 

Estlmated Estlmated 
Housing Local Tax 
Units Revenue 

126 so 

37 19,255 

0 0 

0 18,668 

0 400,000 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTlON GRANT AWARDS 

UDAG 
State and City - Project  Descrfpt lon -- Do1 1 ars 

PERTO RICO (Contlnuedl 

San Juan Second mortgages t o  law- and $1,334,400 
moderate-Incane purchasers o f  
newly constructed duel 1 ing  u n i t s  
t o  reduce purchase prices. 

San Juan Loan t o  developer t o  he lp  con- 2,600,000 
s t r uc t  an out-pat lent heal th  
f a c i l i t y .  Investment w i l l  pro- 
v lde the f i r s t  medical f a c i l i t y  
o f  i t s  k ind I n  the City. 

. Toa A l t o  Financial  assistance t o  low-  2,225,435 
i n c m  fami l les  t o  help pur- 
chase single-family hones making 
them affordable t o  market popu- 
1 a t i  on. 

Toa Al ta  Second mrtgage loans t o  643,520 
modera te-1 ncame f am1 1 1 es t o  
w r l t e  down purchase p r i ce  o f  
new h m s .  

Toa Al ta  Flnancial  assistance t o  company 
t o  help purchase and i n s t a l l  
concrete-producing plant.  

Pr ivate 
Investment 

$4,466,976 

11,025 ,OOO 

5,751,915 

1,931,143 

Other Estimated 
Pub1 i c  Total New 

Do1 1 ars Jobs - 

$0 0 

0 420 

0 0 

332,000 0 

130,260 409,535 0 

A-109 

Estimated 
Housing 

Units 

90 

0 

200 

50 

Es t i m a  ted 
Local Tax 
Revenue 

so 

201,187 

47,945 

43 , 556 

15 0 6,967 



FISCAL YEAR 3984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

r 

P W e c  t Descrtption - State and Clty 

PUERTO R I t O  (Continued) 

Toa Ba ja  Secoad mortgage financing t o  
1 ow- and moderate-! ncme 
faai 1 f es t o  purchase new 
h m s  t o  w r l  t e  dorm cost. 

Financial assistance t o  devel- 
ager t o  help construct the f i r s t  
mall- type shopping center wi th  
parking spaces i n  the area. 

Financial assistance t o  e l i g i b l e  
purchasers of newly constructed 
single- f ami l y  hares. 

Pcnanent mortgage financing t o  
developer t o  help construct a 
resor t  t o  include two-bedroam 
Cabanas, a hotel  reception/ 
r e t a i l  shopping center, a 
recreational f a c i l i t y  with 
swimi ng pool ,  covered tennis 
and handball courts, and dock 
f ac i l i t i e s .  

Vega Alta 

Vega Baja 

Y I cqucs 

UOAG 
Do1 1 ars -- 

$2,601,500 

2,525,000 

1,028,580 

525 ,OOO 

m1 

Other Estimated Es t f  ma ted Estimated 
Pr ivate Pub1 i c Total New Housing Local l a x  

Investment Do1 1 ars Jobs Units Revenue - 

$6,982,807 $0 0 220 s2a4.876 

7,965,169 

3,762,502 

1,370,737 

A- 110 

0 325 0 203,974 

0 31 a9 11 5,472 

0 47 0 31,208 



FISCAL YEAR 1984 URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANT AWARDS 

1KJAG 
Do1 1 a r s  S ta te  and City 

PERTO RfCO (Continued) 

- Project  Descri p t i  on 

Yabucoa Financial assistance t o  developer $1,150,000 
t o  help construct a 76-room 
r e s o r t  hotel with a natural  pool 
f o r  swimning. 

Y abucoa Second mortgage to  purchasers 892,400 
of  newly constructed two- 
bedroom homes, repayment of 
which wlll be due only on resale .  

Other Estimated Estima ted Estima ted 
Pr ivate  Pub1 ic Total New Housing Local Tax 

Investment Do1 1 a r s  Jobs On1 t s  Revenue - 

$4,052,084 $0 118 0 $70.01 5 

2,231 ,OOO 0 0 92 41,594 

A- 111  




