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ur cities face enormous challenges. 

The urban economy is undergoing 

a radical transformation, from the 

old manufacturing, industrial base to the new 

information services, high-technology econo- 

my. The physical, social, and environmental 

landscape is changing as well. Since 1950, the 

metropolitan population of the United States 

has almost doubled, but the density of the 

country's 522 central cities has been halved. 

People and jobs have moved to the urban 

fringe at an unprecedented rate. Where once 

the jobs were concentrated downtown, they 

are now scattered throughout the typical 

metropolitan area. The proximity that people 

once enjoyed to their places of work has 



become a distant memory. The econoniic infrastructure that literally built our 
central cities has been replaced by a regional economy demanding new skills and 
expertise. 

At the same time, government is facing profound challenges of its own - to 
become more responsive, more flexible, and more accountable. The nation’s 
founding fathers and other outspoken activists of the day advocated a form of gov- 
ernment that drew its strength from the people, that evolved from the pulse of the 
farms, villages, and hamlets where the people struggled to survive. Government, 
they said, should help. It should be responsive. It should be held accountable. 

Since that time, the world has changed: government has become more distant, and 
some people feel disconnected from it. Ironically, advances in technology have 
made it easier for people to connect to each other, to other countries, to other cul- 
tures. What would Thoinas Jefferson, Benjamin Banneker, Abigail Adams, James 
Madison, Frederick Douglas, or Sojourner Truth have done with the new tools 
that are available today? Would they have relied on “government as usual,” with its 
array of public hearings and legal notices that are the staples of public engagement? 
Or would they put to work the myriad of communications tools that are at our fin- 
gertips - the World Wide Web, E-mail, the Internet? If they were with us today, 
they would be using technology in innovative ways to further the goals of reinvent- 
ing, streamlining, and deregulating government. Making it more accessible to peo- 
ple. Renewing people’s faith in government. 

Like the rest of HUD, the Office of Community Planning and Development (CPD) 
has addressed these challenges. But to do so, it had to abandon many of the tools 
and techniques that had been used previously - approaches that had failed to gen- 
erate a vision, or build a new role, for cities in the transformed economic land- 
scape. To effectively respond to the dramatic changes that have taken place in the 
cities, HUD also needed to change. HUD needed to transform its operations, 
approaches, skills, techniques, and priorities. This kind of transformation was 
needed at every level - at headquarters, in the field, and in relationships with 
HUD clients-communities, their elected officials, and their residents. 

d 

A FORGOTTEN AGENDA 

This internal transformation was initiated after a period of neglect and inattention. 
HUD’s programs had borne the brunt of budget cuts as the nation wrestled with 
exploding deficits. Its mission - to create viable urban coinniunities - was no 
longer a national priority. More importantly, inany citizens had come to believe 
that government no longer had the capacity to address these problems. Some even 
saw government itself as the problem. They blamed government for the seemingly 
intractable problems of urban poverty, unemployment, homelessness, and crime. 
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R E S T O R I N G  F A I T H  

HUD has worked to restore people’s faith in government. HUD and CPD are 
uniquely situated to do so. More than any other federal agency, HUD is defined 
by its links with communities across the country. CPD is charged with the overall 
goal of creating viable communities and economic empowerment through job cre- 
ation, providing affordable housing, and promoting economic opportunity. HUD 
provides a full range of resources to almost every cominunity in the nation. 
Nearly 1,000 states, cities, and counties receive direct funding on an  aiinual basis. 
More than 13,000 small communities and 10,000 non-profit agencies also receive 
funding, sometimes indirectly through states or localities. Together, they access 
more than $10 billion through a wide range of programs. 

R E A C H I N G  O U T  

Early in 1993, CPD staff traveled across the country to consult with their community 
leaders and determine how HUD could be more effective and work better. Groups 
of CPD employees from different program backgrounds, grade levels, and areas of 
the country brainstormed about systemic changes in CPD’s approach. Rather than 
relying on ideas from headquarters staff whose responsibilities are segmented by pro- 
gram, field staff-who deal with a broad range of issues on a daily basis-played a 
large role in formulating a new approach. Interactive forums were held throughout 
the country to help shape a new, coordinated process of community development. 

T H E  N E W  A P P R O A C H  

“We are helping 

America’s communi- 

ties - not with more 

bureaucracy, but with 

more opportunities ... 
we are bringing jobs 

back to the places 

that desperately, des- 

perately need them.” 

- President 
Bill Clinton 

As a result of this interaction with thousands of citizens, CPD has completely 
restructured its approach to community development and revitalization in hun- 
dreds of communities across the United States. Guided by President Bill Clinton 
and Vice President A1 Gore’s overall commitment to streamlining government 
and Secretary Henry Cisneros’ restructuring of HUD as a “right side up, commu- 
nity first” agency, CPD undertook the reinvention of both its relationship with 
other government agencies as well as with citizens and a wide array of communi- 
ties, businesses, and non-profit organizations. 
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Enterprise Communities; regulations were amended to encourage job creation and 
provide greater local flexibility for the jobs and the training, day care, and other 
services that must accompany them; job training has been incorporated into 
efforts to address homelessness; and programs like the Economic Development 
Initiative and Economic Development Loan Fund (Section 108) have been 
expanded to leverage private investment and create jobs for low- and moderate- 
income individuals. 

1 ' ;  >tj 2 :  
Planning and execution of community development initiatives must 

be bottom up and community driven. 

Local communities, not Washington, know best how to implement programs to 
meet their specific needs. While maintaining a needed focus on meeting national 
objectives established by Congress, government must empower citizens and com- 
munities in planning how their taxpayer dollars are spent. In addition to its frag- 

Strategic plans must be community drben. 

Government must empower residents. 

mented nature, CPD programs and regulations in prior years imposed national 
requirements that significantly hindered the flexibility of community stakeholders 
to address unique local circumstances. Today, a new emphasis on citizen participa- 
tion, bottom-up planning, and program design drives CPD's internal organization 
and its relationship to its grantees. Field offices have been given significantly 
increased authority to waive requirements, develop technical assistance plans 
geared toward meeting specific local needs, and ilnplelnent priorities in a manner 
that addresses the unique circutnstai~ces of the areas they deal with daily. 



PRl[NCII!PLE 3 :  
Complex urban problems require coordinated, comprehensive, 

and sustainable solutions. 

Solving community needs requires a holistic, comprehensive strategy that links 
economic, human, physical, environmental, and other concerns. While separate 
program requirements may address individual elements, neighborhoods in fact 
operate as systems. Therefore, the most effective solutions are those that reflect a 
comprehensive, coordinated approach. Traditionally, as new urban problems 
emerged, separate categorical programs to address them would be funded. This 
often led to an adverse result: communities were required to focus on specific 
symptoms of larger problems and were prevented from addressing the underlying 
causes. As a result, symptoms were addressed, rather than the more fundamental 
problems. 

Urban development must also be friendly to the environment. Phenomenal urban 
growth in this century has come at enormous environmental cost. Our cities now 
struggle to reclaim brownfield sites, improve air quality caused by industrial pollu- 
tion and automobile emissions, clean up rivers and lakes, and protect children from 
lead poisoning and other toxic substances. Domestically, through the President's 
Council on Sustainable Development, and globally at the Habitat I1 City Summit 
in Istanbul, Turkey, sustainable development has been endorsed as the key to the 
future of cities. 

CPD is committed to demonstrating that economic growth and environmental 
quality can be complementary. Some examples of this commitment are: sustain- 
able development was one of the key selection criteria for the Empowerment 
Zones and Enterprise Communities; a new Community Revitalization and 
Transportation Demonstration is creating models for more careful linkages 
between community development and transportation; and Homeownership Zones 
are being encouraged to incorporate the basic principles of the New Urbanism, 
which brings sustainable development to the street, block, and lot level. 

PRlNCHPLE 4: 
Government programs must be streamlined to be made 

more efficient and effective. 

Streamlining and simplifying programs can be essential steps to making them 
much more comprehensible and approachable, eliminating burdensome require- 
ments, stripping away superfluous procedures, and focusing on what works. In the 
past, red tape and bureaucracy triumphed over performance and product. Through 
the Consolidated Plan and other strategies, CPD has reduced burdensome regula- 
tions; enabled communities to submit long-range plans using a new, electronic 
paperless system; harnessed new technologies to move both CPD and community 
development into the 21 st century; conditioned funding on clear, locally deter- 
mined performance measures; and reduced paperwork by thousands of pages. 



Residents access their 
community's Consolidated 

Plan and review 
street-leuel nmps on 
HUD's home page 

on the Internet: 
ht tp://wwcu. hud.gou 

Taken together, these changes have enabled CPD to administer in 1996 more 
than twice the program funding that it adininistered 4 years ago, with 20 percent 
fewer staff. They also have enabled CPD to increase significantly the number of 
audits resolved while removing the material weaknesses that the Inspector 
General had found in CPD programs in the past. 

P R I N C I P L E  5 :  
Access to and communication with government at all levels and 

the people it serves must be increased. 

An essential element of community empowerment is access to information and 
improved coininunication with government. Open lines of communication, not 
just among government and citizens, but also among different levels of govern- 
ment are mandatory. New coinputer technologies can be put to work to facilitate 
this comniunication. But, inore than that,  government must learn how to talk 
with local communities; it must reach out and involve local residents. CPD is tak- 
ing advantage of iiew technologies, moving its programs and tlie coininunities 
they serve onto tlie information highway. New computer software that was used 
to prepare tlie Consolidated Plan is being provided to all communities to make 
planning easier for citizens and elected officials. Every coininunity has received a 
community-specific package that includes a mapping system illustrating where fed- 
eral dollars are being spent locally; up-to-date inforination on neighborhood char- 
acteristics such as average income, age, education, and housing market characteris- 
tics; and the location of existing public infrastructure, streets, utilities, parks, and 
other public facilities. 

d 



Map 11: San Francisco, CA, 
by Percent Poverty with Activity Categories 1 
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Maps bring to life 
a community's 
Strategic Plan. 

enables communities to map local development strategies in a comprehensive fash- 
ion. They can see at  a glance how their approaches to different problems fit 
together, enabling them to visualize how all the pieces of the puzzle are coordinat- 
ed in a given neighborhood. 

These maps also are provided to citizens through the Internet. Instead of having 
to master pages of bureaucratic regulations, citizens can now use the Community 
Connections software to hone in on their individual neighborhoods and see the 
precise locations of projects proposed for funding. By replacing thousands of 
pages of charts and forms with clear easy-to-read maps, Coininunity Connections 
replaces the old citizen participation requirements with a new process in which 
hundreds of communities are engaging citizens and non-profits. 

i_i Economic Development 

Given the centrality of job creation to community revitalization, CPD initiated a 
comprehensive effort to provide communities with new and improved tools to cre- 
ate jobs for persons in need. This effort focused several separate programs on job 
creation and employment. An estimated 1.4 million jobs will, over time, be creat- 
ed or retained from CPD's FY 1993.1996 initht' mes. 

CPD created a new Economic Development Initiative (EDI) that has provided 
$369 million in needed resources for community job creation. Over the past 3 
years (1 993 to 1995) the Economic Development Loan F L I ~  (Section 108) dra- 
matically increased the resources available for job creation and econoinic develop- 
ment. Communities received $1.8 billion through the Loan Fund last year (1 995) 



A n  estim e d 1.4 

million jobs will, 

over time, be creat- 

ed or retained from 

CPD’s initiatives 

between 1993-1 996. 



alone, bringing the 3-year total to more than $2.4 billion in guaranteed loans 
since January, 1993. Over three quarters of these guaranteed loans were awarded 
for economic development projects. The Loan Fund will leverage an estimated 
$4.7 billion in additional public and private investments, creating an estimated 
300,000 jobs. 

The CDBG program regulations were modified to make job creation easier by 
providing increased flexibility to communities using CDBG in high-poverty areas 
and enabling them to fund new job training and community-development bank 
initiatives. 

Other contributors to job growth include expanded funding for Youthbuild (which 
offers job training opportunities in housing construction in low-income areas to 
underprivileged youth; added administrative flexibility for localities that establish 
coordinated Neighborhood Revitalization Strategies; assistance in establishing inno- 
vative local micro-loan funds; and increased flexibility to amend old Urban 
Development Action Grants (UDAGs) to meet more recent job development needs. 

The University of Kentucky at Louisville conducted an assessment of the 
EDI/Loan Fund program. The university concluded that the program is success- 
fully leveraging private and public sector funds, as well as successfully creating 
jobs. “ED1 awards,’’ the university reported, [‘provide a clear window of opportu- 
nity for project success: addressing issues of low- and moderate-income persons 
and distressed communities by developing sound economic development projects 
with long-term economic development advantages and job creation.” 

[I Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities 

The comprehensive approach to community revitalization has served as a funda- 
mental principle for Empowerment Zones/Enterprise Communities (EZ/ECs), the 
Clinton Administration’s key urban initiative. Under this initiative, communities 
developed bottom-up comprehensive strategic plans to address a wide range of 
revitalization needs. These plans, which coordinate economic, physical, and 
human development approaches, then serve as the basis for federal investments 
and tax incentives designed to stimulate business expansion and job growth. 
These areas also have received unprecedented federal cooperation in waiving reg- 
ulations and cutting red tape. 

In the first 18 months of the EZ/EC program, numerous public/private partner 
ships have been created on the local level, creating jobs for thousands of low- 
income individuals and leveraging private investment in excess of $2 billion. 

HUD Secretary 

Henry Cisneros high- 

lights Empowerment 

Zone jobs and job 

support sewices. I 
i 



I I The Continuum of Care: A New Approach to Homelessness 

The maze of individual program competitions and distinct program rules imposed 
on CPD’s homeless programs served as a barrier to implementing an effective, 
coordinated approach to addressing liomelessness. CPD has replaced this frag- 
mented approach with the new, comprehensive Continuum of Care, the tenets of 
which were first outlined on the national level in President Clinton’s Priority Home!: 

The Federal Plan to Break the Cycle of Homelessness. 

Under tlie Continuum of Care, communities no longer apply under separate, dis- 
connected competitions for homeless assistance funding. Today, each community 
(local elected officials, homeless providers, businesses, non-profits, homeless indi- 
viduals, and others - all working together) creates a single Continuum of Care 
strategy that describes how all the pieces of the homeless system fit together. The 
strategy covers emergency, transitional, and permanent housing, as well as job 
training a i d  placement, mental health treatment, and child care. 

The Continuum of Care system is characterized by a new emphasis on bottom-up 
planning. Not only are localities given the ability to plan comprehensively, but 
that planning also includes tlie voices of numerous individuals, including local 
advocates, providers, and other groups. Under this approach, each prong of the 
homelessness system can do what it does best. Coordination occurs on a commu- 
nity-wide level while resources for implementation are focused on non-profit 
providers best able to site and administer housing and other services, such as job 
training a i d  mental health. 

The Continuum of Care also reflects the Clinton Administration’s commitment 
to helping those in need. Funding for programs that assist homeless people has 
increased by $700 million over the past 3 years. However, this increase from $580 
million to $1.12 billion is only part of the story. Columbia University’s Barnard- 
Columbia Center for Urban Policy conducted an independent assessment of the 
Continuum of Care. The conclusion: it‘s working. I n  its report, “The Continuum 

of Care: A Report on the New Federal Policy to Address Homelessness,” (September, 

The Continuum of Care 



1996), the center found that CPD’s new strategy for homelessness indicated that 
the comprehensive Continuum of Care approach has yielded tremendous divi- 
dends in performance: CPD homeless programs have succeeded in serving as 
many as 14 times the number of homeless people served previously, while there 
has been only a threefold increase in funding. 

The report also found that the new approach has resulted in a wider distribution 
of funding across the nation, that the value of leveraged resources grew from 
$37.5 million in 1992 to $1.1 billion in 1995 (an increase of almost 3,000 per- 
cent), and that assistance for permanent housing for homeless people increased 
significantly from 1993 to 1995. 

T H E  BOTTOM L I N E :  G O V E R N M E N T  I S  W O R K I N G  

The bottom line is the bottom line: results and performance. While many may 
have despaired of government‘s ability to respond to the critical issues facing our 
cities, HUD and CPD are showing that government can do the job. The experi- 
ment is working. As evidenced by the independent evaluations that have been 
conducted for each of CPD’s primary initiatives, we are achieving results. If we are 
to commit government resources, the public has the right to know what it is get- 
ting for its money. What is the product? Who benefits, and by how much? It is 
this kind of accountability that CPD is building into each of its programs, making 
government reinvention not just a slogan, but a working contract with citizens. 

NOTE ON THE STRUCTURE O F  THIS REPORT 

This report is structured differently from previous reports. It is divided into 
seven chapters: consolidated planning, economic development, empowerment 
zones, homelessness, affordable housing and homeownership, community devel- 
opment, and special community development initiatives. Rather than necessarily 
describing an individual program (e.g., CDBG), each chapter describes a broad 
area of activity that reflects how these programs are actually used by local 
grantees. In the economic development area, for example, a full range of eco- 
nomic development activities are described, including CDBG, Economic 
Development Loan Fund, EDI, and other CPD-assisted economic development 
activities. This structure is intended to show how the range of HUD’s resources 
for community development are brought together at the community level to com 
bat critical issues, such as homelessness, or to serve specific community needs, 
such as homeownership, affordable housing, or community development. 



n sustainable communities, people are 

engaged in building a community togeth- “I er, They are well informed and actively 

involved in making community decisions, 

They make decisions for the long term that 

benefit future generations as well as them- 

selves. Steps toward a more sustainable 

future include developing communit y-driven 

strategic planning and collaborative regional 

planning; improving community and building 

design; decreasing sprawl; and creating 

strong, diversified local economies while 

increasing jobs and other economic opportu- 

- T h e  President’s Counci l  o n  nities. 

Sustuinuble Dewelopment 

97 



The previous text, taken from The President’s Council on Sustainable 
Deuelopment, accurately describes the award-winning approach undertaken during 
the past 3 years by HUD’s Office of Community Planning and Development. It is 
known as Community Connections/Consolidated Planning. 

Community Connections/Consolidated Planning enables communities to link envi- 
ronmental health, physical renewal, economic growth, and improved human ser- 
vices into a seamless community revitalization strategy. It describes the new con- 
solidated planning, reporting, and performance-based management system for the 
four formula grant programs administered by CPD. It provides a framework for 
undertaking community development that interconnects needs, determines priori- 
ties, identifies resources, and tailors a plan for meeting those particular needs. 
Through the new Consolidated Plan, it provides a framework based on perfor- 
mance rather than process, results rather than paperwork, and local control rather 
than top-down prescription. 

B A C K G R O U N D  

The Consolidated Plan seeks to alter the relationship between HUD, state and 
local governments, and citizens. Before the implementation of the Consolidated 
Plan and the Consolidated Annual 
Performance Report, CPD programs 
mandated that communities annually 
submit a total of 12 separate planning, 
application, and reporting documents - 
often adding up to more than 1,000 
pages. This unnecessary requirement 
complicated comprehensive community 
development strategies at the local level. 
Narrow regulations hampered the abili- 
t y  of localities to link their hausing and 
community development activities. 
Separate program competitions also 
thwarted the coordination of services 
and shelter to the homeless population. 

Developed with the input of citizens 
and community groups, the 
Consolidated Plan serves four func- 
tions. It is a planning document for 
each community, built upon public par- 

“The Consolidated Plan provides a framework for us to address 
neighborhood revitalization and socio-economic problems in our 
city. The efforts of our CDBG-funded community and economic 
development activities are coordinated with our locally-funded 
Employment Sewices programs to achieve a common goal. This 
year, our Enterprise Community planning has been signaled 
through the Consolidated Plan process, and we have used the pub- 
lic involvement process to connect comments on community needs 
with potential EC opportunities.” 

- Mayor Norman B. Rice, Seattle, WA 

ticipation and input. It is the application for funds under HUD’s formula grant 
programs: the Community Development Block Grant Program, the HOME 
Program, Emergency Shelter Grants, and Housing for People With AIDS. It lays 
out local priorities and a 3-to-5-year strategy the jurisdiction will follow in imple- 
menting HUD programs. In addition, an annual action plan provides the basis 
for assessing performance to ensure accountability and results for over $10 billion 
in CPD-funded programs. 



A complete Consolidated Plan describes the lead agency responsible for overseeing 
the development and implementation of the plan and all agencies, groups, and 
organizations that participate in the process. It also includes a summary of the cit- 

izen participation process, public comments, 
and efforts made to broaden public participa- 
tion in preparing the plan. In addition, all 
Consolidated Plans include: 

Assistant Secretary Andrew Cuomo meets with 
Philadelphia Empowerment Zone residents. 

w Housing and homeless needs assessment. 
rn Housing market analysis that describes concen- 
trations of minorities and/or low-income fami- 
lies, shows the condition of public housing units, 
inventories homeless facilities, and describes bar- 
riers to affordable housing. 
rn Three-to-five-year strategic plan that includes 

priority needs and a strategy for addressing identified 
priorities, including economic development activities 
to create jobs and promote economic opportunity. 

w Action plan that is submitted annually and describes specific projects and 
activities to be undertaken in the program year, 
Certifications indicating that communities are following a citizen participa- 
tion plan, affirmatively working towards fair housing, following an anti-dis- 
placement and relocation plan, and other legal requirements. 

w 

GOALS 

By replacing 12 separate submission requirements with a single annual plan and 
performance report, by developing computer-generated maps that identify impact, 
and by involving citizens in a meaningful way to address local problems compre- 
hensively, the consolidated planning and reporting process aims to achieve four 
central objectives: 

1. Restructure relationships and communication between government and 

people 

If citizens are to reconnect with their government and their neighborhoods, they 
must be equipped with information and tools to get involved. Computer technolo- 
gy can provide access to government information and connections to government. 
Information technology can help translate neighborhood strategies into clear 
descriptions of specific projects and relate projects to social and economic condi- 
tions. Summaries of virtually every community’s Consolidated Plan have been 
placed on HUD’s World Wide Web site (www.hud.gov) providing much greater 
access to what was previously an obscure and little-read government document. 

2. Redesign federal, state, and local government relations, moving the 

focus from process to performance 

The consolidated planning process enables communities to tailor solutions to 
their unique problems. In exchange for added local flexibility, state and local 
governments must describe proposed accomplishments for each objective and be 

Karen Stokes, 

Coalition for Low 

Income Community 

Development, 

describes the  

Consolidated Plan 

as  a “tool that will 

really empower 

citizens.” 



Residents from 
across the 

county explain 
their needs to 

government 
officials 

at a HUD 
conference. 

held accountable for results. This defines a new relationship between CPD and 
state and local governments, and moves the focus from paperwork and process to 
performance and product. 

3. Empower communities to develop and implement comprehensive, holis- 
tic planning strategies 

Thirty years of experience trying to address the problems of distressed communi- 
ties has generated near unanimity that urban problems must be addressed holisti- 
cally. The Consolidated Plan, linking concepts of comprehensive planning with 
actual government resources, enables localities to plan comprehensively to address 
local needs. The process also requires substantive input from every segment of a 
community: residents, local businesses, charitable groups, and community-based 
organizations. 

4. Create a national network/database of needs, policies, plans, and actual 
performance 

The Consolidated Plan provides the framework for a national community-develop- 
ment networwdatabase. CPD has linked nearly every city, county, and state gov- 
ernment to HUD with one unified computer software system. It is moving to put 
each community’s accomplishments online as part of a national storehouse of 
valuable community development information. When the system is fully iinple- 
mented, academics, researchers, students, and community residents will be able to 
study trends, analyze data, compare performance among communities, and get 
answers to the question, “What works!” 

M A P P I N G  S O F T W A R E  A N D  C O M P U T E R  T E C H N O L O G Y  

The Community Connections software package - supplied at no charge to CPD 
grantees - includes census data and mapping software. Ceiisus data includes 
information about housing conditions, poverty rates, unemployment, and other 
useful planning information. Users can overlay demographic data to show how 
they relate to the location of projects funded by HUD or other agencies. This 
technology allows community organizations, activists, and governments to provide 

Atlanta residents exchange 
ideas on how to improve 
community outreach. 

Cameron Whitman, 

senior legislative 

counsel a t  the 

National League of 

Cities, describes the 

Consolidated 

Planning process as 

a “fantastic planning 

tool. It really has 

made things easier.” 



compelling evidence of local needs - on full color maps supported by government 
statistics and data. Citizens can use the software to determine how and where 
HUD dollars are spent, neighborhood by neighborhood. 

The mapping software is a flexible, easy-to-customize tool. For example, a police 
department could load data on criminal incidents to graphically target public safe- 
t y  resources, and, with the input of local residents, build a community policing 
strategy around the resulting information. Data on local environmental condi- 
tions, brownfields, and other environmentally sensitive sites could be mapped 
and tracked. Businesses also could use the demographic data built into the sys- 
tem as a marketing tool to plan the development of retail or other commercial ser- 
vices in neighborhoods often overlooked by traditional marketing strategies. 

CPD also created an electronic bulletin board system to support communications 
among HUD, its field offices, and local jurisdictions. Along with the 
Consolidated Plan’s mapping software and the Community Connection’s World 
Wide Web site, the system is giving communities far greater information about, 
and access to, CPD programs. 

Map 1: Cleveland, OH, with Points of Interest 1 
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Map 3: Cleveland, OH, by Percent Unemployment 

I Percent Unemployment 
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Map 9: Fort Worth, TX, by Percent Poverty with Proposed Projects 
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“HUD has announced that local governments, nonprofits, foundations, neighborhood groups, even 
individuals can acquire the system for a song - software and CD-ROM for $125.” Neal Peirce, 
Nationally Syndicated Columnist, October 1, 1995. 



M O N I T O R I N G  P E R F O R M A N C E  

Wisconsin 

Governor Tommy 

Thompson praised 

the  Consolidated 

Plan for “reducing 

papework  and 

duplication of 

ef forts  and  encour- 

aging greater coor- 

dination between 

various state and  

local agencies.” 

The Consolidated Plan is an effective management tool for monitoring perfor- 
mance. It identifies each community’s priority needs, short and long term goals 
and objectives, and strategies and timetables for achieving its goals. It asks each 
community to state how it plans to achieve local objectives in accordance with the 
statutory goals of all commu- 
nity development programs 
- that is, to provide decent 
housing and a suitable living 
environment and expand 
economic opportunity for 
low- and moderate-income 
families. 

Against these goals and 
objectives, the cominunity 
and HUD evaluate grantee 
performance, using a com- 
puter-based reporting system. 
The system is designed to provide accurate and timely information on specific 
activities aimed at meeting the community’s priority needs. The emphasis is on 

People from t m i -  

in Louisoille, KY, 
ous neighborhoods 

attend a commu- 
nity gathering to 

announce new job 

self-evaluation and reporting of accomplishments. 

When this system is fully operational, it will supply information on what each 
grantee has achieved (i.e., the number of jobs created, housing units built and 
rehabilitated, public facilities built, and persons assisted with services). CPD will 
be able to aggregate national totals and, where baseline data is available, coinpare 
progress from one year to the next. This will provide researchers, academics, and 
development professionals with an extraordinary wealth of precise community. 
development data. 

opportunities. 

Increased Efficiency. Implementation of the consolidated planning process has 
saved tax dollars by increasing staff efficiency within CPD. The Consolidated 
Plan enabled CPD to administer several billion dollars more in program funds 
with 20 percent fewer staff. In 1992, a staff of 1,088 administered a program 
budget of $5.5 billion, compared to a staff of 918 in 1995. The new system has 
enabled CPD to significantly increase the number of audits resolved while reinov- 
ing the material weaknesses that the Inspector General had found in CPD pro- 
grains in the past. 



I George magazine, 
March/April 1996, 
“It’s a way for the 
public sector to recon- 
nect with the alienat- 
ed masses ... to reen- 
gage them in the pro- 
cess of governing, to 
malte turgid bureau- 
cratic language a s  
easy to understand as 
a video game .... One 
day ... such maps will 
document every dol- 
lar the Federal gov- 
ernment spends ...” 

~ o c a j  initiative. A clear measure of success is the ability and willingness of oth- 
ers to expand on the consolidated planning process through local initiatives. 
Summit County, OH, has incorporated all charitable social service funding in its 
overall strategic plan and has plotted this funding source on maps. The State of 
North Carolina is using local access cable television to encourage community par- 
ticipation and explain funding plans. Harris County, TX, has placed its entire 
Consolidated Plan on its own Internet Home Page and is encouraging residents to 
comment via computer. 

h ~ r e a s e d  Comnmmiay P ~ t i ~ i i p a t i ~ n .  Each community applying for HUD 
funds is required to conduct citizen public hearings. Too often, these hearings - 
which should serve as an ongoing dialogue with residents - have been little more 
than poorly attended meetings held after the city’s plan was developed. The 
Consolidated Plan has helped to change that. Muncie, IN, never thought 700 
people would show up for a series of public forums on its Consolidated Plan, but. 
they did. More than 650 people attended in Buffalo, NY; Spokane County, 
WA, brought in over 250 groups to develop its Consolidated Plan. More than 
189 agencies, 24 county departments, and 108 coniinunity groups were consulted 
by San Bernardino, CA. Burbank, CA, mailed a survey to 41,000 people; 
Portland, ME, to 29,000. These efforts greatly surpassed previous efforts at com- 
inunity participation. 

CPD has initiated outreach efforts to expand access to the consolidated planning 
process and software by public housing authorities, public libraries, schools, 
builders and city planners. More than 900 public housing authorities recently 
received the Consolidated Plan mapping software/databases. Lesson plans tai- 
lored to the mapping software have been developed for political science and gov- 
ernment classes in middle and high schools in Empowerment Zones and 
Enterprise Communities. Libraries will be encouraged to become the neighbor- 
hood hub for people who do not have access to a computer to use the mapping 
software/databases. 

Government Executive 

magazine, January 1996, 

“ I f  you build it and they 

don’t come, go out and 

get them. That’s the phi- 

losophy behind a new 

effort at the Department 

of Housing and Urban 

Development to increase 

citizen participation in 

community planning.’’ 



CPD and the U S .  Department of Transportation (DOT) are working together on 
a demonstration that will enable a number of localities to coordinate their trans- 
portation and consolidated planning efforts. Six cities and regions will jointly 
address planning requirements for programs administered by CPD and DOT. 
CPD will support technical assistance to each participating community. The 
result will be state-of-the-art integrated plans that can serve as national models 
that will incorporate cutting-edge mapping and computer software and that will 
link the consolidated plan to regional transportation goals. 

An updated edition of the mapping software is under development for initial 
release later this year. The new generation of mapping software builds on the 
positive initial reaction to the concept and responds to specific suggestions for 
adding improvements to the package. The improved software will include more 
than 640 standard data variables and substantially enhanced capacity to incorpo- 
rate local data of special interest to individual users. 

C O N S O L I D A T E D  P L A N  R E C O G N I Z E D  AS L E A D E R  I N  
G O V E R N M E N T  I N  NOVAT I O N  

Community Connections has been named a 1996 winner of the prestigious 
Innovations in American Government Awards, sponsored by Harvard 
University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government and the Ford Foundation. 
Community Connections was selected from some 800 state, local, and federal 
projects nationwide. The award is an acknowledgment of the important role that 
the Consolidated Plan is playing in HUD’s reinvention as a “community-first, 
right-side up” agency. The awards are given to those projects that best represent 
efforts to streamline government, enhance the cost effectiveness of services and 
programs, and expand citizen participation. This is the first time that HUD has 
received this award. 

i 
id 



As an award winner, CPD will receive $100,000 to expand Community 
Connections in a nuniber of exciting ways: CPD will create a prototype of an 
“Electronic Town Village” in one city - with a special emphasis on new ways to 
expand community participation. 

The “Electronic Town Village” will be an electronic, cyber-based version of an 
actual community. It will provide an online site for residents to access informa- 
tion about their neighborhoods and communities and effectively influence what 
happens there. It will feature computers that the public can use to access the 
Internet, create maps, and print out information to take home. Residents can see 
already what their city is doing through the Community Connections home page 
on the World Wide Web, in comparison to hundreds of other cities and counties 
that also are on the Community Connections web site. Kiosks will be displayed 
in city halls, libraries, and in other public places where this information can be 
dissemiiiated to encourage greater involvement. 

Through the Internet, the computer mapping system, the kiosks, 
and other means of communication, the “Electronic Town Village” 
will attempt to provide information on all federal, state, and local 
funding received by the city. In partnership with the city, a cable 
television show will be developed as a vehicle for consolidated plan- 
ning. Ideas and cotnmeiits can be called in by telephone, or sent 
via E-mail or regular mail for use in follow-up programs. 

I 
The “Electronic Town Village” also will include workshops to 
engage groups not normally served by HUD - parent and teacher 
associations, librarians, and others. The workshops will focus on 
the principles behind Consolidated Planning, how this process can 
improve neighborhoods, and how the participants can use it in their 
communities. For example, librarians will be encouraged to display 
their city’s Consolidated Plan. Community police officers might 

make the communication system available in their neighborhood precincts. It 
also will feature a conference for HUD grantees to display the prototype and dis- 
cuss how it can be r,eplicated in other localities. 

Brochure for 
Consolidated 
Planning 
Software. 

Once the prototype Village has been completed, CPD and the host city will con- 
vene a conference, inviting other communities to discuss the effort, showcase the 
“Electronic Town Village,” share information, and focus on ways to replicate it in 
other areas. 

Architecture magazine, 

January 1996, 

“Community 

Connections was 

designed to be as open 

and flexible as possible 

to encourage information 

exchange. For example, 

the new software allows 

a city planner to add 

projects funded b y  other 

agencies or institutions 

to its databases, in order 

to determine how much 

money is being inoested 

in the community.” 



T H E  BOTTOM L I N E :  G O V E R N M E N T  I S  W O R K I N G  

The most important achievement of Community Connections and the 
Consolidated Plan has been to redefine communication between government and 
citizens. This is being accomplished through a multi-dimensional management, 
information, and communication system. Key elements include reinventing rela- 
tions among federal, state, and local governments; enabling comprehensive plan- 
ning; providing information that is easy to obtain and easy to read; and creating 
the potential for a national database of benchmarks and best practices. Taken 
together, Community Connections becomes a powerful tool for residents or any- 
one interested in community development in our nation's towns and cities. 





obs are the engine of community revital- 

ization. Putting people to work is the first 

step towards restoring dignity. Even J excellent job training will not compensate for 

lack of access to suitable jobs. By reinventing 

its programs to focus on economic develop- 

ment, CPD's efforts are creating jobs, improv- 

ing job skills, providing assistance to for-prof- 

it businesses, rehabilitating commercial build- 

ings, and building the infrastructure required 

to promote business development. Over the 

past 3 years, CPD has moved job creation 

and economic opportunity to the 

forefront of its community planning 

and development programs. Every program 



The new approach 

is working. Between 

1993 and 1996, 

CPD economic 

development inoest- 

ments will create or 

retain an estimated 

1.4 million jobs. 

has been restructured to emphasize job creation 
and employment. This transformation has been 
achieved through developing new initiatives, 
streamlining regulations and procedures, using 
existing programs in innovative ways, forging 
strong partnerships with local communities, and 
reiiwenting programs to be more flexible, viable 
economic development tools. In the process, 
CPD programs have created new economic 
opportunities through financial assistance to for- 
profit businesses, commercial revitalization, and 
job training, especially for low-income residents living in the most distressed com- 
munities. 

Providing job is 
one of CPD's most important 
missions. 

The new approach is working. Between 1993 and 1996, CPD economic develop 
ment investments will create or retain an estimated 1.4 million jobs.' (See 
Exhibit 2-1 .) Although these are estimates, it is clear that 
CPD's programs generate a sizable number of jobs for 
America's cities. 

This increase in jobs has been achieved through annual expen- 
ditures of $4.6 billion through the CDBG program, $1.5 bil- 
lion through the HOME program, as well as more than $2 bil- 
lion in loan guarantees under the revitalized Economic 
Development Loan Fund (Section 108 Loan Guarantee pro- 
gram), with accompanying grants from the newly-created 
Economic Development Initiative. These funds have leveraged 
many more billions in private sector funds. A sample of 40 
projects supported with guaranteed loans and ED1 funds 
showed a ratio of 2.4 private dollars for every federal dollar 
invested .* 

Exhibit 2-1 
CPD Economic Development 
1,405,900 Jobs Created or Retained' 
FY 1993 - FY 1996 

CDBG Economic . . 
Development "., 
(Entitlement) 

CDBG Economic 
,' Development 

_' "on-Entitlement] 
254,000 ,' 217,700 

Youthbuild 
4,200 

' . Other CDBG 
(Excluding Administrative] 

472,200 

*Estimates 

Most of these jobs are targeted to low- and moderate-income 
individuals, families, and communities. As a result, CPD's ini- 

"' has Wed create jobs by 
providing financial assistance to 

inner city entrepreneurs. 

tiatives serve as models for moving people from welfare to 
work. Welfare reform will require creative partnerships 
between government and the private sector. There is much to 
learn from the success of CPD's approach to mobilizing federal 
resources that create new work opportunities for low- and mod- 
erate-income families. 



Historically, American society has been based on an implicit social contract - if you 
work hard, you will get ahead. The foundation of this contract was the belief, based 
on historical fact, that economic growth benefits all groups. And that has tradition- 
ally been true. Between 1950 and 1978, every income class of Americans benefited 
broadly from the nation’s overall economic growth. Those in the bottom 20 per- 
cent of wage earners actually saw their incomes rise faster than those in the top 20 
percent during that period. 

Beginning in the 197Os, there was a change in direction on the road of constantly 
improving material conditions for most citizens. Between 1979 and 1993, real 
incomes for the bottom 60 percent of families actually fell in constant dollars, with 
those at the bottom suffering the steepest decline. On the other hand, the top 40 
percent experienced rising incomes. Between 1977 and 1989, the top 5 percent 
increased their annual incomes by 29.1 percent, while the top 1 percent saw their 
incomes increase by 102 percent. 

The distribution and location of economic activity and jobs also have changed, as 
firms moved from the central city to the suburbs. While businesses and manufac- 
turing facilities had earlier located in central cities in order to gain access to labor 
markets, customers, and centralized transportation facilities, in the 1970s and 1980s, 
they were moving to suburban areas, attracted by lower land costs and improved 
access to the trucking interstate highway system. As documented in a new HUD 
study, cities now play a series of essential roles in a larger metropolitan marketplace.3 

A number of Administration initiatives are having a positive impact to offset these 
trends. They include the Earned Income Tax Credit for those employed in low-wage 
jobs, as well as a boost in the minimum wage. Initiatives to help those affected by 
layoffs and increased job insecurity include educational programs, training and 
retraining of laid-off workers, and retooling the unemployment system to serve as a 
re-employment system through one-stop career centers. The EZBC initiative (dis- 
cussed in the next chapter) makes available wage tax credits to attract employers back 
to the central city and hire local residents. As a result of these initiatives and a long- 
term “ pro-growth” economic agenda that includes further and continuing deficit 
reduction, the economy as a whole is gaining steadily, jobs are being created at 
record levels, and metropolitan economies are making a historic comeback. 

CPD has developed a range of economic development initiatives to complement 
these efforts. They are designed to exploit the newly-recognized “competitive 
advantage” or “location efficiency” of the inner city. This advantage can be a key 
weapon in reducing wage disparities and boosting local economies. Cities are par- 
ticularly well positioned to take advantage of the emergence of regional “cluster” 
economies, which rely on the proximity of businesses and supporting institutions 
as well as tightknit social networks to succeed. Cities can be the engines of 
growth in the new metropolitan economies. 



Since t he  program This approach to economic development has been built 
around four key initiatives: 

was  created, H U D  

has called on W New Initiatives: The Economic Development 

Loan Fund (Section 108) 
In 1993, CPD began "reinventing" its existing Economic 
Development Loan Fund (Section 108) as a tool for 
community revitalization. In FY 1994 and FY 1995, 
the Loan Fund had its most productive years - guaran- 

the  Treasury to pay 

back defaulted loans. 

- - 
teeing more than $2.1 billion in loans to create jobs in large and small coin. 
munities throughout the United States. It is a powerful tool for economic 
development. The strength of the guaranteed Loan Fund is that it permits 
communities to use federally-guaranteed loans, rather than CDBG funds to 
leverage private funds for the purposes of economic development and com- 
inunity revitalization. This enables communities to use their scarce CDBG 
dollars for other activities. Since the program was created, HUD never has 
called on the Treasury to pay back defaulted loans. 

W New Initiatives: The Economic Development Initiative 

ED14 is a new initiative that provides grant funds to enhance the security of 
the Loan Fund and/or strengthen the economic feasibility of assisted pro- 
jects. Enacted and implemented for the first time in 1994, ED1 enables 
localities to carry out economic development activities where public and pri- 
vate dollars can be leveraged to create jobs and other benefits, especially for 
low- and moderate-income persons, and reduce the risk of potential future 
defaults on Loan Fund supported projects. 

The EDI/Loan Fund program greatly expaiided its role as a catalyst for economic 
development. The estimated jobs to be created by 
the EDI/Loan Fund increased from only 16,900 in 
1993 to more than 201,000 jobs in 1995.5 (See 
Exhibit 2-2.) Capital access for entrepreneurs and 

Exhibit 2 2 

Economic Development Loan Fund (Section 108) 
Estimated Jobs Created by the EDI/ 

FY 1993 - FY 1995 

2 o E o  small business is a key component of the job - - - - - - growth strategy employed by the EDI/Loan Fund. 

- - to capitalize community development banking 

- 
$1847 5 - = Almost 50 percent of the program dollars are used 

- - institutions. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
$ 3 5 0 ~  The growth of EDI/Loan Fund jobs reflects a nine 
I "ll__- - -I- _- -- 

3 8 1 0 0  

$0 -- " "- 

___ "I__ I- - fold increase in loan guarantee coinmitments dur- $2293 16970 $3505 = - 
$19 == II -- -- .- - I-- 

- 
1993 1994 1995 mg this period, from just $229 million in 1993 to 

1 Program Expenditures 
Dollars in Millions 

$350 million in 1994, and $1.85 billion in 1995. 4 Total Number ofJobs 
in Thousands (See Exhibit 2-3.) 

The  EDI/Loan Fund program is 
leoeraging prioate and public funds  
to help cities across the country 
build shopping centers, grocery 
stores, and other businesses, such 
as the Good Hope Marketplace in 
Washington, DC. 

Capital access for 

entrepreneurs and 

small business is a key 

component of  the  job 

growth strategy 

employed by the  

EDI/Loan Fund.  

Almost  50 percent o f  

EDI/Loan Fund dollars 

are used to capitalize 

community development 

banking institutions. 

Economic Development Loan Fund ' ED1 Funds 4 Jobs 

U 



A new round of (1996) ED1 funds will support the creation 
of Community and Individual Investment Corporations 
(CIICs). The CIIC is intended to provide ongoing credit 
for small business development in Enterprise Zones, 
Enterprise Communities, and other CDBG-eligible coinmu- I4O0 

nities. CIICs are intended to complement the ongoing 1200 

activity of existing community development financial institu- loo0 

tions (CDFIs). They provide a new opportunity to stimu- 800 

late asset-building among low- and moderate-income persons 600 

and to return these assets to the community in the form of 400 

investments in housing, community, and economic develop- zoo 
ment. A unique feature of the CIIC is that community resi- 0 

2000 

1800 

1600 

Revising Regulations and Streamlining Programs: 
CDBG and UDAG as Economic Development Tools 
CPD significantly increased its job creation capacity by streamlining and 
revising rules and regulations for its programs. This included a makeover of 
the CDBG program that involved comprehensive revisions of once-restrictive 
regulations. The regulations for the Urban Development Action Grant pro- 
gram also were amended to optimize the job creation effect of the grant 
funds remaining under this discontinued program. 

- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
- 
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Each of these initiatives has contributed to the total number of jobs that are being 
created around the country. Other CPD programs, including the HOME pro- 
gram, Youthbuild, Emergency Shelter Grants and other homeless programs, also 
have a significant impact on job creation. 

A unique feature of 

the CIIC is that 

community residents 

will have an eco- 

nomic stake in the 

venture by purchas- 

ing shares in the 

corporation. 

The University of Louisville evaluated the core CPD economic develop- 
ment prograins - the Economic Development Loan Fund and the ED1 
grants - and determined that they are working. The study concludes 
that the program has produced real results over the past 3 years. 

“This analysis suggests that the ED1 grant program has not only enabled 
many more communities to take advantage of the long-term flexible fund- 
ing available through the Section 108 Guaranteed Loan program 
(Economic Development Loan Fund), but also that the two programs 
have performed well in generating jobs and boosting the economies of 
hard hit urban areas. The EDI/Loan Fund program is an outstanding 
illustration of the efficient, productive use of federal funds.” 

A University of Kentucky study 
found that the EDI,/Loan Fund 
effort is working. 



“ED1 allows participating communities to write down inter- 
est costs, maintain a loan loss reserve, and have more up- 

front capital to work with. Through the infusion of a rela- 
tively small amount of ED1 grant funds, communities around 
the country have been able to enhance tlie security of the 
Section 108 loan. ED1 grants have strengthened tlie eco- 
nomic feasibility of the projects, while making it more likely 
that they will generate eiiough cash to repay the guaranteed 
loan.” 

The University of Louisville’s study also points out that the 
program is particularly productive in that the great majority 
of federal resources involved are in the form of loans, which 
will be paid back to the federal treasury over a number of 
years. Since there have been no defaults, the cost to taxpay- 
ers is limited to the direct outlay of ED1 grants - a small 
portion of the total project cost. Trinity Knitworks in Los 

Angelcs did not have to lay 
off any of its worlters thanks 

to a loan made possible by 
CPD’s Economic 

Development Loan Fund 
(Section 108). 

P U T T I N G  T H E  TOOLS T O  WORK 

Creating jobs is perhaps the most crucial yet difficult of all economic development 
tasks. It is not enough to create temporary jobs; well-paying permanent jobs are 
needed. As metropolitan-based large manufacturing facilities give way to smaller 
high-tech firms located on city edges, initiatives that can create a variety of perma- 
nent job options for unemployed or underemployed residents are critical to stabi- 
lizing both the central city as well as the region. Following are examples of how 
communities are successfully turning economic development strategies and ideas 
into jobs. 

Small neighborhood businesses are the cornerstone of any viable community. 
Lacking the resources traditionally available to larger, more mainstream conipa- 
nies, small business owners often need financial backing, technical assistance, and 

More than $368 million in 
ED1 grants have been 
awarded to cities since 1994 
for job creation activities. 

start-up resources. 

Under the CDBG program, local governments leverage 
significant amounts of private funds for economic develop- 
ment and other activities. Revolving loan funds provide 
an on-going stream of funding for small businesses and 
micro-enterprises. Many communities have small business 
loan and technical assistance programs that can jump-start 
an infant business, or provide assistance to growing busi- 
nesses seeking to expand. 



Similarly, microloans are a relatively new approach to economic development. 
They target the smallest of businesses. Most microloan recipients are low-income, 
home-based business owners, who provide neighborhood services, such as hair 
care, clothing repair, cleaning services, and similar one-person operations. Using 
CDBG and/or a combination of other local and private resources, microloan pro- 
grams offer small loans, generally not more than $25,000, at no or very low inter- 
est rates. 

Whether a small-scale mini-mall or comprehensive development of a downtown 
business district, commercial revitalization is a key component of neighborhood 
revitalization. Commercial redevelopment is a useful and viable economic devel- 
opment tool in communities where once-thriving business districts now suffer 
because of disinvestment and neglect. Not only does rehabilitation of existing lots 
and construction remove blight, but redevelopment in commercial districts pro- 
motes economic growth through job creation and small business development. 
An increasing number of communities are using the guaranteed Loan Fund to 
finance commercial development projects. 

The Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive/Ashby Street Commercial Revitalization 
project will use the EDI/Loan Fund to provide interest rate reductions to a 
neighborhood retail shopping center with a drugstore and supermarket as 
anchor stores. The EDI/Loan Fund also will be used as a loan loss reserve 
for small start-up business loans in the retail facility. The neighborhood has 
an overall poverty rate of 47 percent. It is estimated that the project will 
create 323 new jobs and will provide employment for the residents of the 
Eagan Homes public housing project located immediately adjacent to the 
proposed retail center. The project will be conducted by the Atlanta 
Economic Development Corporation, a certified Local Development 
Corporation. 

I 



The City of Seattle has been approved for $2.4 million in guaranteed loan funds 
to assist in the financing of the expansion and stabilization 
of the Promenade 23 neighborhood shopping center. The 
City will loan the funds to Promenade 23 Associated 
Limited Partnership to develop a 13,900 square-foot drug 
store, a 2,000 square-foot retail building for restaurant and 
retail space, expanded parking facilities, site and existing 
building improvements, and refinancing of existing debt on 
the center. Total development costs for the project is budget- 
ed at $6.2 million. The City was previously awarded a 
$350,000 ED1 grant to offset the interest costs of the guaran- 

teed loan and finance design costs for the center. The area that will be 
served by this neighborhood retail center has a population that is 68 percent 
low- and moderate-income persons. 

The Promenade Shopping 
center, an E D I / L ~ ~ ~  Fund 

proiect in Seattle, WA. 

The City of Birmingham has received guaranteed loan funds to provide 
assistance to a developer to acquire the south parcel of the Five-Points West 
Shopping Center. Loan guarantee funds may be used for property acquisi- 
tion in accordance with Economic Development Loan Fund (Section 108) 
regulations. The developer is renovating the entire shopping center, which 
serves the West End area of the City. Total project costs are expected to 
exceed $4.5 million. Over 400 jobs will be available to low- and moderate- 
income persons. 

Critical to job development is a properly trained 
work force. Job training can take many forms. 
For some, it means skills development; for oth- 
ers, it means job search assistance and tech- 
niques. These programs give participants the 
knowledge, special skills, and self-esteem they 
need to enter the work force as strong coinpeti- 
tors. Communities can use CDBG funds with 
other federal, state, and local funding, such as 
the Job Training Partnership Act, to provide training to unemployed residents. Community Development 

Bank Grant funds not 
only help create jobs, but 
support job training 
efforts as well. 

d 



Guaranteed loan funds and $164,000 in ED1 dollars will be used to create 
an economic developinent program that provides below-market rate financ- 
ing and/or fund reserves for debt service or operating reserves to businesses 
that are contemplating relocating or closing within the near future; to assist 
microenterprises that employ low- and moderate-income persons; and to pro 
vide job training to eligible inner-city youth in the Glenny Center. Some of 
the assistance will be for businesses in the city's Enterprise Community tar- 
get area. 

A number of cities, particularly in Empowerment Zones, are working to create 
new lending institutions that will support community econoinic development 
using EDI/Loan Fund assistance. These efforts are designed to complement the 
ongoing role of CDFIs with support from the CDFI Fund, administered by the 
Treasury Department. 

&MlUUHHaUEUity DeV'E~Q~6XUeIII~ B d 6  
Los Angeles, California 

The City of Los Angeles has received $400 million 
in EDI/Loan Fund assistance to establish and fund 
the Los Angeles Community Development Bank. 
The Bank's mission is to stimulate economic devel- 
opment, which will create and/or retain jobs for 
Los Angeles' low- and moderate-income population. 
The Bank will achieve this objective by providing 
borrowers with loans, loan guarantees, venture cap- 
ital investments, grants, and technical assistance. 

The Los Angeles 
Community Bank Board 
will malte five to seven 
loans to neighborhood 
businesses by the end of 
1996. 

The financing received by the city included $300 million in guaranteed loan 
funds, at least $100 million of which is to be used in conjunction with $100 
million of ED1 funds awarded to the city. The ED1 award was made pur- 
suant to the city's designation as a Supplemental Empowerment Zone. 

Many cities are working to retain or attract firms in older industrial corridors or 
traditional manufacturing sectors, such as steel and automobile production. In 
older cities, the industrial corridors often included smaller shops that were the 
backbone of neighborhood economies in such sectors as metal finishing, electro- 
plating, and building products. With foreign competition and structural changes 
in the economy, many of these smaller shops were forced to close. Cities are 
using CDBG, the Economic Development Loan Fund (Section 108), EDI, and 
other resources to support existing firms in these corridors, or to retool these 
areas for new, higher technology production. 



A multi-jurisdiction agreement in Peniisylvania saved the steel region's econ- 
omy by retaining hundreds of jobs in a community the State liad once 
declared distressed. The City of Johnstown and Cambria County agreed, in 
cooperation with the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, to finance the open- 
ing of BRW Steel Corporation, a once-defunct division of Bethlehem Steel. 

Tlie endeavor revived the Bar, Rod, and Wire Division, which in the late 
1980s liad begun to suffer operating losses, primarily due to high wage 
costs, low labor productivity, and manufacturing inefficiencies. Unable to 
secure labor concessions, early in 1992, Bethlehem Steel opted not to pro- 
ceed with its planned modernization program, but rather sell the division 
and concentrate on core steel operations, which were more competitive and 
profitable. Operations shut down, and the same year the State declared the 
City a distressed community. 

Veritas, Inc., an investment group, reviewed the division and concluded that 
if a new union agreement could be reached that reduced wage costs and 
altered work practices, the BRW Division could be an attractive investment 
opportunity. 

In 1994, Johnstown and Cambria counties jointly applied for and received 
an Economic Development Loan Fund authorization for $8.5 million ($5.5 
million and $3 million, respectively) for the acquisition, modernization, 
start-up, and operation of the division as a new corporation, including pro- 
duction facilities in the Johnstown area and in Hamburg, N.Y. 

The project will allow the idle bar, rod, and wire facility to reopen and pro- 
vide significant economic stimulus to the city of Johnstown and surrounding 
communities by providing an initial payroll of $5.4 million from 180 jobs; a 
mid-term payroll of $24 million froin 800 jobs; and a maximum payroll of 
$55 million from 1,200 jobs created and/or retained once the steel facility is 
fully operational. The project will stabilize the local tax base by generating 
estimated annual tax revenues totaling $553,600. 

A $1 million ED1 grant and guaranteed loan funds will be used for econom- 
ic developmeiit projects, such as interest rate reductions, loan loss reserves, 
and credit enhancements. Tlie city proposes to use the funds as seed 
money for retail and job development for its Retail Chicago project; a 
Brownfields project to help address environinental hazards on abandoned 
industrial sites; and the Model Industrial Corridors program. These pro- 
grams are needed to address the city's inanufacturing job loss in industrial 
areas. 



T H E  P R O G R A M S  

T O O L S  F O R  ECONOMIC D E V E L O P M E N T  

The following economic development tools are discussed in greater detail below. 

Economic Development Initiative 
Economic Development Loan Fund (Section 108) 
Community and Individual Investment Corporation 
CDBG Economic Developinent Activities (State and Entitlement) 

Youthbuild 
Urban Action Development Grant Amendments 

Iko~<~~i t~& iDev~ellopxi~!ei~t I!d~iati~e 

Signed into law by tlie President on April 11, 1994, ED1 has become a powerful 

Communities are 
using Community 

Development Block 
Grant funds to 

establish and expand 
small businesses in 

disadvantaged 
neighborhoods. 

mechanism for helping communities expand their 
economic revitalization efforts. Tlie initiative pro- 
motes tlie use of grant funds in tandem with the 
Economic Development Loan Fund (Section 108). 
It allows localities to carry out economic develop- 
ment activities where public and private dollars can 
be leveraged to create jobs and other benefits espe- 
cially for low- and moderate-income persons. 

Tlie central premise of the initiative is that the 
funds can serve as the basis for subsidizing loan 

guarantee funds. ED1 funds can reduce tlie risks to local CDBG funds that serve 
as the first line of security for paying the guaranteed loan. As a result, ED1 has 
energized local governments to plan a new range of economic development activi- 

ties. 

Since tlie passage of tlie legislation, three ED1 funding rounds have been complet- 
ed. Tlie first funding round in FY 1994 awarded $18.9 million in grants to 40 
communities for 44 commercial, industrial, and neighborhood development activi- 
ties. In  FY 1995, a second funding round awarded $300 million, targeted to a 
number of urban Enipowerment Zone applicants. In 1995, $50 inillion was 
awarded to 64 cities. A fourth round was underway in September 1996 in tlie 
amount of $50 million. 

ED1 projects have the following statutory selection criteria: (1) Level of distress in 
tlie commiinity to be served and in tlie jurisdiction applying for assistance; (2) 
The extent of the need for assistance; (3) Tlie quality of the plan proposed and 
tlie capacity of tlie applicant to successfully carry out tlie plan; (4) Other such fac- 
tors as the Secretary determines to be appropriate. 



Through the Economic Development Loan Fund (Section 108), CPD provides a 
guarantee of payment to private investors who pur- 
chase debt obligations issued by local govern 
ments. The guarantee represents the full faith 
and credit of the United States government, 
enabling local governments to borrow funds at 
rates comparable to federal borrowings through 
the U.S. Treasury. To date, there has not been a 
default on any loan guarantee by the Economic 
Development Loan Fund. 

Eligible applicants for the Economic Development 
Loan Fund (Section 108) include CDBG entitlement metropolitan cities and Communities are also 

building large-scale 
developments with CPD 

urban counties as well as non-entitlement communities. Since 1991, non-entitle- 
inent communities were made eligible for the program. As of July 1, 1996, CPD assistance. 

had approved 38 non-entitlement applications. Beginning in 1995, small cities in 
New York and Hawaii became eligible for the program. 
Applicants may receive loan guarantees directly or through a 
designated public agency. The total amount of loan guaran- 
tees is limited each fiscal year by Congress. The annual limit 
from FY 1993 through FY 1995 was approximately $2 bil- 
lion. Generally, the statute limits Economic Development 
Loan Fund activities to CDBG-eligible activities that generate 
sufficient cash flow to support loan payments. Amendments 
in 1994 expanded the list of eligible activities to include pub- 
lic facilities, which generally do not produce a cash flow to 
repay the debt. 

Exh bit 2 4 

Planned Activities 
Economic Development Loan Fund (Section 108) 

FY 1994 

9% 

Economic Other Rehab lrtotion Acquis 1hon 

77% 
Development 1 %  9% 4% 

Exhibit 2-4 shows that 77 percent of FY 1994 loan guarantee commitments sup- 
ported economic development activities, while 9 percent supported rehabilitation 
activities. Another 9 percent of the guaranteed loan commitments was used for 
construction or installation of public facilities or infrastructure. Ninety percent of 
FY 1994 commitments were for activities benefiting low- and moderate-income per- 
sons and 10 percent for activities to eliminate slums or blight. 

As of February 1995, requirements of the Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 
were implemented for the Economic Development Loan Fund (Section 108), man- 
dating that HUD require additional security over and above the pledge of CDBG 
funds for each loan. Under the Credit Reform Act, HUD must estimate future 
losses and defaults under the Loan Fund program and request appropriations to 
cover the net present value of those estimated losses (the “subsidy cost”). These 



By owning shares in the CIIC, residents are able to play a role in its govern- 
ance, and, in the process, gain a genuine economic stake in their communi- 
ty. As board members and shareholders with a direct financial interest in 
the performance of the Corporation’s investments, residents have a strong 
incentive to help it succeed. 

CIICs are expected to coniplement the work of other community lending 
institutions. They are intended to work with existing coinmunity lending 
institutions and technical assistance providers to fill capital gaps and 
enhance business support programs. 

The CIIC will ensure that technical assistance is provided to entrepreneurs 
seeking loans, not just from its own programs, but from CDFIs, neighbor- 
hood loan funds, and conventional banks. 

With resources provided through the Empowerment Zone or Enterprise 
Community program, Community Developinent Block Grants, Economic 
Development Initiative and Economic Development Loan F~iiid (Section 108) loan 
guarantees, federal, state, and city dollars can leverage substantial revenues that 
would allow the CIIC to achieve a scale necessary to ensure long-tern1 vitality. 

The CIIC’s role will vary from community to community. In some communities, 
the CIIC might male direct loans as a “retail” lender. More often, it will function 
as a “wholesale” lender, carrying out its financing activities (loan guarantees, pur- 
chase of loans, “patient” capital provider) through existing institutions. The CIIC 
also could be a packager of investment products organized around EZ wage tax 
credits, state tax credits, CDC tax credits, pollution abatement tax credits, and, 
potentially, future commercial real estate tax credits. 

The CIIC is envisioned as engaging in a number of activities beyond making busi- 
ness loans. These might include, for example, creating an endowment fund to pro- 
vide soft loans and grants for capacity building and management assistance to 
local entrepreneurs, as well as work-force development efforts. CIICs also might 
take the lead in originating and underwriting loans and providing teclmical assis- 
tance while co-lending with conventional lending institutions. 

Metropolitan cities, urban counties, and states may use block grant funds for a 
wide variety of economic development activities. These may include direct assis- 
tance to for-profit businesses, commercial and industrial infrastructure improve- 
ments, and facade improvements in commercial business districts. While job 
training is not specifically identified as a CDBG-eligible activity, CDBG funds 
also may be used for this purpose 



CDBG entitlement grantees provided some $1 29 million per year in direct 
financial assistance and $24 million in technical assistance to all types of 
for-profit businesses in FY 1992 and FY 1993. The State CDBG program 
provided approximately $1 09 million in direct financial assistance to for- 
profit businesses in FY 1992, $114 million for FY 1993, and $130 million 
in FY 1994. 

The CDBG program provided ~ ~ 1 ~ i b i ~  2-5 
$40 million in FY 1992 and 
$20 million in FY 1993 for a 
range of commercial revitaliza- 

State CDBG 
FY 1993 and FY 1994 Selected Economic 
Development Accomplishments 

tion or industrial retention pro- Proposed 

jects. These typically included Funding Amount Jobs Created % Lowflvlod 
Acttvi t y  (Millions) o r  Rrtniiied Jobs Cost Per Job land acquisition, infrastructure 

improvements, building con- 1993 For-Profit $113,816,297 19,393 57% $5,869 

struction or rehabilitation 1994 For-Profit 129,628,203 23,263 60% 5,572 
Infrastructllrr 40,147,130 19,846 70% 2>923 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Infrastructure 38,629.709 15,402 62% 2,508 
(including facade improve- 1993-1994 Total $322,221,339 77,904 62% 4,136 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , . , . , , . . , . . , . , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . , . , , . , . , . , . . . . . . . 

ments), and other capital 
improvements. In addition, $18 million in both FY 1992 and FY 1993 was 
used for minor rehabilitation of commercial and industrial structures. 

The Youthbuild program provides disadvantaged young adults with educa- 
tion, employment, and leadership skills, and expands the supply of affordable 
housing by building and rehabilitating housing for low-income and homeless 
persons. 

Youthbuild provides on-site construction work experience and academic and 
job skills training primarily for high-school dropouts (ages 16 to 24) in very 
low-income communities. While receiving training, participants are rehabili- 
tating or constructing affordable housing. Partnerships are formed among 
local service providers to offer educational and leadership training and 

hands-on construction skills. 
Secretary Henry Cisneros 

talks to job trainees in the 
Washington, D.C. 

Youthbuild program. 

I 



CPD's Youthbuild program made its first awards in July 1994. Youthbuild award- 
ed $38 million in FY 1993 funds to 136 public and private non-profit agencies 
across the country. Those funds provided education, training, and work experi- 
ence for 1,327 participants and resulted in the rehabilitation or new construction 
of more than 900 units of affordable housing. 

Following a rescission of $10 million, FY 1994-95 Youthbuild funds totaling $64 
million were awarded to 128 non-profit organizations. These programs will pro- 
vide education, employment training, and meaningful construction work experi- 
ence to more than 3,007 young adults who are very-low-income high school 
dropouts. More than 1,512 units of affordable housing, new construction, and 
rehabilitation will be added to the housing stock in the neediest communities. 

In FY 1996, $20 million in Youthbuild funds were appropriated. A total of 29 
grants were awarded in September 1996. 

Revisions to the UDAG program, which ran from 1978 through 1989, have fur- 
ther helped spur economic development. This competitive loan and grant pro- 
gram was created as gap financing to stimulate economic development and 
employment in distressed urban communities. Although Congress has appropri- 
ated no new funds for the program since FY 1989, amended grants for altered 
and new projects for those cities with UDAG awards have continued. These 
amended grants have come from funds previously awarded for projects that were 
not implemented. 

Since the program ended in 1989, rather than terminating awards to cities with 
failed projects and returning the funds to the federal government, new regula- 
tions allowed cities to receive these funds for other economic development activi- 
ties. In addition, communities with completed projects continue to receive 
income from UDAG project repayments. Local jurisdictions use these repayment 
funds for additional economic development and housing activities. 

M 

In total, some $4.6 billion in federal funds, as well as $35 billion in private and 
other funds, have generated 603,000 jobs and 109,000 units of housing. 
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Opportunity knocks only so often, and 
those who open the door let in an array of 
new options that can lead to success. 
Donna Cobalt, whose colorful name 
matches her fashionable business, Window 
Visions, found her opportunity in the busi- 
ness of designing and fabricating window 
dressings. Cobalt put herself through a 
four-year degree program in Home 
Economics. As a single mother, she want- 
ed to open her own business so that she 
could work while staying home with her 
child. 

What’s unique about Cobalt’s work is that 
she does both the design and fabrication 
herself, where most designers contract out 
for the fabrication. “It improves the quali- 
ty of the work because you can do exactly 
what your clients envision,” she says. 
“This way they’re not disappointed.” 

When Cobalt started her business, she 
farmed out the fabrications of her designs 
to wholesalers who actually did the sewing. 
After one year, she decided that to serve 
her customers better, she could do the fab- 
rications herself. Visits to several banks 
for financial assistance to strike out on her 
own came up dry, as banks were not will- 
ing to take the risk on a small start-up 
business. One bank referred her to the 
Omaha Small Business Network (OSBN), 
just as that organization was starting it’s 
“Fast Track” program of entrepreneurial 
training and technical assistance for small 
business owners. 

“What I liked best about them was that 
they had true expertise,” Cobalt says. She 
cited examples, such as lawyers and accoun- 
tants who were tops in their field in the 
Omaha area. She took advantage of a flex- 
ible $14,000 loan, which she could use for 
any number of expenses. In addition to 
the loan, however, she notes that the staff 
helped her to establish a working relation- 
ship with a local bank. “When banks are 
familiar with you and the financial needs 
of your business,” she notes, “They’re more 
flexible and willing to give you the cash 
flow you need.” 

Whether it’s an emerging small business 
on the fast track to success or just a person 
with a good idea, there’s a spot in the incu- 
bator for nurturing small business and 
potential business owners. The OSBN 
operates a Business and Technology 
Incubator and manages a loan fund for 
small businesses. 

Incubators are an innovative economic 
development concept. Emerging businesses 
share resources, such as secretarial staff 
and copying services. The shared overhead 
helps to reduce start-up and maintenance 
costs to resident businesses. According to 
the National Business Incubator 
Association, there are currently 346 incu- 
bators in 41 states. Research by the NBIA 
shows that 80% of companies nurtured in 
an incubator survive, as opposed to the 
Small Business Administration’s well-publi- 
cized statement that 80% of all small busi- 
nesses fail after five years. Given that 
small business is the fastest growing sector 
of the US. economy, an incubator type 
project fits in well with the city’s communi- 
ty development objective of promoting 
industrial and commercial development. 

The Business and Technology incubator 
runs out of what used to be a Safeway gro- 
cery store in South Omaha, one of the 
most blighted areas of the state. The 
Network used HUD’s CDBG funds to ren- 
ovate the structure and to replace the aging 
heating and cooling system. A total of 32 
businesses lease space in the incubator, 
each employing anywhere from two to 
eight employees. The types of businesses 
include construction, screen printing, and 
service businesses. Retail businesses are 
located in recently renovated buildings 
across the street. 

But there was more to those block grant 
funds than renovations. They are being 
stretched and leveraged with each loan that 
passes through the Network‘s revolving 
loan fund, which is capitalized with 
$300,000 in CDBG funds. Loans are 
offered to business owners who complete 
one of two “Fast Track” training courses 
with a completed business plan. 



Thompson’s Pasta Products, 
Inc. is hiring 128 Kansas 

City, KS residents for its new 
dog food manufacturing facil- 

ity. The company received 
$4.2 million in EDI/Loan 

Fund assistance. 

In the past 2 years, more than 200 people 
have gone through training, with a 70 per- 
cent graduation rate. The Network‘s presi- 
dent and loan fund manager is Kevin 
Clingman. Clinginan has seen a dramatic 
improvement in the loan fund’s perfor- 
mance. Since 1993, the Network has 
loaned $1 million, leveraging some $3.8 
million from other lending institutions. 
“We always try to take deals that banks 
wouldn’t ordinarily do, Clingman says. 
“We don’t want to compete with financial 
institutions.” A start-up business can get a 
loan for a maximum of $25,000, while 
existing businesses can get up to $200,000 
at or below market rate. The loan portfo- 
lio totals $7 million, and 120 new jobs 

have been created by businesses who have 
gone through the training program. 

The Network, which also operates a loan 
fund capitalized with state funding, often 
uses the two funds in combination, with 
further support from financial institutions. 
Focusing on minority lending, more than 
50 percent of the 23 loans since 1993 were 
to minority business owners and 25 per- 
cent went to women-owned businesses. 
The Omaha Business and Technology 
Center was recognized as the 
Microenterprise Incubator of the Year by 
the National Business Incubator 
Association in 1995. 

~ 

P R O F I L E  
TMOMI’SON’S  PET F O O D  PROJECT 

Kansas City, Kansas 

The City of Kansas City, Kansas was 
awarded EDI/Loan Fund assistance to 
carry out economic development projects 
in the Enhanced Enterprise Community 
area. The first project carried out by the 
City with the EDI/Loan Fund dollars 
involved financing to a pet food manufac- 
turer to acquire land and new equipment 
for expansion of its production capabilities. 

This economic development project will be 
a key component of the revitalization strat- 
egy for the Enhanced Enterprise 
Community area by creating new jobs. 
The City estimates that this financing will 
enable the company to generate 128 new 
high-wage jobs over the next four years. 



P R O F I L E  
W 0 I i I <  I N G S M A KT 

Nashwille, Tennessee 

The African tradil 

Nella Frierson in her gallery, 
pearls, pearls and braids. See 
Chapter 3 for more details 
about the Working Smart pro- 
gram in Nashville’s 
Enterprise Community. 

:ion of hair braiding pass 
es from mother to 
daughter each genera- 
tion. With five daugh- 
ters of her own, Nella 
Frierson is spreading 
the tradition far and 
wide. A licensed beau- 
tician, Frierson recently 
opened a hair braiding 
gallery, Pearls, Pearls, 
and Braids, across the 
street from the public 
housing development 
where she lives. 

She received a $4,000 
microloan from 
Working Smart to start 

her business. She’d already been braiding 
hair for 30 years. She used the loan to 
purchase office supplies, equipment, for 
remodeling, and for advertising. 

With some 100 to 150 regular clients who 
return about once every three months, 
Frierson also employs her daughters in the 
business. “All of my daughters work in the 
shop in some capacity,” she says. One is 
planning to start her own business as well, 
specializing in a braiding technique called 
“latching,” which can be done much faster 
than traditional braids while achieving the 
same look. She adds another 50 to 75 cus- 
tomers each month. She is putting two 
daughters through college, and raising 
three more at home on her modest income. 

To further spread the tradition, and to 
earn additional income, Frierson also 
teaches evening adult classes for pay 
through the Metropolitan Education 
System. She plans next to purchase a 
home. She frequently attends homeowner- 
ship counseling classes offered by the 

Metropolitan Development and Housing 
Agency. She is currently enrolled in a 
leasepurchase program and expects to be 
moving toward homeownership within the 
next year. 

“Working Smart,” a microloan program, 
was developed by the Metropolitan 
Development Housing Agency (MDHA), 
the local public housing authority, which 
also administers the city’s economic devel- 
opment programs. 

The program, funded in part with CDBG 
funds, provides intensive training for pub- 
lic housing residents in entrepreneurship, 
business development and management, 
and personal development. Working 
Smart received its first CDBG grant from 
the City for $87,000 in 1992. Subsequent 
grants were for $60,000 in 1993, and 
$92,000 in 1994. 

The training comes with an option for par- 
ticipants to obtain a loan for up to $6,000, 
which can be used for any number of busi- 
ness development costs, including working 
capital, start-up costs, and real estate acqui- 
sition. 

Loans are offered at an interest rate of 
prime plus 2, rather than at low- or no- 
interest, “because we want to treat resi- 
dents like they’re in the real world; and it 
is the real world,” says Phil Ryan, director 
of MDHA. The loan fund is capitalized 
with $197,500 from participating banks. 

Since 1992, of the 22 public housing resi- 
dents who have gone through the program, 
15 have applied for loans. Of those 15, six 
have paid off loans and six are making reg- 
ular payments (three will be finished 
before the end of the fiscal year); only 
three have defaulted. 



E N D N O T E S  

1 Figures for CDBG economic development activities are based on actual jobs to 

be created and retained by FY 1993 CDBG Entitlement funding, State CDBG 
funding allocations in FY 1993-1 994, and a sample of Economic Development 
Loan Fund (Section 108) awards from 1995, plus further estimates for FY 
1994-1996. HOME, Youthbuild, and other CDBG estimates for FY 1993- 
1995 are based on 1992 US. Department of Commerce input/output esti- 
mates of how many jobs would be created by a million dollars of expenditures 
in different industries. The HOME program generated $1.80 in private and 
other investments for every federal dollar. According to the Urban Institute, 
the housing investment multiplier for CDBG is $2.31 for every federal dollar 
spent. No adjustments were made for inflation. 

2 This sample shows an even higher ratio - over seven to one - for funds lever- 

aged by ED1 grants alone. 

3 “America’s New Economy and The Challenge of the Cities: A HUD Report on 

Metropolitan Economic Strategy,” October 1996. 

4 ED1 was signed into law by the President on April 11, 1994, as Section 232 of 

P.L. 103-233. 

5 Job estimates for ED1 and the Economic Development Loan Fund (Section 
108) are based on estimated jobs provided by applicants for 1995 ED1 grant 
awards. The average cost per job EDI/Loan Fund was $8,900. This figure 
was used to determine the total estimated number of jobs for all Loan Fund 
awards. Additional statistical validation may be required to confirm that the 
cost of Loan Fund jobs is similar to the cost of the EDI/Loan Fund projects. 
Because of the time lag from allocation of funding to actual construction and 
expenditure of funds, these jobs will be created over a number of years. 



n December 1994, 105 distressed urban 

and rural communities around the coun- 

try received a combination of tax incen- 

tives and flexible block grants to implement 

1 0-year strategic plans to promote economic 

opportunity and community-wide revitaliza- 

tion. The Empowerment Zone/Enterprise 

Community Initiative marks the most signifi- 

cant effort launched by the federal govern- 

ment in decades on behalf of the Nation’s dis- 

tressed inner cities. The program is notable as 

an innovative approach to attracting private 

investment as the foundation for sustainable, 

comprehensive development and economic 

opportunity. Although designed as a 10-year 



effort, in just the first 18 months of 
the initiative EZs and ECs have begun 
to demonstrate significant results: 

W Over $2 billion of new private 
sector investment has been made 
or committed in the six urban 
EZs . 

The overwhelming focus of the 
new investment is targeted 
toward economic opportunity: 
job creation, investment pools 
for capital access and innovative 
financing needs, job and occupational skills training, and entrepreneurial 
and business support and assistance. 

President Clinton 
and Vice President 
Gore speak at  
Empowerment 
Zone Conference. 

EZs have made significant strides in utilizing EZ funds and tax incentives to 
attract notable private sector investment, generate job growth, stiinulate 
business openings and expansions, construct new housing, expand home- 
ownership opportunities, and stabilize deteriorating neighborhoods. 

, i  

EZs and ECs are working. The promise of economic opportunity for the poorest 
neighborhoods in America is being kept. 

Detroit's Focus 
Hope provides job 
training to EZ resi 
dents and places 
them in jobs. 



E M P O W E R M E N T  Z O N E S  A N D  
E N T E R P R I S E  C O M M U N I T I E S  

E~MI’O\V8llii41iN’I LONES 
Atlanta, GA 
Baltimorc, MD 
Chicago, IL 
Dctroit, MI 
New Yark, NY 
Philadclphia, PA - Camden, NJ 

Funding: 5100 million i n  Title XX 
Wagc Tax Credits 
Accelerated Dupreciation 
Tax.Excmpt Bond Financing 

s u ~ ’ ~ ’ ~ ~ i ~ ! ~ ~ ~ i ~ ’ ~ ~ ~ ~  hirii’O\\’C:l<hii:N r z(;i\!::s 
Los Angelcs, CA (5125 million) 
Clcveland. O H  ($90 million) 
TmExcmpt Bond Financing (Clcveland only) 

LR’I i A i\iuii) :ir< r ~ w w i ~  
COM:LIIIN!l‘lliS 
Boaton, MA 
Houston, TX 
Kansas City, KS - Kansas City, MO 
Oakland, CA 

Funding: 522 million in ED1 
53 million in Title XX 
Tax.Excmpt Bond Financing 

i iN’ll: l~l’ l l lSl~ COMMUNI~LIJS  
Funding: $3 million in Title XX 
Tax.Enempt Bond Financing 
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cost of $1.5 billion. The incentives include the 
Wage Tax Credits, Accelerated Depreciation, 

Taking aduan- 
tage of the EZ 

tax credits, a 
Saw Rite 

Pharmacy mooed 
into the 

Philadelphia 
Zone, and anoth- 

er pharmacy is 
under construc- 

tion. 

Year % Credit Maximum Credit 
Per Employee * 

1995-2002 20% $3,000 

For the 1 0-year life of the program, 
the Adininistration has awarded 
more than $1 billion in perfor- 
mance grants and $1.5 billion in 
tax incentives to the 72 urban EZs 
or ECs. (See inap on previous page 
for funding and tax incentive break- 
downs.) 

either locate or expand within these designated 
areas and employ EZ residents. 

Since the designation, these 72 

2006 &I beyond 0% $0 
‘Norc: Over n I@-ycar period, you would save a innxiiiiiim of 
$28,500 for each qualified rrnpluycr. 

cities have received another $1.5 bil- 
lion in additional federal funding through grant 
and loan preferences resulting froin their EZ/EC 
designation. 

Another $1.5 billion in private investments and 
nonprofit support-with commitments of another 
$1.2 billion-have been pumped into new eco- 
nomic development initiatives, housing, and com- 
munity development since December 1994. 

w 

Tax Credits 

The EZ/EC Initiative provides new tax incen- I 
How THE EMPOWERMENT ZONE tives over the next 10 years to induce commer- 

cia1 investment in distressed communities at a 
EMPLOYMENT CREDITS WORK 

and Tax-Exempt Facility Bonds. These incen- 2003 15% I 2004 10% 
tives ease the tax burden for businesses that 2005 5% 

$2,250 
$1,500 
$750 

wage Tax Credit 

I n  general, wage tax credits are available to any employer engaged in trade or busi- 
ness in the EZ. For each resident employee or new hire, the business is eligible 
for up to $3,000 each year in tax credits. The amount of these credits is deter- 
mined by multiplying the percentages shown on this chart by up to $15,000 in 
qualified wages. 

Section 179 expensing is available only to qualified EZ businesses. If eligible, 
businesses may write off expenses, the cost of the depreciable, tangible personal 
property they purchase, up to $37,500. (It is generally limited to equipment pur- 



chases.) This depreciation provides them with a deduction that is $20,000 more 
than the normal $1 7,500 first-year write-off Section 179 perinits to other business- 
es not within the EZs. 

This tax incentive is available to all EZs and ECs, with the exception of the Los 
Aiigeles Supplemental Empowerment Zone. Qualified businesses may be eligible 
for a new category of private activity bonds that offers lower rates than conveii- 
tional financing and permits businesses to finance property and land. It also per- 
inits businesses to finance new facilities or renovate or expand existing facilities in 
tlie EZs and ECs through tax-exempt bonds. In addition to offering them lower 
interest rates than conventional financing, tax-exempt bond status provides access 
to non-traditional lenders, such as insurance companies, various funds, and indi- 
vidual investors. 

Stiff competition among cominunities across tlie country preceded the final selec- 
tion of EZs and ECs. To be considered, a community had to meer stringent crite- 
ria to establish their relative need regarding poverty, unemployment, and general 
distress. The heart of each community's application was a strategic plan that: 

Described the coordinated economic, human, community, and physical devel- 
opment and related activities proposed for the area. 

H Described how members of the community, local institutions, and organiza- 
tions are involved in, and have contributed to, the process of developing and 
implementing tlie strategic revitalization plan. 

H Specified needed waivers or other changes sought in federal, State, and local 
governmental programmatic regulations to facilitate better coordination and 
delivery. 

H Identified the State, local, private, and non-profit resources that would be 
leveraged against federal resources. 

The community also had to be nominated by the State and 
local government, putting these other partners in the posi- 
tion of assuring their own commitment to resources and 
reiiivention. Any community that applied would have ben- 
efited from the extensive community-needs assessmeiit and 
citizen participation process necessary to prepare their 
application. 

An interagency task force reviewed 520 applications: 74 for 
urban EZs a i d  219 for urban ECs, and 227 from rural 
areas. Applicatioiis were judged based on economic opportunity, sustainable coin- 
munity development, community-based partnerships, and strategic vision for 
change. 

In 1993, residents, 
non-profits, commu- 
nity groups, elected 
officials from cities, 
counties and States 
met to deoelop their 
strategic plans and 
the resulting appli- 
cations for EZ/EC 
designation. 



In December 1994, the President and Vice President announced six EZs, two 
Supplemental EZs, four Enhanced ECs, and 60 ECs. Another 33 areas were des- 
ignated in rural communities. The six EZs received $100 million each and the 60 
ECs received $3 million each in Title XX funds from the Department of Health 
and Human Services through a social services block grant.' The two 
Supplemental EZs and four Enhanced ECs were awarded with funding from $300 
million in grants from CPD's Economic Development Initiative Grants. 

The designated EZ/ECs are among the most distressed areas in the nation. 
Poverty rates in the EZs/ECs are roughly four times higher than in surrounding 
metropolitan areas. In the six EZs, at least 45 percent of the working-age popula- 
tion is not in the labor force. For 16-19 year olds, the proportion of persons nei- 
ther working nor in school is 80 percent higher than in the surrounding areas. 
Less than half the population of the zones has a high school diploma. 

E M P O W E R M E N T  Z O N E  A N D  E N T E R P R I S E  C O M M U N I T Y  
P R I N C I P L E S  

The EZ/EC Initiative combines tax 
incentives for business development 
and job creation with a comprehen- 
sive approach to community revital- 
ization through performance-orient- 
ed block grants. It has enabled 
some of the most distressed com- 
munities in the nation to benefit 
from tax incentives, regulatory flex- 
ibility, block grants, and other tar- 
geted measures to attract private 
investment and stimulate communi- 
ty revitalization. 

Basic Principles 

The EZ/EC Initiative rests on five 
basic principles: 

W Job creation is the best way to 
help inner-city neighborhoods. 

W Performance measures must be 

The Detroit EZ 
built its strategic 
plan around public- 
private partner- 
ships. Pictured here 
is John James, 
owner of 0-J 
Transport, located 
in the Zone. 

established to trigger continued funding and ensure public accountability. 

W The individuals closest to the problems know best how to solve them - a 
bottom-up relationship between government and community. 

Empowerment 
Zones and 
Enterprise 
Communities 
placed a high pri- 
ority on extensive 
community involve- 
ment in the plan- 
ning and imple- 
mentation of 
strategies. 



w Government must learn how to talk to the local community. It must reach 
out and involve local residents. A new relationship between the federal gov- 
ernment and local/state governments must be developed to reduce bureaucra- 
cy and increase efficiency. 

Strategic plans must be comprehensive and sustainable, inclusive of the entire 
community, and built around public and private partnerships. 

I& (‘3T@2&1;1 2nd TqeIJJ Opiporta&ies for V\J;;ifJa.l< 

The majority of the block grants and private 
investments for EZs and ECs have been tar- 
geted for economic development. While 
EZ strategies address a broad variety of 
inner city challenges, ranging from health 
and transportation to public safety, sub- 
stance abuse prevention, and family self-suf- 
ficiency, the focus of the plans largely center 
around economic and job development. 
Moreover, all of the sites are incorporating 
job training into their particular strategies. 

Total public and private investment has exceeded 
$2.6 billion in the six EZs for activities either 
underway or planned. Of this amount, over $2 
billion represents private sector investments. Of 
the total, $1.7 billion is devoted to economic 
opportunity investment. These investments 
include: business expansion and startups, invest- 
ment pools for capital access, and business sup- 
port services. Examples include: 

w In Baltimore, the Business Empowerment 
Center is providing access to capital and spe- 
cialized services (marketing, entrepreneurship 
training) specifically for EZ-based businesses and residents. The project is a 
collaborative effort involving Federal Agencies, NationsBank, Bell Atlantic, 
and several local colleges and universities. Over two dozen companies have 
already moved into or expaiided in Baltimore’s EZ. These businesses are cre- 
ating jobs in light manufacturing, advanced technology, warehousing and dis- 
tribution, and other areas which build on the competitive characteristics of 
the region. 

Total public 
and private 

inuestment has 
exceeded $2.6 
billion in the 

six EZs for 
activities either 

underway or 
planned. 



“Thanks to city 

development efforts 

and federal 

Empowerment Zone 

tax breaks, more 

than $I billion will 

be invested in 

Harlem over the 

next 10 years: 125th 

Street is getting 

back on the econom- 

ic map.” 

- New York Daily 

News 

1 Eight Detroit banks have formed the 
EZ Financial Assistance Consortium. 
The consortium exceeded its origi- 
nal $76 million lending target for 
the 1995 calendar year, approving 
loans totaling $286 million in the 
Detroit EZ, primarily to small and 
medium size businesses. These 
loans have contributed to the cre- 
ation of thousands of jobs in the 
Detroit EZ. 

W In Philadelphia, Redring Solder, a 
Malaysian metal alloys producer, 
and Graboyes Commercial Windows 
will soon become new tenants in the new 25,000 square feet manufacturing 
facility to be constructed in the American Street neighborhood. The 
Malaysian-based company is locating its North American headquarters in the 
zone. Redring Solder manufacturers solder and alloy products used in the 
production of circuit boards. Gruboyes Commercial Windows is the largest 
U.S. distributor of Traco Windows. These are two of over 50 businesses tak- 
ing advantage of zone incentives to expand or start up in the zone. 

125th Street in Harlem is getting “back on the economic map,” part of a 
“Harlem renaissance” sparked by the New York EZ.2 
Company’s Disney Store is anchoring Harlem USA, a $56 million retail and 
entertainment complex scheduled to open in 1998. The 275,000 square foot 
complex will also house an ice rink, jazz club, sports facility, 12-screen movie 
theater, and a children’s recreation program. Offering 500 jobs, it promises 
to be a significant commercial employer in the Upper Manhattan EZ. 

Walt Disney 

In Los Angeles, the nation’s largest 
Community Development Bank 
recently made its first loan, enabling a 
knitting mill to remain open and 
expand in the Los Angeles 
Supplemental EZ, saving 150 manufac- 
turing jobs. 

The Atlanta Empowerment Zone 
Corporation approved a $1 million 
loan, leveraged with $4.2 million in bre- Trinity Knitwo rks . 
private equity to refurbish the Fulton Bag and Cotton Mill into offices, retail 
outlets, and residential lofts. “Fulton Bag Mill is synonymous with the 

sents LOS Angeles May07 
Riordan and 
Councilmembers Rita 
Walters and Mike 
Hernandez with a shirt 
from their business. 
Trinity Knitworks was 
the first business to 
receive a bunk loan. 

neighborhood .... The rebirth of the mill is definitely symbolic,” said Marc 
Steinberg, a resident of the Cabbagetown neighborhood, where the mill is 
located. 



EZ businesses autoinatically receive three tax incentives: a wage tax credit for zone 
residents hired as employees; tax-exempt private facility bonds; and, accelerated 
depreciation for investments and equipment. The flow of private investment into 
the EZs provides early evidence that capital investors perceive future opportunities 
for returns in the zones to be equal to or greater than in other geographic loca- 
tions, and that the tax incentives in the EZs stimulate business expansion in the 
six cities. 

While the availability of employee tax credits have proved to be an important fac- 
tor in creating jobs in the EZs, other government, private sector, and cominunity 
efforts have also played a role. Smaller-scale investment activity is evident, in eco- 
nomic opportunities geared to leverage additional financial resources for short- 
run, start-up ventures. Business incubator and training programs target existing 
community-based sole proprietors or small businesses to expand or strengthen 
their productivity and eunployment. Another important step in creating an eco- 
nomically vibrant cominunity is the construction and rehabilitation that is occur- 
ring in these zones. 

Job Readiness and Developing ‘‘Human Capital” 

In addition to creating job opportunities, the EZs are preparing community resi- 
dents to enter the workforce. EZs and ECs are investing in education, job train- 
ing, and health services to enhance the productive capacity of empowerment zone 
residents. Perhaps due to past failures of urban policy in this critical area and the 
wide range of related empirical findings, EZs have begun to commit resources to 
increase the workforce opportunities of zone residents. Whether vocational edu- 
cation programs, apprenticeships, or specialized training subsidies to businesses, 
these programs complement the capital access and business attraction invest- 

Baltimore’s 
Empowerment Zone 

is matching job 
training with exist- 

ing job openings. ments. 

There is a clear linkage between both investment 
approaches. Uneinployment rates in an area tend to 
be inversely related to the skill level of the labor pop- 
ulation. Better health, nutrition and family stability 
tend to increase hourly productivity and earnings 
potential. However, investments in human capital - 
such as programs to improve worker skills - are 
long-term in nature. Recognizing this, niany EZs are 
allocating resources to programs which attempt to 
address these limitations. The Baltimore EZ is a case 
in point. The zone’s Customized Job Training initia- 

tive pays a portion of specialized job training for businesses that commit to hiring 
EZ residents for specific jobs. Similar job linkage efforts are underway in each of 
the EZs, providing a model for “welfare to work” efforts in the wake of welfare 
reform. 

“The Empowerment 

Zone, unlike urban 

renewal programs in 

the past, really is a 

business stimulus 

program. There is 

indeed a competitive 

advantage to doing 

business in the 

inner city, and more 

people are learning 

that. It really is a 

win-win situation 

for businesses and 

local residents.” 

- Baltimore Mayor 

Kurt Schmoke 



“What we are 

talking about here 

is changing 

peoples’ lives, by 

I giving them n 

chance to earn a 

1 iva ble wage. 

We’re talking 

about putting peo  

ple to work and  

teaching them a 

trade. Nothing 

can change your 

life quicker than 

that.” - Douglas 

McCarron, 

General President 

of the Carpenters 

Union and  partic- 

ipant in the 

AMERICA 

WORKS program 

in the EZs. 

Maps and charts 
show residents where 
and how EZ dollars 
are being spent - a 
sure way to measure 
the benchmarks. 

Performance, Not Process 

Visible, measurable change in distressed coininunities is the 
chief goal of the EZ/EC Initiative. Unlike typical federal 
programs, the EZ/EC Initiative emphasizes results and per- 
formance. Performance Benchmarking is a tool utilized by 
EZ/ECs to set specific goals for federal, State, local, and pri- 
vate investment. Performance Benchinarks provide a 

i 
! 

, 

blueprint for an entrepreneurial, no-nonsense way to dis- 
tribute funds, fulfill commitments, and measure performance. Performance 
Benchmarks also -form the basis for a continuing partnership between the federal 
government and EZ/ECs, identifying priority activities that may require addition- 
al resources, regulatory relief, and technical assistance. With 72 cities across the 
nation engaged in Performance Benchmarking, this initiative represents the most 
ambitious effort to date with performance-driven grant management. 

Bottom-Up Planning and Citizen Participation 

The EZ/EC Initiative was designed as a partnership, in which the federal govern- 
ment works with cities to determine their goals, helps provide the resources to 
reach those goals, but ultiinately leaves it to the community to determine exactly 
how those goals are met. 

Months of meetings and discussions helped communities obtain a clearer sense of 
how they wanted to move ahead. After the communities were designated in 
December 1994, they developed “benchmarks” or quantifiable objectives for the 
community and economic development activities that were proposed in their origi. 
nal strategic plans. 

This type of bottom-up planning ensured that community residents and their 
elected officials in each of the EZ/ECs were part of the solution and that, as a 
result, they gained a stake in and are committed to creating the public and private 
partnerships needed to implement. 



New Relationship Between Government and Community 

Serious community participation involves more than the standard round of public 
hearings. It involves making government accessible and more responsive to com- 
munity concerns. At tlie heart of government reinvention is to redefine how fed- 
eral agencies provide services to communities and to local and State governments. 

The interagency Community Empoweriiieiit 
Board (CEB), headed by Vice President Gore, 
IS the key to the federal effort to assist 
EZ/ECs. The CEB represents all of the domes- 
tic federal agencies. It meets regularly to dis- 
cuss coordination efforts, performance mea- 
sures, and federal funding preferences. All 
federal funding, technical assistance, and regu- 
latory issues are coordinated through the CEB. 

USDA Secretary Dan 
Glicltman, HUD 
Secretary Henry 
Cisneros, and Vice 
President Al Gore at 
CEB meeting. 

As lead agency for urban EZ/ECs, HUD has two very distinct - and somewhat 
contradictory - roles: 

W HUD’s primary role is to facilitate the implementation of EZ/EC strategic 
plans 

W HUD’s regulatory role is to monitor tlie progress of strategic plan iinplemen- 
tation 

These two roles - facilitation and monitoring - are in many respects diametrical- 
ly opposed, making it difficult for a single program entity to fulfill both functions 
at the same time. The Office of Conimunity Planning and Developiiient has 
addressed this dilemma through a unique approach to program management. In 
the Einpowerinent Zone Initiative, the roles of facilitator and regulator are segre- 
gated. Private sector experts serve the facilitation function, with HUD 
Headquarters and Field Staff providing regulatory oversight. This system of 
checks and balances avoids tlie conflict inherent when the two functions are com- 
bined in the same program. The objectives of both functions are better served 
by this system: coinmunities receive tlie highest quality assistance from a team of 
nationally recognized program and policy experts; HUD staff can focus on ensur- 
ing an objective assessment of program progress. Most important, tlie strengths 
and weaknesses identified by HUD monitoring can then be used to help shape 
facilitation efforts, tlius providing a link between HUD’s regulatory mission and 
the development of technical assistance strategies for EZ communities. 



"This is really just 

the beginning of 

some really positive 

work. We're estab- 

lishing a business 

incubator to help 

aspiring 

entrepreneurs, espe- 

cially those in pub- 

lic housing, to cre- 

ate businesses and 

jobs." - Pat 

Dowel 1-Cerasol i, 

Mid-South 

Planning and 

Development 

Commission, 

Chicago 

Comprehensive Planning and Sustainable Development 

While there is general agreement that comprehensive planning is desirable in the- 
ory, it has been difficult to implement in practice. Almost by definition, a coni- 
preliensive, holistic approach to community development is a central requirement 
of the EZ/EC Initiative. The Initiative requires substantive input from every seg- 
ment of a community: residents, businesses, charitable groups, coniniunity orga- 
nizations, and City Hall. Officials from neighboring suburbs, the county, and the 
State are often involved so that resources can be coordinated across a range of 
issues, lessons are learned from past efforts, and future strategies are put into 
place. 

An important component of sustainability is housing. I n  the six urban EZs alone, 
over $700 million in new housing investment is underway. Many of these efforts 
are targeted at increasing homeownership. For example, in Chicago, a partner- 
ship between the City, First National Bank of Chicago and several City-wide non- 
profit organizations has created a pilot program to help families purchase their 
first homes in the Chicago EZ. Under the initial program, the first of 100 fami- 
lies have already received assistance to purchase their first honies in the zone. 

M O V I N G  FORWARD:  N E X T  S T E P S  

Building upon the basic premises of the EZ/EC Initiative, a number of the 
EZ/ECs are developing community-owned "banks" with EZ/EC funds. This 
"bank" is a mechanism for putting more capital in inner cities and giving resi- 
dents the opportunity to become shareholders in a financial strategies in their 
communities. Atlanta, Philadelphia, Oakland, and the Mississippi Mid-Delta 
Empowerment Zone (a rural EZ) are at  various stages of finalizing CIICs. (See 
Chapter 2 for more informa. 
tion.) 

Through the CIIC, the federal 
government joins with local resi- 
dents and their city governments 
to create resident-owned finan- 
cial institutions which make 
business and housing loans in 
inner city communities. The 
CIIC is an intelligent new model 
that draws on the lessons 
learned from the past and incor- 
porates them in a new paradigm 
of community self-reliance and 
innovation. 

I The program ir the 
lriresr rhntsr bz Presidenr 
Clinron's Empowermenr 
Zone iniriarive, which 

curnbines grants, 
business tax breokr 
and orher federal 
aid ro impoverished. 

areas of ciries. 



What is different about the characteristics of investment strategies in this market 
is the goal of providing inner city residents and businesses who invest in their 
communities improved access to capital. EZs are making plans for resident-owned 
community development financial institutions which will link publicly provided 
seed money with private investments and make business and housing loans in 
their neighborhoods. Resident and business investments in the institution will be 
subject to the risks and rewards of market success or failure. 

Once capitalized, these institutions will provide credit enhancement for loans to 
developers and businesses seeking funding for corninunity or business develop- 
ment projects, including retail, industrial, warehousing, office, and multi-family 
residential projects. They will also offer pools of investment capital, including 
high risk loan funds, to reduce the perceived risks of loaning to start-up business- 
es that lack established credit 
histories. 

A second round of EZ/EC funding has 
been proposed by the President. This sec- 
ond round, totaling more than $2 billion 
in tax incentives and direct grants, will 
allow Enhanced ECs, ECs and other appli- 
cants to compete for EZ status, making 
thein eligible for the wage tax credit. 
Additionally, the President‘s budget 
includes changes to the tax-exempt private 
activity bond provisions and the “enterprise 
zone business” definition, allowing a broad- 
er range of businesses to qualify for EZ/EC 
boiids and enhanced Section 179 expens- 
ing. All of the current 72 EZs and ECs 

I 

I t l  THEHEHALO. FRlOAY. FEORUhRY2I l l O Q  k - 
Clinton wants more ‘empowerment zones’ 

would be able to take advantage of a new Brownfields tax incentive that will allow 
businesses in these areas to fully deduct the cost of environmental cleanup. 
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I Nella Pearl Friersori uved to braid hair at home. After getting burirrea~ training. she opened Pearl's Pearl Braid Sliop in Nashville. 

What Works 
. .l.l 

Farewell, Welfare State 
By RONALD SMOTHERS 

" l.. 

NASHVILLE 
HEN lhc deadllnc upproached 
for stales to file lhelr plimb for 
ranrplylng with the new Fed. W era1 wellare Irglslallmi. Ten. 

negsee was ready Suhrnillliig d Wpagi' 
plan Wnt renected its repulutian for inn+ 
vatinn In lmprowng and cutting cosls 111 
prngranis lor the pmr. Iht* rlate W P ~  one of 
only 25 that met the Ort l drndllne Most 
others. Including New York, are gmng 11) he 
late 

And it's not )ust those slates 1Iidl nren't 
ready Seronya Bell. u 2l-yiw.uld mntlicr 
of tw in Nasbvllle. sees detiinl all around 
her "mis welfare relorni is tor rral. hut 
mme people are playing: I t  off lfke I t  isn't 
gooinl: lo hdppen shib 'iald 

Antlclpatlng the End 
Nls. Bell completed it program hew. prl- 

valcly run and wtnid17cd hy the city and 
stnte, that train9 weJfnre recipients lo be 
eashkrs md ~ I o r c  clerIts It kgm lhrw 
years  go. well M o r e  lmldy '. much-her. 
aldcd brave new world olthuut uclfair r ~ \  
we know I1 

The trainmy project has not niily been 
mlapted Md hrnoikned for [lie iiew welfare 
law, but It has alsu MWI m& d pdrl iif 
another new program the Federal Lnl 
pmrennent /&wlFnterprw Commiinlty 
Progmm. which rlraimcls fundc lu eronom. 
ic &m!lopmcnt in pair neighhrhuadr 

For wme otftcials, Nashville. wlth Its 
South Na~hvllle Enterprise Conrmunlry. is 
an advcrtlucmenl lor the FedCrel prilgram, 
whlch both Vtce President A1 Gore and hts 
opponenl, Jack Kemp. laudivi in  their dc- 
bate Wednesday. 

liegun two years .ago, the empoweratent 
tune program chullenwd CIUES nntionwdr 
to cnmpcte for frmls hy brlnging 10c;ll 
monay awl huslncsses U)gc!lher lo promote 
lobs and emnomic indepeiideiii-e The 
granrl pri7e.$11111 milllriri in bdernl  act1 that 
could be drawn over ,I 1 0 . y ~ ~  perlad. would 
De earniarkcd for six urban awc; to ht! 

ple. lkludingmany of Ihc working por rls 
well 08 fiirmer htediraid reclp$ents. 

In Nachville, [he enterprise program 
brought tagc:elhr.r scveral ideas Vial hod 
already proved successful. 7nc lW5l houc 
In& authorlry. whlch runs the emerpnse 
coniniun~ty program, appmachtd the dl. 
rectors of B joh t r w n g  and employment 
prngram for wcifare nxipirnls run by Do]. 
lar Geirrel Siores, Ute dixounl chom, and 
thc Nmhvlllc Y.W.C.A. "hi8 program, 
wlrich starid out A,$ a simple Ifreracy pro- 
grum for residents In a publlc houslng 
project who received wellam, had bluc 
somed into a larger clforr that had success- 
fully trained @ 1xi3ple like Ms. Bdl.  MW a 
fiill.iIiiie cniploycc of DDllar General. 

Nash~ille a1.w hntilghf In a smdl.busl. 
npss triiininR firm. Totd Kcdcfllcalion and 
Commitmest, w1iIcIi had a four-year4d 
program called "Working Smurl." This 
prwrw: wa5 alrvady hdging weifan- re- 
clpienls tuni =mi! of their hnnwgmwn mutd 
ofwn iliefinl husrnesses -. :i,iIr braiding., 

bahysitnng and b?wng - Inla leglumate 
operotlrme 
Then the eily reloc~ted these pmgrams 

lo South Nashville, an  arc^ of about 14,ooO 
people in the shadow of the eluvnted road- 
ways of lnrerstate 1. where 42 percent of 
the r p s i a a  INC ~n poverty RIUJ 12 mrccnr 
m unemp~oyed. mere, the city st up 
urtelllle brilnches of che pollce, llre and 
a d e  enfnwmeiit departments. p l u ~  oltices 
for the caw workers fnim lhc Tcnne'im 
Uepalmenl of Human Services 

i t  hecamp apparent, Illter thc city org;m. 
I7ml mrnmurilty plannliig mwtittgs. lhal the 
enterprlw center hhould a h  Include loolily 
owned busineswc; The Dollar General 
Slare. wlth 117i hMl1t-h t r h t n a  omram for 
p"p~e on welfare, apxxi G ieGe iu an 
anchor for (he renter. 

Uke the Old Days 
J a n e  Clad(, a rctlred dirliw h- 

handler who has lived in thc atmmunily for 
32 years, m l i y  stood In Charles Jack- 
m ' s  newly opened dry cleafling sure at the 
center, recalltng nelghborhawl strpels once 
allve wllh nl@ircIubg mnrkets, cluthhg 
slam and wen hdf  a &en dry cleaners lo 
choose from 

"People started rnovlw out because tlrcy 
cot the IIplaJRUnlty to do kilcr, md yuu 
can't blame lhcm for that." hfr Clark said 
"Bul It looked Iikc cverylhing just went 
down, and the bustnnses just cwMn't 

coinlng herelnstcaduldrlving twoor three 
mllo; la lhe next mdmt OR" 

nte  new slorefronts aLw house n gradu- 
atcol lhe "Working Smart" progmm.Nella 
Pearl Frlewn, who recc!'vcQ help wlth 
businezs skllls and In setltng up a hu~ule55 
and flndtng COmmcrclal space Her busi. 
nesy Pearl's Pearl Brald Shop, 1% next tn 
I r  Jackurn'b dwp 
Fordtaut15yrBrSberorethaI. bfs Frier- 

son said, Fhe wm dolng brnlds nl home and 
depend@ on wlfare pdymmm FA she 
could b? wlth hex young children Rwalltng 
that time, she s,dd chat not only was It 
llmttinp "hut there axs halr evervwtiem in 

make It Orlymre But thh Is good, thlS 
C k V l W S .  I lhlltk b! Uf mple  Ulll RUlR 
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Zones (Continued) Zones at a glance 
etyIh-R.rs 

Detdlile of the empowerment zone prognun. --- 
D Wblishnment of 10 empowerment tont38, eix in big cit- 

iea three in rural wens and one on an Indian reservation. b Grants aad tar breahs totalin $100 million for the 
urban z o m  in ~tlmta, Baltimore, I-, Detroit, sew 
York and Phitadetphia-Cemden N.J. 
i Grant8 anil tax breeke of $40 million for the rural zones 

ia tho K8atuq Highlands, Mid-Delta in Mhhippi md Rio 

Grandev%T-* $4.1 b‘ n in tax inqmtivee available ovar five yeam, 
mody fix wmpanles that hue people who live in paor areaa. 

Eaabliehment of 100 - 66 in big cith, 90 in mrrl 

S i m k  tA, ‘*empowerment Eon-,’’ without tux hm - 

D LOB Angeles end Cleveland daignated “Supplementk 
Empowerment Zones,” receivin ctconomic develo ment 
grants through the Department of fiovsing q d  Urben fkvei- 
o ment. LOB An les will get $125 million in grants; 
& e ~  wi11 get f&~ milUoa 

9b ’‘Entm@m Commuhh” - 60 u r h  and 55 rural 
-that will MX(?]VB $3 million eaeh m block granta and tax 
eorempt bond financing for hein- in the ma BOIF~OII~ 
Houston, Kanw City and Oakland, Calif, wil! k “enhanced 
enterprise oatmnunfties. Each wiU get %a6 W o n  in granls. 

EllteIprkcanummhties 
anxu and five on Indian reservations. 

tivfs. 

Et cetera 

three zone8 - up to $7 milliw 

Phibddphia pmj-. 
“One or two factories by 

mn’t feel secure in 
* slzveral have to corn 

in at onm, and expect athem to 
)om them, to waUy raep the 

eaid. 
benafits of w p b , ”  Aroste 



The Sun 
July 30,1996 

EDITORULS 
0 Gauging city's empowerment zone 

the right t&& T i z ~ p e f i n g ~ b U s f -  Bakery, 4th toPo employees, to Sand$awn-Win- 
chester Nursing and F&h&b!litation Ckater, 
whieh employ8 140. Another 465 Jobs mag be ~ h p n m u ' s t 2 f m ~  
created through the expansion of men busi- 

...V.S.Ho usfngand~~~DeVelOPment  Asrntstant neses  already in the zone and 515 fob8 have 
*crefW Andrew Cuomo Says B ~ t h O r e  has been created through the nloultfoa a l l 1  other 
been s e a g  the far the other five ctMes existing bushemes to the zone. 
vitb anpowennent @ones. mose more than 1,400 jobs have come wlth 

As tS topical for economic development, how- the city spending only about $1.3 mlllton of t ts  
ever, that pace can be slow. Much of what has $100 million redetal grant. It's the $225 million 
and ls expected to take place in the empower- in tax breaks that is luring bualnesa;cs to the 
meat zone wiIl lnvotve small businesses. Their zune. But zone o!!lcU have pledged to spend 
collective impact may be great, but the pub& 51 mwfon to aet up a high-rfsk business lam 
m y  not notice each announcement of a new ilrnd and $945.000 to beef up police protection. 
company that etnpioys only a few dours peopie. In addition, a $2 miDon f m d  is bcing created to 
As of this man&, 13 new busin- wtth so3 help mne residents purchase homes. It's a slow 

jobs had located ln the empowerment zone. pwesg  without h&h but the anPo(r0ei. 
Those businesses m g e  horn Tnsp Scratch rPrntzonescemstobeonthemtbrsctt 

I 



E N D N O T E S  

1 Title XI11 of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993, enacted August 
10, 1993, created Federal Empowerment Zones and Enterprise 
Communities. 

2 Harlem Renaissance, Daily News, August 27, 1996 editorial page. 
3 Price Waterliouse, Volume 11, Activities for Strategic Change, J ~ l y  1996. 

Y 



Ed e
 

Y
 

CD
 

cn
 

I a 2
 

2
 

cn
 

0
 
0
 

v,
 

CD
 e
 
9
 

Y
 

Q
 

3
 

0
 

cn
 

c/
, 

co
 

c,
 

r
t r
 

%
 5 CD

 
cn
 

cn
 

0
 

r
 8 3
 

a 3
 

FL
 $ 

0
 2 3
 

cn
 F
 

9 P,
 

r
t

 

G
 

cn
 

r
t 

'd
 

CD
 

Y
 0" s E+ 3
 

cn
 

Y
 

CD
 w 

rr
' 

CD
 



Early in his Administration, President Clinton directed HUD to take major steps 
to break the cycle of homelessness in America. Since 1993, HUD has made sig- 
nificant changes in its homelessness and other special-needs housing policies. 
Working toward its goal of breaking the cycle, HUD has sought to double the 
homeless assistance budget and implemented a new community-based policy 
approach named the Continuum of Care. 

Initially, the Administration requested, and Congress 
appropriated, increased funding for assistance to homeless 
persons. In 1993, funding for HUD's homeless assistance 

programs was $572 million. In 1995, funding increased 
to $1.12 billion for these programs. (See Exhibit 4-1.) At 
the same time, the Continuum of Care policy was devel- 
oped and implemented. The Continuum of Care oper- 
ates on two levels: a coordinated, community-based pro- 
cess to identify the needs of homeless people and build a 
system to address those needs; and on the individual level 
to ensure that homeless people receive the appropriate 
housing and services necessary to achieve self-sufficiency. 

A recent assessment by the Barnard- 
1 Columbia Center for Urban Policy at 

Columbia University shows that the new 
approach is working. The report found 
that the Continuum of Care policy has cre- 
ated a coordinated approach to meeting 
the needs of homeless persons, while 
decreasing the duplication of services. 
HUD's homeless assistance programs from 
1993 to 1995 will help as many as 
400,000 homeless persons reach perma- 
nent housing and self-sufficiency. Many 

1 more people will receive temporary, emer- 

' 

gency assistance through Emergency 

President and Mrs. Clinton 
and HUD Secretary Henry 
Cisneros sewe Thanksgiuing 
dinner at  a D.C. Coalition 
for the Homeless facility in 
Washington, D.C. 

Published after 
President Clinton 
announced new 
homeless federal 
plan. 

Shelter Grants and other programs. 

This chapter reviews the policy developed for addressing homelessness, describes 
how the policy has been implemented through a series of competitions and other 
initiatives during the past 3 years, and provides information on the results of 
these initiatives. 



The following program areas are discussed: 

w Homeless Assistance Programs 
Emergency Shelter Grants provide support for emergency shelters 
used by hoineless individuals and families. (Formula grants) 
The Supportive Housing Program provides transitional housing and 
supportive services for homeless families and individuals and perma- 
nent housing for homeless persons with disabilities. (Competitive 
Awards) 

* 

Permanent housing is made 
Exhibit 4 I 
Total Amount of Funds Awarded in CPD Homeless Assistance Programs DWlable for persons with dls- 

abilities through the Shelter ~ 1 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 n ~ 9 9 5  
Plus Care program and, for 

- - single individuals, the Section $600 - - 

for Single-Room Occupancy $400 - - 
- - - - - - 8 Moderate Rehabilitation 
- - - - 
I - (SRO) Dwellings addresses $300 

permanent housing solutions. 
(Competitive Awards) 

The Innovative Homeless 
Initiatives Demonstration shows 
the effectiveness of broad-based 

public/private partnerships and Hous ng Care 8 SRO Shelter SAFAH 

comprehensive planning. 
Housing Opportunities for 
Persons with AIDS program addresses the needs of persons living with 
HIV or AIDS and their families. 
Base Closure Redevelopment and Homelessness Assistance Act of 1994 
requires community reuse plans. 
Community Development Block Grants provide flexible funding to state 
and local governments. 

w 

w 

These programs comprise the most comprehensive network of federal resources ever 
made available to address the varied needs of homeless individuals and families. 

A S S I S T I N G  H O M E L E S S  I N D I V I D U A L S  A N D  F A M I L I E S  

In 1993, the federal government dramatically changed its approach to addressing 
hoinelessness. While the Stewart B. McKinney Act programs were helpful in 
providing services to hoineless persons and families, many service providers 
voiced concerns about HUD’s administration of the programs. President Clinton 
issued an Executive Order that directed the Interagency Council on the 
Homeless, chaired by Secretary Cisneros, to develop a new federal plan to address 
hoinelessness. Helping homeless fainilies and individuals achieve permanent 
housing and self-sufficiency became a top priority for HUD. 

d 



The resulting plan, President Clinton’s 
Priority: Home! The Federal Plan to Break the 
Cycle of Homelessness, was developed through 
a series of interactive forums with local offi- 
cials, urban experts, and homeless assistance 
providers across the nation. Among its rec- 
ommendations for federal action, Priority: 

Home! endorsed a proposal to significantly 
increase the HUD homeless assistance budget, 
and at the same time adopted the Continuum 
of Care as a new conceptual framework for 
addressing homelessness in America. 

HUD Secretary Henry Cisneros, 
joined by Atlanta Mayor Bill 
Campbell and Assistant Secretary 
Andrew Cuomo, announces home- 
less funding for FY 1995. HUD 

“The Los Angeles region has benefited tremendously from the Continuum of awarded $1.12 billion in homeless 

Care planning process. More than ever before, homeless housing and service 
providers across this vast region are working closely together with local govern- 

grants that year - more than dou- 
ble the amount awarded in 1993. 

ment. HUD’s approach and role with the community has been effective. 
Homeless people are being better served.” 

- Ruth Schwartz, Shelter Partnership, Inc., Los Angeles 

The Continuum of Care model is based on the understanding that homelessness 
is not caused merely by a lack of shelter, but involves a variety of underlying, 
unmet needs - physical, economic, and social. HUD believes the best approach 

P R O F I L E  
C I T Y  O F  B O S T O N  CONTINUUM O F  C A R E  

Boston, Massachuse t t s  

The City of Boston has developed one of 
the nation’s most comprehensive and suc- 
cessful Continuum of Care systems to 
serve homeless individuals and families. 
Through an intense, ongoing community- 
based process of analysis, coordination, 
and systemwide shelter and supportive ser- 
vices, the city has been moving to address 
all aspects of the problem of homelessness 
in Boston. Use of HUDs Continuum of 
Care framework and process has allowed 
the city to attain a new level of strategic 
planning effectiveness in helping homeless 
individuals and families achieve permanent 
housing and stable lives. 

Responsibility for jointly managing the 
community-based process to develop a 
Continuum of Care was assigned to the 
city’s Emergency Shelter Conimission 
(ESC) and the Public Facilities Department 
(PFD). The ESC was established by the 

Boston City Council to coordinate 
research, policy development, and public 
education on homelessness issues and to 
serve as the forinal link between the city, 
providers of services to homeless people, 
and current aiid formerly homeless house- 
holds. It serves as a liaison with federal 
and state agencies on the issue of homeless 
ness aiid also conducts Boston’s annual 
homeless census. 

The PFD is the city’s housing and coininu- 
nity development agency. It works in part- 
nership with HUD, non-profit organiza- 
tions, state agencies, neighborhood groups, 
housing developers, and the investment 
banking community to expand the housing 
and supportive services available with the 
city’s Continuum of Care. Together, ESC 
and PFD work with several membership 
organizations of housing and service 
providers, including the Greater Boston 



Housing and Shelter Alliance, 
Massachusetts Coalition for the Homeless, 
and the Citizens Housing and Planning 
Association) to discuss specific programs 
and to continually assess and evaluate the 
services and supports needed by Boston’s 
homeless population. 

To provide a sound basis for the planning 
process, the city looked at the single adult 
population, its subgroups (i.e., persons 
with severe and persistent mental illnesses, 
persons with chemical dependencies, 
HIV/AIDS, and those with other disabili- 
ties), and the lack of education/skills 
among these populations. This informa- 
tion was compared to its current inventory 
of facilities and services to identify key 
gaps. The same process was followed for 
homeless families. 

Starting first by ensuring adequate emer- 
gency shelter because of the city’s severe 
and unpredictable winter weather, by 1995 
the city had created 23 transitional pro- 
grams, more than 1,000 units of perma- 
nent supportive housing, and extensive 
housing counseling and employment pro- 
grams. Several of Boston’s service 
providers also have developed two or more 
components of the Continuum of Care 
within their own systems to facilitate and 
enhance access to more comprehensive and 
coordinated services and supports for 
homeless people. Duplication is avoided 
and assistance made more cost effective. 

To enhance coordination within the 
Continuum of Care, Boston developed a 
strategy that involved multiple participants 
from all sectors of the community and 
emphasized tlie creation of systeinwide ser- 
vices that can be accessed at any point 
within the continuum. This enables a 
homeless individual or family to obtain 
and remain in permanent housing, increase 
skills and income, and receive the services 
needed to make a successful transition to 
independence and self-sufficiency to the 
maximum extent possible. 

To fund this approach, tlie city has consis- 
tently worked to maximize the use of its 
own resources by coinbining them with 
state and federal grants and loans and with 
mainstream services and supports. The 
city also has established partnerships with 
business groups and private citizens to lend 
their expertise and financial support to 
helping homeless individuals and families 
make the most of their lives. 

Mayor Thomas Menino has acknowledged 
the partnership between Boston and 
Washington: “Together we have identified 
the gaps in services to homeless people 
and have created new programs and sys- 
tems to respond to those gaps. This 
means that thousands of homeless people 
in Boston and across tlie country will 
move out of the shelters and into appropri- 
ate transitional programs and housing.” 

for alleviating homelessness is through a coordinated community-based process 
that provides a coinprehensive response to the differing needs of homeless indl- 
viduals and families. The fundamental components of a Conttiiuum 
of Care system are: 

n Outreach and assessment to identify an individual’s or family’s 
iieeds and connect them to facilities and services. 

Immediate (emergency) shelter as a safe, decent alternative to the 
streets. 

n Transitioiial housing with appropriate supportive services, such 
The number of children 
helped through CPD’s 
homeless assistance pro- 
grams has increased dra. 
matically since 1992. 

as job training/placement, child care, substance abuse treatment, ineiital 
health services, and instruction in independent living skills. 

n Permanent housing or permanent supportive housing arrangements. 

While not all homeless people will need access to each of these components, all 
four must be present and coordinated within a comniunity in order for tlie 



The Continuum of Care 
approach puts the focus on 

helping homeless persons 
attain self-sufficiency. 

Continuum of Care to be viable. A homelessness prevention 
strategy is key to the success of the Continuum of Care. The 
Continuum of Care system serves the specific needs of all 
homeless sub-populations within a particular community. It 
is coordinated with non-profit organizations, state and local 
governmental agencies, housing developers, service providers, 
private foundations, local businesses and the banking commu- 
nity, neighborhood groups, and homeless or formerly home- 
less persons. 

Planning for and implementing the Continuum of Care 
occurs within the strategic overview of local housing and eco- 

nomic conditions that make up each communi- 
ty’s Consolidated Plan (described in Chapter 
1). This means that communities develop 
their Continuum of Care systems in relation to 
the broad development goals and initiatives of 
their Consolidated Plan. The Consolidated 
Plan’s Special Needs statement on homeless- 
ness provides the foundation upon which the 
overall Continuum of Care is built. 

Communities assess the housing and service needs of homeless 
persons in the area, take inventory of the existing resources avail- 
able to them, and identify “gaps” in housing and service delivery. 
CPD encourages communities to address the needs of all sub-pop- 
ulations, such as persons with mental illness, victims of domestic 
violence, youths, veterans, persons living with HIV/AIDs, and 
substance abusers. For example, HUD recognizes that it is espe- 
cially critical to address the unique needs of homeless persons 
with mental illness. One way this has been done is through 
funding an increased number of Safe Haven programs. 

CPD has established a Veteran’s Resource Center and undertaken 
a number of veterans’ services to assist homeless veterans. The 
Resource Center provides information to veterans about HUD’s 

homeless initiatives and works with the Department of Labor and the 
Department of Veterans Affairs to help homeless veterans obtain housing, train- 
ing, and jobs. It also works to ensure the homeless veteran service organizations 
are included in the process of assessing homeless needs and developing a 
Continuum of Care. 

To demonstrate the effectiveness of broad-based, public/private partnerships and 
comprehensive planning in 1993 and 1994, CPD entered into partnerships with a 
number of cities through a special initiative. In the Initiative Cities demonstra- 
tion, selected cities created or further developed broad-based, publiJprivate part- 
nerships to create a seamless Continuum of Care system. In  return for federal 
fuindiinp, the localities assessed needs, inventoried resources, identified gaps in ser- 



Project Return 
Foundation’s 

class of ’96 is rep- 
resented by gradu- 
ates from warious 
programs, includ- 

ing family ser- 
wices. 

In New York, Project 
Return Foundation, Inc. 
(PRF) has developed a 
comprehensive, individu- 
alized, holistic services 
model to prepare clients 
with chronic disabilities 
for independent, sober 
living. Founded 25 years 
ago as a self-help program 
and community center for 
persons with substance 
abuse problems, PRF has 
grown and diversified to 
also provide a continuuin 

of services for persons with inultiple 
disabilities. PRF administers 16 dis- 
tinct human services programs serv- 
ing homeless single inen and 
women, with aiid without substance 
abuse problems; pregnant women; 
mentally ill persons; chemically 
addicted (MICA) women and their 
children; MICA inen and women; 
persons affected and infected by 
HIV; the physically disabled; victims 
of domestic violence; and parolees 

A full range of services are provided, e.g., 
assessment; case nianagemen~ cognitive- 
behavioral, reality group and individual 
therapy; Alcoholics Anoiiymous/Narcotics 
Aiioiiyiiio~i~ (AA/NA) 12-step programs; 
relapse prevention education and counsel- 
ing; health care (provided on-site and 
through referral); mental health assess- 
ment, treatinelit, and referral services; fami- 
ly and couples counseling; and parenting 
classes. PRF has extensive experience in 
providing vocatioii/educatioiial services and 
housing assistance - two service areas 
which are particularly critical to the needs 
of the targeted population. 

According to Executive Director Jane Velez, 
“The Continuum of Care model works 
because it recognizes that honielessness 
often means more than needing a place to 
live. Hoineless individuals and families 
typically require priinary aiid inental 
health services, remedial education, job 
training and placement, family counseling, 
and a myriad of other services.” 

Clients meet regu- 
larly to discuss 

warious Project 

with substance abuse problems. 

their progress in 
I 

Return programs. 
vices and housing, and developed plans for filling those gaps. Initial funding was 
advanced by HUD, with future funding contingent on the community meeting 
self-imposed benchmarks for goals. Each locality - Washington, D.C., Los 
Angeles, Philadelphia, Denver, Miami, and the San Francisco Bay area - offered 
unique opportunities for testing tlie Continuum of Care concept. Congress made 
available $75 million for this effort. Since 1994, the Continuum of Care strategy 

Programs like 
Second Chance in 
Sun Diego, CA, 
provide ment and job job place- 

training. 

has been the major factor in awarding all homeless assistance fund- 
ing. 

The Continuum of Care model is directly related to HUDs commu- 
nity planning and development principles. These principles are 
described below: 

Economic empowerment is the engine that drives cominunity 
revitalization. The Continuum of Care system includes job 
training, child care, and job placement services for those who 
need them to move from hoinelessness to housing and independent living. 



I’ R 0 F I I> E 
M I N I ST E 1x1 A L A S  S 0 C I AT1 0 N 

T EM P O R A  RY S M ELT E R  (M . A  .T. S . ) ,  
Morristown, Tennessee 

M.A.T.S. projects offer a full Continuum 
of Care system to hoineless persons in 
rural areas of Tennessee, including emer- 
gency relief, transitional housing, employ- 
ment and job training, and permanent 
housing. 

The emergency portion of the project pro- 
vides temporary shelter for homeless fami- 
lies, preventive actions such as the payment 
of utility bills and/or rent or mortgage pay- 
inents for families at risk, and transporta- 
tion services. 

The transitional housing coinponent 
involves lease/purchase options on single- 
family or duplex houses. To date, 
M.A.T.S. has leased four units of housing 
for transitional housing purposes. The 
transitional housing component has made 
a difference. 

The permanent housing component will 
subsidize rents and utility payments for 
eight previously hoineless families moving 
into permanent housing. 

Bottom-up planning is the foundation of a community’s Continuum of Care 
strategy. Because the homeless population is diverse and its characteristics may 
be unique to a particular city or region, only the locality has a complete pic- 
ture of its unmet homeless assistance needs and current inventory of 
resources. 

An effective solution to community concerns must be compre- 
hensive. As human needs are interconnected, so must be the 
service delivery system. The goal is to help all homeless per- 
sons permanently reach self-sufficiency, to the extent possible. 

Public/private coordination is essential. The Continuum of 
Care recognizes that the needs of homeless persons in each 
community - and current resources and systems to meet 
those needs - are as different and distinct as the people who 
live within them. With each sector bringing its own special 
expertise and energy to the effort, the community can design 
a strategy that works best. 

Crossroads Village in 
Los Angeles is owned 

and operated by the HUD awards performance rather than process. HUD has moved from 
Mental Health 

Association. 
Crossroads received a 

$338,400 homeless 
assistance award in 

1996. 

emphasizing paperwork, applications, and monitoring to rewarding perfor- 
niance. Even in the area of assisting homeless persons, where it is more dif- 
ficult to deliver a specific product, HUD is rewarding performance. 
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Washington, D.C. 

By the time that Imelle, a single mother of 
two, stumbled upon Community Family 
Life Services, she had exhausted all means 
of finding decent, safe, and affordable 
housing. For months on end, she moved 
her family from one place to another, 
accepting offers of temporary shelter from 
friends and relatives. However, locating 
affordable housing of her own in an envi- 
ronment suitable for raising children con- 
tinued to elude her. 

Finding herself at a homeless shelter, a 
social worker referred Imelle to a transi- 
tional housing program administered by 
Community Family Life Services (CFLS). 
She credits the CFLS housing program as 
being the place “where everything started 
happening.” CFLS employment services 
found Imelle a job and the day care her 
children needed so she could work. She 
has progressed from one job to another 
and now no longer relies on public assis- 
tance. Additionally, with the skills she has 
learned during this time, Imelle has saved 
enough money to become the proud owner 
of her very first home. 

CFLS has helped hundreds of people like 
Imelle move toward lives of self-sufficiency 
and away from lifestyles that perpetuate 
dependency. As a non-profit organization, 
CFLS provides a network of community 
services in Washington, D.C. designed to 
assist both individuals in crisis and families 
without homes. CFLS accomplishes its 
mission on two fronts: resolving short- 
term crisis needs; and promoting long-term 
economic and social self-sufficiency. 
Funding to accomplish this mission comes 
from two HUD grants for $250,000 under 
its Supportive Housing Program. CFLS 
also was awarded a $2.2 million HUD 
grant as part of the Section 8 Moderate 
Rehabilitation SRO Program. 

Four key program areas implement the mis- 
sion of CFLS. 

The Continuum of Care concept is used by 
CFLS to help link its short-term, crisis-ori- 

ented support with the long-term services 
needed to help clients address the circum- 
stances that created that crisis in the first 
place. CFLS is also an active partner in 
the Community Partnership for the 
Prevention of Homelessness, the 
Washington, D.C.-based publidprivate 
partnership that is responsible for imple- 
menting the City’s Continuum of Care sys- 
tem. 

The Community Services component of 
CFLS’s activities responds largely to crisis 
needs. Assistance is provided with an eye 
toward providing more intensive “life 
skills,” whereby clients are weaned from 
the need for emergency services by examin- 
ing the root causes of their situations and 
given the tools to make long-term lifestyle 
changes. 

The Housing Services program area 
includes both transitional housing as well 
as opportunities for independent living and 
homeownership. 

Residents who are interested in owning 
their own homes someday may participate 
in the Mutual Home Buyer‘s Club, 
through which they attend workshops on 
budgeting, establishing credit, and creating 
a savings plan. 
Employment Services cover three distinct 
phases: job readiness, job placement, and 
job retention. CFLS operates a local 
restaurant, Third and Eats, which employs 
and trains in the culinary arts formerly 
homeless persons. Youth services provides 
a number of services for children living at 
one of CFLS’s three housing developments. 
These include daily tutoring and a Youth 
Leadership Project to provide a year-round 
work-study opportunity for youth to 
become employable by local businesses. 

Imelle can attest to the success of the 
CFLS program firsthand, for without the 
support of CFLS, along with friends and 
relatives, she might not be standing on her 
own two feet today, guiding her children to 
stand on their own tomorrow. 



In 1996, the Barnard-Columbia Center for Urban Policy at Columbia University 
conducted an independent study of the implementation of the Continuum of 
Care system. The study was based on a quantitative analysis of application data 
from funded programs between 1990 and 1995, budget information, and detailed 
case studies of Continuum of Care programs at nine selected sites across the 
country. The study’s major findings are described below. 

Pannding 

HUD’s homeless 
assistance funding 
has shifted from 
emergency mea- 
sures toward pro- 
grams that provide 
transitional and 
permanent housing. 
Funding for transi- 
tional and perma- 
nent housing pro- 
grams increased 
from $331 million 

Exhibit 4-2 
Total Amount of Monetary Value of Leveraged Resources for 
Each Type of Activity, FY 1992 - FY 1995 

% Change bctwern 

1992 1993 1994 1995 1992 and 1995 Programs 
S u p p o r t i v e  H o u s i n g  $37,545,702 $38,897,226 $258,249,917 $606,471,744 1,843.7 % 
Shelter + Care nd 410,326,177 156,928,953 163,806,540 nc 

S e c t i o n  8 SRO nd 24,164,605 45,066,573 136,044,640 nc 

Total 37,545,702 $473,388,008 $460,245,443 $1 56,800,000 2,759.5 % 

Level of HUD f u n d i n g  $403,690,832 $571,680,194 $742,548,074 $1,088,008,914 169.5 % 

Leveraged Value as 9.3 % 82.8 % 62.0 % 98.7 % 

% of F u n d i n g  

nd: Data not available from the databases. 
nc: No calculation can be made because of missing data. 

to $931 million (180 percent increase) during this time, while emergency 
funding for shelter and services increased from $72 million to $157 million 
(1 17 percent increase). 

HUD’s new approach to addressing homelessness has resulted in a wider 
distribution of funding across the nation. In 1992, eight states had no win- 
ning projects and, in 1993, 14 states received no funds. In 1994 and 1995, 
every state had at least one winning project. 

HUD was better able to respond to identified needs. In 1995, 40.8 percent 
of the funds requested were awarded. That is about one-third higher than 
the average proportion of requests funded for the previous years. 

By FY 1995, nearly every McKinney dollar allocated by HUD was matched 
by additional funds and services from other community resources. The 
value of leveraged resources grew from $37.5 million in 1992 to $1.1 billion 
in 1995 (almost 3,000 percent). (See Exhibit 4-2.) 

The proposed number of persons to be served, the kinds of individual problems 
being addressed (e.g., substance abuse), and the proposed number of housing 
units to be created have also increased dramatically since 1993. 
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Significantly more per- 
sons appear to have 
been served. (See 
Exhibit 4-3.) The 
overall proposed num- 
ber of persons assisted 
through the McKinney 
programs grew from 
20,142 in 1992 to as 
many as 289,621 in 

Exhibit 4-3 
Number of Persons Assisted 
Competitive Homeless Assistance Programs 
FY 1992-FY 1995 

% Chnnge between 

Programs 1992 1993 1994 1995 1992 & 1995 

Supportive Housing 15,069 6,480 85,272 279,491 1,754.7 % 

Shelter + Care 2,816 13,224 4,274 7,440 164.2 Yo 

S e c t i o n  8 SRO 2.257 2,601 2,739 2,690 19.2 % 

Total 20,142 22,305 92,285 289,621 1.337.9 Y" 

Note: The number served includes direct participants i n  a specific program as well as iiieiiibers of a 
household containing an individual receiving direct services. 

1995 (1,337 percent increase). (The number of persons proposed to be assisted 

by the SHP program in I995 may be too high for a variety of reasons, discussed 

thoroughly in the Columbia study. Therefore, the total for all three programs also 

may be too high.) 

The Continuum of Care approach has resulted in significantly more assis- 
tance for homeless persons with disabilities, including but not limited to 
severe mental illness, substance abuse problems, HIV/AIDS, and physical 
disabilities. The number of persons with disabilities proposed to be served 
in programs specifically designed for them increased 843.4 percent, from 
2,816 to 26,565. 

The number of homeless single adults and adults with families proposed to 
be assisted increased from about 10,000 in 1992 to about 200,000 in 1995 
(approximately a 1,700 percent increase). The projected number of children 
in assisted families increased to about 89,000 in 1995 from 6,500 in 1992. 
(See Exhibit 4-4.) 

Permanent housing specifically for home- 
less people with disabilities, including 
substance abuse, HIV/AIDS, and mental 
illness, increased significantly from 1993 
to 1995, with the bulk of the increase 
occurring through the Shelter Plus Care 
initiatives. The tenant-based placement 
program, in which homeless individuals 
or families are provided rental assistance 
directly, was particularly important. 
About 30,000 permanent housing units 
are expected to have been developed 
through funding provided from 1993 to 

1995, including about 8,500 SRO beds 
expected to be developed from funds 
provided in 1993 to 1995. 

Exhibit 4-4 
Number of Individuals and Persons in Families 
FY 1992-FY 1995 
Persons in Thousands 
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Other Benefits 

Columbia University found that, in addition to these quantifiable benefits, the new 
approach is changing attitudes and improving program effectiveness. Based on the 
experience of nine case-study sites (the nine sites were New York, Boston, State of 
Kentucky, Denver metropolitan area, Miami/Dade County, Detroit, Las Vegas, 
Houston/Harris County, and San Diego), Columbia University found that: 

rn Community participation has expanded, bringing together a broad-based group 
of public and private stakeholders. 

rn Newer and smaller service providers have increased their involvement in the 
planning process and their success rate in obtaining federal support. 

rn By rewarding communities through funding for proactive planning, community 
groups have had to take the time to develop a deeper understanding of existing 
local resources, needs, service gaps, and funding priorities. 

The Continuum of Care has promoted a process of compromise and consensus- 
building to resolve problems and address differences of opinion and philosophy. 

rn Local autonomy has been encouraged with enough flexibility for communi- 
ties to identify local resources and needs. 

P R O F I L E  
S E R V I N G  F A M I L I E S :  

T H E  C E N T E R  FOR T H E  H O M E L E S S  
South Bend, Indiana 

In South Bend, IN., The Center for the 
Homeless has been recognized as one of 
the nation’s finest programs addressing the 
diverse needs of the homeless population. 
Established in 1988, the Center provides 
food, shelter, and comprehensive life-build- 
ing services for more than 200 guests each 
day through a partnership between the 
City of South Bend, the University of 
Notre Dame, the United Religious 
Community, and the Junior League. The 
Center has pioneered a six-phase 
Continuum of Care model that helps 
guests move from homelessness to home- 
ownership. Unique in its mission, the 
Center enjoys widespread community sup- 
port and, through a strong volunteer pro- 
gram, brings together disparate groups so 
that each “can discover the dignity, worth 
and God-given potential of the other.” 

Karnell’s Story 
The Center for the Homeless 
Turning Tax Dollars Around 

Karnell, o Continuum of Care participant and NOVA graduate, hos more thon one yeor 01 
employment with the same orgonization. She is o single mother of three. 

Before entering the Center 
Cost to taxpayers: $1  3,B 10 
Kornell’s eorned income. $0 

Two years after leaving the Center 
Cost to taxpayers: $0 
Kornell’s eorned income: $20,800 

WIC Medicaid Food AFDC 
Stamps 

Employment 
Income 



P R O F I L E  
L A K E F R O N T  S I N G L E  R O O M  O C C U P A N C Y  

C 0 R P O  R A T  I 0  N 
Chicago, Illinois 

The Lakefront Single Room Occupancy 
Corporation in Chicago operates 160 
units for homeless single men and women 
from the general homeless population 
including the various sub-populations such 
as those suffering from HIV/AIDS or 
mental illness. 

Lakefront SRO provides a variety of on- 
site supportive services including case 
management, employment counseling, liv- 
ing skills enhancement, substance abuse 
counseling, crisis intervention, community 
building, and leadership development. 

Case managers refer appropriate tenants to 
the employment counselor who develops 
individual plans specifying goals and 
objectives. On-site job clubs, job referrals, 
and supportive counseling are offered to 
residents who are ready for employment. 

Through its comprehensive services and 
community approach, Lakefront SRO 
helps homeless persons become part of a 
community while building the knowledge 
and skills to gain self-sufficiency. 

CDBG Homeless Assistance 

While targeted HUD funding for homeless assistance activities comes directly 
from the McKinney programs, CDBG funds also are used by communities to con- 
struct and renovate facilities and to provide supportive services within their 
Continuum of Care strategies. As stated earlier, HUD has encouraged communi- 
ties to use resources like CDBG in these strategies. Organizations often are able to 
use CDBG funds to fill gaps within existing programs. 

Several hundred CDBG entitlement grantees reported funding at least one project 
in 1993 that directly benefited homeless people. In 1992, grantees spent $30 mil- 
lion of their 1992 CDBG funds on public facilities and $33 million for public ser- 
vices for the homeless. In 1993, CDBG spending dropped to $24 million for 
public facilities, but increased to $48 million for public services directly assisting 
homeless people. 

In addition to funding public facilities and services, entitlement communities also 
reported spending $25 million for additional activities that the grantees felt would 
also benefit homeless people in some way. About one-third (33 percent) of all 
expenditures was for rehabilitating publicly owned residential buildings that were 
non-public housing. About 15 percent was spent on rehabilitation of privately 
owned multi-unit housing, and 10 percent was spent on acquiring real property. 

R E S P O N D I N G  TO H I V / A I D S  

In response to the growing need for affordable housing and homelessness preven- 
tion for people living with HIV and AIDS, the Secretary created the Office of 
HIV/AIDS Housing in October 1994. This office develops responsive 
HIV/AIDS policies and related programs; maintains interactive communications 
and outreach with clients, advocates, housing providers, and other interested par- 
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ties; and maintains effective liaison with other federal offices and programs, 
including tlie National AIDS Policy Office at tlie White House. The office pro- 
vides technical assistance to improve access to  agency programs, manages the 
HOPWA program, and evaluates the effectiveness of current housing and comniu- 
nity development programs in addressing HIV/AIDS. 

The HOPWA program provides funding for housing and services for low-income 
persons with HIV/AIDS and their families. HOPWA funds inay be used for a 
wide range of housing, social services, program planning, and development costs, 
including, but not limited to the acquisition, rehabilitation, or new construction of 
housing units, costs for facility operations, rental assistance, and short-term pay- 
ments to prevent homelessness. The  statute also allows HOPWA funds to  be 
used for supportive services, such as health care and mental health services, 
chemical dependency treatment, nutritional services, case management, assistance 
with daily living, and other services, as well as for program development. 

P R O F I L E  
H E L P I N G  P E O P L E  

L I V I N G  W I T H  H I V / A I D S  
Connecticut 

The State of Connecticut has been operat- 
ing AIDS housing programs under 
HOPWA formula grants since 1992. Over 
5 years, the State received a cumulative 
total of $4.3 million in formula allocations. 
The state’s 1995 HOPWA funds are being 
distributed to 17  community-based organi- 
zations (previously selected through a com- 
petitive process) for operating community 
residences, rental assistance, technical assis- 
tance to non-profit organizations, support- 
ive and case management services associat- 
ed with housing, housing information, and 
resource identification. An estimated 300 
individuals living with HIV/AIDS and 

their families will receive supportive hous- 
ing assistance. In addition, the cities of 
Hartford, since 1995, and New Haven, 
beginning in 1996, qualified for direct for- 
mula grants. Hartford is receiving $1.1 
million, cumulatively, and New Haven 
$403,000. The state works cooperatively 
with Hartford, New Haven, and other 
communities, with the public agencies that 
provide health care and other services to 
persons with AIDS, with programs assist- 
ing persons who are homeless, as well as 
with the public and the non-profit sector 
in designing planning strategies and oper- 
ating HOPWA programs. 

HOPWA allocates funds by either the fortnula or the competitive method. 
Ninety percent of the annual HOPWA appropriation is distributed by forniula 
allocations to states and cities in  metropolitan areas that have the greatest number 
of cumulative AIDS cases. The  decision regarding how these funds are used is 
made at the local level through HUD’s consolidated planning process. The 1996 
formula allocation of $1 53.9 million was provided to 76 communities, including 
49 metropolitan areas and 27 states. 



The remaining I 0  percent of the HOPWA appropriation is distributed through a 
national competition for exemplary and innovative projects that serve as models 
for providing housing and related services to persons with HIV/AIDS and their 
families. In funding these programs, HUD has sought to ensure that changes in 
the disease are recognized and a wide range of models are developed for all popu- 
lations living with HIV/AIDS. Over the 5 years of program funding, 62 model 
projects have been selected under national competitions. 

Other Di[IiV/AIDS-ReUzzted Activities 

Outreach and Technical Assistance to Clients and Providers. The Office of 
HIV/AIDS Housing regularly convenes meetings between the Secretary and 
AIDS housing providers and residents to assess HUD's efforts, resolve problems, 
and learn about new issues. The office responds to requests for assistance on pro- 
gram development and operation from across the nation. In addition, the office 
funded through a HOPWA competitive grant a national technical assistance effort 
that expands the resources available to meet the growing demand for information 
on the development and operation of housing for persons living with HIV/AIDS. 

Development of Responsive AIDS Policies and Related Programs. The Office of 
HIV/AIDS Housing developed a joint initiative with the Department of Health 
and Human Services (HHS) to address the needs of homeless persons with multi- 
ple diagnoses. The first component of the initiative involves a coordinated fund- 
ing effort between the HOPWA program and the Ryan White CARE Act Special 
Projects of National Significance program (administered by HHS). Resources 
from the competitive portions of both of these programs are being targeted to 
address the housing and services needs of homeless persons with HIV/AIDS who 
also are experiencing severe mental illness and/or substance abuse problems. All 
of the selected projects will be evaluated over time by the new HHS Ryan White 
Evaluation Center. 

!FY 1994 Results 
Exhibit 4-5 
HOPWA Formula Funded Activities 
FY 1994 

In FY 1994, the HOPWA program allocated by 
formula $140.4 million to 20 states and 34 
cities. Competitive FY 1993 funds were com- 

Supportive Program Administrative 
Services Development , Costs 

: 20% : 4% : 7% 

bined with FY 1994 funds and awarded to 15 
projects of national significance and 16 projects 
that are part of long-term comprehensive strate- 
gies. Exhibit 4-5 shows the percentage of formu- 
la funding used for each activity. Exhibit 4-6 
shows the number of households receiving hous- 
ing assistance by activity from both the formula 
and competitive grants. 

j Housing I Rental Short-term 
Development Assistance Payments 
40% 1 7% 12% 

Based on a 1994 survey of 31 competitively selected applications, 19 percent of 
the $25.1 million in HOPWA funds were to be used for rental assistance; 3 per- 



cent for short-term payments, including rent, mort- 
gages, and utilities; 32 percent to assist clients in 
facilities; 28 percent to provide supportive services; 
12 percent for program development; and the 
remaining share (6 percent) for administrative costs. 

FY 1995 Results 

Exh,b 

Units Asststed 

HOPWA Housing Assistance 
FY 1994 

In FY 1995, HOPWA formula allocations of $167 
million were distributed to 23 states and 43 cities. 

Short term Housing Rental 
A rescission in funding reduced the total to $1 53.9 Payments Development Assistance 

million. Competitive grants totaling $1 8.4 million 15 100 3 5 8 0  5 860 

were awarded to 21 projects located in 15 states in 
each region of the nation. A funding rescission reduced the total to $17.7 mil- 
lion. Sixteen projects are considered special projects of national significance. 
One project will provide assistance on a national basis. The competitive award 
winners have pledged $16 million in other funds as leverage, nearly doubling the 
initial HOPWA investment. 

Exhibit 4-7 shows the planned use of funds by FY 1995 competitive award win- 
ners. The 21 competitive award recipients indicated in their applications that they 
would directly assist 12,407 persons during the operating period of these projects 
(up to 3 years): 

6,287 persons with HIV/AIDS will receive some form of housing assistance. 

1,688 additional family members will receive some form of housing assistance. 

4,331 additional Demons with HIV/AIDS will 
benefit from supportive services. 

Exhibit 4-7 
HOPWA Use of Funds, FY 1995 
Competitive Awards Only 

In addition, from 10,000 to 40,000 persons with Program Administrotive Housing 

AIDS benefit from a national project that pro- ond Informotion 6 5% 26 1% 
Development Costs Development 

10 3% vides technical assistance to develop and improve 
the capacity of programs that provide housing 
assistance for persons with HIV/AIDS. 

In FY 1996, a total of $153.9 million was allocat- 
ed by formula to the qualifying cities for 49 eligi- 
ble metropolitan statistical areas and to 27 eligi- 

FY 1996, $17.1 million was awarded competitive- 
ly to 19 projects in 12 states. 

Suppoilive Rental 

196% 3 7  5% 
ble states for jurisdictions outside these areas. In Services Assistonce 

B A S E  C L O S U R E  R E D E V E L O P M E N T  

Homeless persons and families are also benefiting from efforts to make use of sur- 
plus military buildings and properties that resulted from military base closures. 
HUD’s involvement began in 1988 under Title V of the McKinney Act. Title V 

% ++twlNG O o V E R N ~  
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affords first priority to homeless providers for using surplus Federal properties 
that have been deemed suitable for homeless use. Title V was enacted prior to 
the first Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission in 1988 (BRAC 
Commission). 

Early in the 1990’s most individuals involved in military base reuse concluded 
that Title V did not adequately integrate the interests of the local community in 
the reuse planning process for closing installations. Moreover, many of the bases 
slated for closure are very large and constitute an important asset that can directly 
benefit the entire community. Accordingly, in 1994, HUD, DoD, HHS, and the 
General Services Administration joined with homeless assistance providers and 
other community groups to recommend to Congress changes to Title V. These 
and other recommendations led to enactment of the Base Closure Community 
Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994. 

The Redevelopment Act exempts base closure properties from consideration 
under Title V and places community responsibility for base reuse planning in the 
hands of a locally constituted entity called a local redevelopment authority (LRA). 
The LRA is responsible for developing a reuse plan that balances the communi- 
ty’s need for economic redevelopment, other development, and homeless assis- 
tance. HUD reviews each plan and works with the community to ensure the 
LRA has achieved this balance. 

In August 1995, CPD’s and DoD’s Offices of the Assistant Secretary for 
Economic Security jointly developed and published regulations to implement the 
Redevelopment Act. A final rule that responds to public comments and incorpo. 
rates minor amendments from the National Defense Authorization Act for FY 
1996 is anticipated by Fall 1996. 

HUD also produced the guidebook, Military Base Reuse and Homeless 
Assistance, to answer questions about the Act and implementing regulations. It 
explains the base redevelopment planning process as it relates to addressing the 
needs of homeless persons; the community’s Consolidated Plan; the requirements 
and guidelines for submitting the Redevelopment Plan and the Homeless 
Assistance Plan; and HUD’s review process. Through both the interim rule and 
the guidebook, HUD has highlighted the Consolidated Plan and the Continuum 
of Care as essential tools in planning and designing base reuse. 

As of August 1, 1996, HUD has received base reuse plans from 18 pre-1995 
BRAC communities and two reuse plans from 1995 BRAC communities. Of 
these 20 plans, 14 reuse plans have been approved. Of these 14, seven have pro- 
vided buildings and properties to homeless assistance providers, and five have 
offered funding for projects off the base installation. Only two base communities 
received no notices of interest from homeless assistance providers during the peri- 
od of outreach. HUD anticipates receiving a total of 92 base reuse plans by 
March 1998. 
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As a result of community-based and private sector initia- 
tives - combined with national economic and housing 
policies - America enjoys some of the highest quality 
housing in the world. Federally insured mortgages, 
building codes, zoning and land use laws, and low- 
income housing assistance have boosted the quality of 
rental housing and homeownership rates have reached 
record levels. But the goal of a decent home for all 
remains elusive. While quality housing may be widely 
available, it is beyond the means of many households. 

CPD housing programs are designed to complement a wide range of feder- 
al housing initiatives that are administered by HUD. In addition to its 
homeless programs, CPD supports affordable housing and homeownership 
through the HOME and CDBG programs, as well as in many EZ/ECs. 
CPD also has put the Economic Development Initiative and Economic 
Development Loan Fund (Section 108) guaranteed loans to work in pro- 
moting housing opportunities - most recently through the Secretary's 
Homeownership Zone Initiative. Homeownership Zones will support high- 
ly visible, large-scale, single-family housing development as part of a coordi- 
nated strategy to boost homeownership in inner-city communities. 

and 1996, CPD 
programs provided 
housing assistance CPD programs recognize the need to increase both the quality and affordability 
to over 1.7 million 

people. 
of rental housing. Declining or stagnant incomes over the past 25 years have 
resulted in a high rent burden for renters. Over the past 25 years (1970 to 1995), 
the median income of renter households fell by 16 percent while gross rents 
increased by more than 11 percent. In just 2 years (1991 to 1993), the number of 
low-income households paying more than 50 percent of their income for rent, or 
living in substandard housing, increased by almost 400,000 households, to 5.3 
million. Families with children are having a particularly tough time overcoming 
the affordability gap. CPD programs play a role in overcoming this affordability 
gap, as well as in boosting the supply of rental housing through housing rehabili- 
tation and new construction. 

The President's National Homeownership Strategy brings together an unprece- 
dented range of industry and community partners to increase homeownership by 
8 million new homeowners by the end of the decade. While homeownership 
reached a record level of 65.4 percent in November 1995, it is increasingly out of 
reach for many Americans. Homeownership rates for minorities traditionally 
have lagged behind. Younger households and families with children still lag 
behind when it comes to overall homeownership trends. The lowest percent of 
homeownership is among persons under 35 years old. 

Homeownership is one 
of the best ways to 

empower residents and 
give them a stake in 

the community. 



While the industry is doing a good deal to promote affordable housing lending, 
the mortgage finance system does not work for everyone. Down payments and 
closing costs for homeownership are probably the single most significant obstacle 
to homeownership for low- and moderate-income families. Low-income people 
also carry high debt - 53 percent of renter families have both insufficient income 
and excessive debt problems. Lending disparities also play a role in depressing 
homeownership rates for certain groups. Mortgage denial rates are higher for 
minorities. Mortgage credit is less accessible in low-income and high-minority 

Exhibit 5-1 
CPD Housing Beneficiaries, 1,732,026 Families/Persons 
Served *, FY 1 993 - FY 1996 

Rehabilitation 

CDBG Entillement Persons 12.91 0 

State CDBG Persons 132 

John Heinz NDP 485 

Youthbuild 970 

HOME 35,752 
New Construction 

Acquisition 

CDBG Entitlement 9 758 
HOME 39 106 

Rental Assistance 

CDBG Entitlement 3 I 342 
HOPE 3 3 654 

John Heinz NDP 250 
. . .  . . HOME 49.4 I7 

Homebuyer * 
~~ ~ 

Youthbuild 

HOME Slate CDBG . Persons 

CDBG Entitlement - Persons 

communities. Denial rates are twice as high in census 
tracts with low-income and/or high minority popula- 
tions (21 percent versus 11 percent). 

The President's National Homeownership Strategy 
emphasizes the benefits that increased homeownership 
will have for the nation. Homeownership contributes 
to personal financial security; it strengthens families and 
communities by enabling people to have greater control 
and take more responsibility for their living environ- 
ment; it helps stabilize neighborhoods and strengthen 
communities; and it helps generate jobs and economic 
growth. 

CPD programs are playing an important part in the 
National Homeownership Strategy. HOME, CDBG, 
and ED1 funds are used to overcome barriers to home- 
ownership among low- and moderate-income families. 
The new Homeownership Zones also represent an excit- 
ing opportunity to create better and more livable com- 
munities by rebuilding neighborhoods with hundreds of 
new homes. These efforts are described in more detail 
below. 

CPD programs have played a major role in providing 
housing opportunities for low- and moderate-income 
families. Between FY 1993 and FY 1996, CPD pro- 
grams provided housing assistance to more than 1.7 
million people. (See Exhibit 5-1 .) In addition, impor- 
tant new initiatives, Homeownership Zones, assistance 
to Habitat for Humanity, and the Self-Help Housing 
Opportunities Program - will significantly contribute 
to expanding affordable homeownership opportunities 
and assist in revitalizing neighborhoods. 

W CDBG Entitlement = actual persons served in FY 93 and estimates FYs 94, 95, 96 
State CDBG = actual persons served FYs 93, 94, 95 and estimates FYs 95, 96. 

W Youthbuild = actual persons served FYs 93, 94, 95 and estimates FY 96. 
W NDP = actual units/families served in FYs 93, 94, 95 and estimates FY 96. 

HOME = actual units/families served in FY 1993 through 1996 (to date). 
NDP includes new construction, acquisition, and rehabilitation. 



While a significant portion of CPD dollars is used to provide affordable housing 
opportunities for low-income Americans, CPD programs work together to make 
communities more livable. 

CPD helps state and local governments provide affordable housing and revitalize 
neighborhoods with funding for the following initiatives: 

CPDs newest 
housing initiative, 

Homeownership Zones, 
will stimulate housing 

construction in blighted 
urban communities. 

Non-profit organizations, 
including Habitat for 

Humanity and Fannie 
Mae, will work on the 
initiative with HUD. 

Homeownership Zones 
Home Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) 
Community Development Block Grant (state and entitlement) 
Housing Opportunities for People Everywhere (HOPE 3) 
Habitat for Humanity assistance 
Self-Help Housing Opportunities Program 
Youthbuild 
John Heinz Neighborhood Development Program. 

H O M E O W N E R S H I P  Z O N E S  

In July 1996, HUD announced a new initiative to revitalize blighted 
urban communities by creating thriving neighborhoods of new homes 
called Homeownership Zones. The initiative will allow communities 
to dramatically expand homeownership opportunities by creating 
entire neighborhoods of new, single-family homes on vacant or dis- 
tressed sites. The zones frequently will consist of several hundred 

homes on large sites near downtown areas. 

Several government, homebuilding, comniunity-based, and non-profit organiza- 
tions - including Habitat for Humanity, the Enterprise Foundation, and Fannie 
Mae - will work with HUD on this initiative. HUD seed money - up to $30 
million in ED1 grants and at least $30 million in Section 108 loan guarantees - 
will be used to purchase land and make infrastructure improvements to lower the 
cost of building new housing. The ED1 grant funds also can be used to write 
down the cost of rehabilitation with some or all of the remainder of the rehabilita 
tion costs financed with Section 108 guarantees. This cooperation will stimulate 
investment in comprehensive urban revitalization plans and attract labor and 
expertise from nonprofit housing groups. 

The EDI Challenge 

Grants for the 

Homeownership 

Zones program fur- 

thers the 

President’s 

National 

Homeownership 

Strategy - a 5-year 

blueprint of cooper- 

ative actions by 56 

private and public 

organizations to 

achieve a record 

level of homeowner- 

ship in America by 

the year 2000. 



Tlie ED1 Homeownership Zones program furthers the President's National 
Homeownership Strategy - a 5-year blueprint of cooperative actions by 56 private 
and public organizations to achieve a record level of homeowiiership in America 
by tlie year 2000. The Homeownership Zone strategy builds on tlie successes of 
Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities by recognizing that the best 
strategies are forged from the ground up, are coordinated and comprehensive, 
and make sense for the community. 

H O M E  P R O G R A M  

The HOME1 program is a key tool in produc- 
ing affordable housing. It is the first federal 
program to provide funds directly to states 
and local governments to exclusively address a 
broad range of affordable housing needs. The 
HOME program encourages public-private 
partnerships by providing incentives to for- 
profit and non-profit developers to produce 
housing for low-income households. Tlie pro- 
gram fills the gap that the private sector does 

F 

The HOME program 
not address. Private, public, and non-profit organizations work together to create kelps increase the supply - 

of affordable housing 
and build partnerships 
between state and local 

affordable housing options. Tlie HOME program helps state and local govern- 
ments (participating jurisdictions [PJs]) address the housing needs of low- and 
very-low-income residents identified by jurisdictions in their locally developed governments, a s  well a s  

non-profit housing 
providers. Consolidated Plans.* 

The HOME program affirms the federal government's commitment to provide 
decent, safe, and affordable housing to all Americans, and to alleviate the prob- 
lems of excessive rent burdens, homelessness, and deteriorating housing stock in 
tlie nation. HOME provides funding and general guidelines to state and local 
governments and empowers them to design and tailor affordable housing strate- 
gies to address local needs and housing conditions. HOME strives to meet both 
the short-term goal of increasing tlie supply and availability of affordable housing, 
and the long-term goals of building partnerships between state and local govern- 
ments and private and non-profit housing providers, strengthening their capacity 
to meet the housing needs of low- and very-low-income residents. 

By strengthening the ability of PJs to design and impleinent strategies, tlie HOME 
program is instrumental in increasing tlie supply of decent, affordable housing 
that meets local housing needs. All phases of housing production and assistance 
can be addressed through tlie HOME program. Eligible production activities 
include acquisition of existing housing; reconstruction and rehabilitation of sub- 
standard housing; construction of new housing; and demolition and site iinprove- 
ments. Eligible activities also address housing affordability: tenant-based rental 
assistance (TBRA) and security deposits; down payments, closing costs, and other 
financial assistance to new low-income home buyers; and financial assistance to 
existing low-income homeowners for rehabilitation. 

i 



In addition, PJs may use up to 10 percent of each HOME allocation toward 
administrative costs. An additional 5 percent may be used for operating expenses 
for Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDOs). The role of the 
CHDO is discussed later in this chapter. 

After more than a year, the HOME Program Final Rule was published on 
September 16, 1996, culminating the process to develop a final regulation that 
reflected HUD's initiatives of supporting homeownership, reinvention, and con- 
sistency among its programs, and increased local discretion that greatly eased pro- 
gram administration. During the last year, HUD evaluated comments in 
response to the July 12, 1996 interim rule and met with state and local officials, 
public interest groups, private real estate developers, and nonprofit organizations 
and developers to solicit opinions on program policies and to achieve consensus 
where possible about program policy. Many important changes in the rule were 
made, including an expansion in potential sources of matching funds, greater flex- 
ibility on property standards, options in the determination of income generally 
and the re-examination of tenant income in HOME-assisted rental projects, and 
many more clarifying changes. These changes will encourage and support even 
greater productivity in the HOME program. 

Commitment Rates 

As o f  June 30, 

1996, a total o f  

$3.31 billion had 

been committed to 

201,000 housing 

units, assisting 

26,500 families 

through rental 

assistance. 

As a new program first funded in 1992, HOME has made significant progress in 
speeding the commitment of funds and completion of HOME projects. 

At the end of FY 1993, only $425.3 million in HOME funds had been commit- 
ted for 26,167 units for 2,748 families. At the end of FY 1994, $1.64 billion had 
been committed for 93,713 housing units and had provided rental assistance for 
1 1,320 families. As of FY 1995, HOME commitments had increased to $2.5 bil- 
lion to 143,232 units for 18,148 families. As of June 30, 1996, a total of $3.31 
billion had been committed to 201,000 hous- 

rental assistance. 
ing units, assisting 26,500 families through Exhibit 5-2 

HOME Program 
Cumulaiive Commitments and Disbursemenis 
FY 1992 - FY 1996' 
(Dollars in Billions] 

There are several reasons for the improved per- 
formance of the HOME program - legislative 
and regulatory streamlining, technical assis- 

$4.0 

$3.0 

$2.0 

$1.0 

0.0 

tance to PJs and CHDOs, Model programs, 
and the expertise of state and local officials. 

* As reported through August 3 I ,  1996 
+ 1992 represents only Ocl., Nov., ond Dec. 



The HOME program gives PJs flexible options in developing homeownership 
opportunities for low-income home buyers. 

The HOME statute requires all HOME-assisted home buyers and existing home 
owners to be below 80 
percent of the area's medi- 
an income. One of the 
most noteworthy features 
of HOME is the extent to 
which the families assisted 
are below 80 percent of 
median standard. More 
than 70 percent of existing 
homeowners and nearly 
one-third of all home buy- 
ers assisted with HOME 
funds in 1994 and 1995 
were below 50 percent of 
the area's median income. 
(See Exhibit 5-3.) Existing 
homeowners, who are 

A mother and her son 
enjoy the renovations in 

their home in 

more likely to be elderly and in need of rehabilitation assistance, tend to be lower 
income than home buyers who need assistance to purchase their first home. 

Minneapolis, M N .  

There has been a dramatic increase in the use of HOME funds to support home- 
ownership. In FY 1994, HOME PJs assisted almost 15,000 home buyers and in FY 
1995, nearly 19,000. However, in just the first three quarters of FY 1996, more 
than 20,000 home buyers have already been assisted - more than in all of 1995.3 

Exhibit 5-3 
HOME Program 
Homeowners Assisted, by Area Median Income 
FY 1992 - FY 1996* 

Low income 67.7, .................... 

-------.--F Extremely low Income 7.8% 

Very low Income 24.5% - - - - .  - .  - - - - - - - - - - 
Home Buyers 

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

Very l o w  Income 39.0% - - - - - - .  - - - - - - - - - - 

Existing Homeowners 

low Income: 50-80% of median 
Extremely low Income. 0-30% of median 
Vey low Income: 30-50% of median 

* As reported through June 30, I996 

There are several reasons for this rapid growth in the use of HOME 
money for new home buyers. Both the HOME statute and regula- 
tions have been changed and simplified in major ways. State and 
local governments, which have extensive experience managing home- 
owner rehabilitation programs but little experience with home buyer 
programs, now are gaining that experience and are learning from 
each other. Finally, the new National Homeownership Strategy, 
under Secretary Cisneros, has increased interest in publicly-funded 
homebuyer programs and has demonstrated the widespread support 
for expanding homeownership. 

In addition to providing homeownership opportunities, the HOME 
program provides assistance to existing low-income homeowners for 
home repairs. HOME PJs spent $277 million to rehabilitate 18,500 
units for existing homeowners in 1994 and $181 million to rehabil- 
itate 11,500 units in 1995. Cumulative production through June 
30, 1996 for existing homeowners is 47,100 units. 



Assistance $0 Renters 

As with assistance to home buyers and homeowners, the HOME program sub- 
stantially exceeded the statutory requirements regarding provision of benefits to 
low- and very-low-income rental households in 1994 and 1995. More than 90 
percent of the families receiving HOME rental assistance and occupying rental 
units in both years were below 50 percent of the area’s median income, as com- 
pared with the statutory standard of 60 percent of the area’s median income. 
Furthermore, approximately 70 percent of the families have incomes below 30 

percent of the area’s median income, clearly demonstrat- 
ing that HOME rental assistance serves very-low- and 
extremely low-income families. (See Exhibit 5-4.) 

Exhibit 5-4 

Rental Assistance, by Area Median Income 
HOME Program 

FY 1994 - FY 1995 

To ensure the involvement- of non-profit developers in 
the HOME program, PJs are required to set aside at 
least 15 percent of their HOME funds to develop hous- 
ing sponsored, developed, or owned by CHDOs. A 
CHDO is a non-profit agency with a governing board 

Vey low Income 23.3% - - - - .  - - - - - - - 

Low Income 7.7% . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~. . 

Extremely low Income 6977 - - .  - .  - - - - - - .  - 

Exlremely Low Income 030% of medion 

Very Low income 30.50% of median 

Low Income 5080% of medion 

and organizational structure that reflects and is 
accountable to the low-income community it represents. 

P R O F I L E  
J U S T  A START CORPORATION 

East Cambridge, Massachusetts 

The City of Cambridge, Massachusetts, 
used $338,560 in HOME Program funds 
to create affordable housing for low-income, 
first-time home buyer families like Doreen 
Raposa and her two children on Seventh 
Street in Cambridge. Two vacant, dilapidat- 
ed buildings were purchased by a 
Community Housing Development 
Organization (CHDO), rehabilitated and 
sold to three first-time buyer families. The 
project was completed through a partner- 
ship between the city, that combined 
HOME funds with $15,389 in CDBG 
funds and $43,250 in donations from the 
East Cambridge IPOD Group. 

renting and owning is amazing. It gives 
you a sense of security and peace of mind 
because you know your monthly costs won’t 
go up with a fixed rate mortgage. It‘s very 
difficult being a single parent and living on 
one income and as a tenant. I was always 
worried about my living situation .... It’s 
important for the community to invest in 
the people who live there.” 

This East Cambridge, 
MA, family becomes 

first-time homeowners 
with assistance from 

CPD’s HOME and 
CDBG funds. 

Doreen Raposa is a single parent with two 
children, Julie, 14, and Jason, 11. She grew 
up in East Cambridge and wanted to stay 
in the neighborhood. She was able to 
remain in this culturally mixed neighbor- 
hood thanks to a partnership created years 
ago between the city, Just A Start 
Corporation, and the East Cambridge 
IPOD Group. “The difference between 



In FY 1995, 

HOME projects 

leveraged $2.3 

billion in fund- 

ing.. . approxi- 

mately $2.39 for 

every dollar of 

HOME funds 

committed to 

projects. 

As envisioned in the HOME legislation, CHDOs play an important role in the 
delivery of affordable housing under the HOME program. Less than 4 years after 
the first funding was made available under the program, there are more than 
2,200 CHDOs. PJs have reserved between 22 to 24 percent of HOME funds for 
CHDOs in FYs 1992 through 1994. 

HOME legislation recognizes the importance of developing the capacity of CHDOs 
and supporting them. PJs are authorized to provide up to 5 percent of their annu- 
al allocation for operating expenses to CHDOs with which they expect to invest 
HOME funds. New PJs are authorized to use up to 10 percent of their CHDO 
set-aside for capacity building for the first 2 years. Also, some portion of CHDO 
set-aside funds may be loaned to CHDOs to cover predevelopment costs, with no 
requirement to repay the loan if the project does not go forward. Finally, there is 
substantial funding for providing technical assistance to CHDOs. In FYs 1994 
and 1995, $25 million was available to national and statewide intermediary organi- 
zations to provide technical assistance to CHDOs. The remaining $22 million was 
provided to PJs. In 1996, the total technical assistance allocation was $22 million. 

In addition to CHDOs, there are many other non-profits that participate in the 
HOME program as developers or subrecipients. They are important participants 
in the successful delivery of housing under the HOME program. 

Leveraging Private Dollars 

In FY 1994, HOME projects attracted $1.6 billion in funding from a variety of 
public and private sources, such as other federal funds, state and local appropriat- 
ed funds, state and local tax-exempt bond proceeds, private loans, owner cash 
contributions, net syndication proceeds, and private grants. This amount, added 
to the $1.2 billion in HOME funds committed to specific projects, raised the 
total amount of funds committed to projects during FY 1994 to $2.8 billion. 
The leveraged amount provided approximately $1.33 for every dollar of HOME 
funds committed to projects. 

In FY 1995, HOME projects leveraged $2.3 billion in funding, which, when 
added to the $963 million in HOME funds committed to specific projects, raised 
the total amount of funds committed to projects during FY 1995 to $3.26 billion. 
The leveraged amount provided approximately $2.39 for every dollar of HOME 
funds committed to projects. 

HOME Model Programs 

HOME Model programs provide different methods of using HOME funds to cre 
ate and maintain affordable housing for low-income Americans. Each HOME 
Model has guidelines for designing a prograin that is flexible enough to allow 
individuals and communities to create models that are unique to their needs. 

U 



The nine different HOME Model programs include financing rental housing, 
rental rehabilitation, owner-occupied rehabilitation, sweat equity, repair and modi- 
fication for the elderly, energy conservation and housing rehabilitation, home buy- 
ers, multi-family homeownership, and cost-saving construction opportunities. 

From the inception of the HOME program through FY 1995, $2.6 billion has 
been committed for or used to complete 153,212 housing units and to provide 
rental assistance to 19,148 families. The total cost per unit over this period aver- 
aged $45,699, with the HOME cost averaging $1 6,400. Leveraged funds from 
other public and private sources covered the difference. r 
FY 11994, 

During FY 1994, $1.2 billion in HOME funds were committed for or used to 
complete 31,621 projects. This included 67,546 housing units and rental assis- 
tance for 8,572 families. Committed housing units included acquisition of 9,474 
units, rehabilitation of 43,606 units, and new construction of 14,397 units. 

Of the funds committed during FY 1994, 59 percent went toward rental housing, 
23 percent toward rehabilitating housing units for existing homeowners, and 18 
percent toward assistance to home buyers. Overall, rehabilitation of housing units 
was the predominant activity, accounting for 62 percent of committed funds. 
New construction accounted for 27 percent, acquisition accounted for 7 percent, 
and tenant-based rental assistance for 4 percent of committed funds. The total 
cost per housing unit averaged $41,589. The HUD-subsidized HOME cost per 
unit was $1 7,915, with leveraged funds from public and private sources making 
up the difference. . 

FU 1995 

During FY 1995, $962.8 million in HOME funds were committed for or used to 
complete 26,893 projects. This included 59,499 housing units and rental assis- 
tance for 7,828 families. Committed housing units included acquisition of 12,786 
units, rehabilitation of 32,247 units, and new construction of 14,466 units. 

Of the funds committed during FY 1995, 56 percent went toward rental housing, 
19 percent toward rehabilitating housing units for existing homeowners, and 25 
percent toward assistance to home buyers. Overall, rehabilitation of the housing 
units was the predominant activity, accounting for 56 percent of the committed 
funds. New construction accounted for 30 percent, acquisition accounted for 11 
percent, and tenant-based rental assistance for 3 percent of the committed funds. 
The total cost per housing unit averaged $54,989. The HUD-subsidized HOME 
cost per unit was $15,764, with leveraged funds from public and private sources 
making up the difference. 

i l  



During the first 9 months of FY 1996 (through May 31, 1996), $710 million in 
HOME funds were committed for or used to complete 21,953 projects, consisting 
of 43,692 HOME housing units and rental assistance for 6,744 families. 
Committed housing units included the acquisition of 12,238 units, the rehabilita- 
tion of 20,212 units, and the new construction of 11,242 units. 

To date in FY 1996, HOME funds have been committed or used to complete the 
acquisition, rehabilitation, or new construction of 16,774 rental units, 18,163 
units for home buyers, and 8,755 units for existing homeowners. 

Over the life of the program, through May 31, 1996, HOME funds have been 
committed or used to complete 196,904 housing units and have assisted 25,892 
families through TBRA. Almost 59 percent of the funds committed were used 
for rehabilitation, resulting in 115,518 rehabilitated housing units. 
Approximately 22 percent of the funds were used for constructing new housing. 
Since its inception in FY 1992, HOME has committed funds to provide assis- 
tance for 95,538 rental units, 55,028 units for first-time home buyers, and 46,338 
units for existing homeowners. 

C D B G  H O U S I N G  A S S I S T A N C E  

While a wide range of community and economic development activities are eligi- 
ble for assistance under the CDBG program, CDBG entitlement grantees nation- 
ally elected to expend the largest share of CDBG funds during FYs 1992 and 
1993 in the area of housing-related activities, thus continuing a trend established 
early in the program. Approximately 38 percent and 36 percent of all CDBG 
entitlement expenditures in FY 1992 and FY 1993, respectively, were spent for 
housing activities that totaled more than $2 billion. In the activity area of reha- 
bilitation alone, CDBG assisted more than 283,500 housing 
units, making the CDBG program the largest source of funds 
at HUD used for housing rehabilitation. The major housing- 
related activities funded by the program are the rehabilitation 
of privately and publicly owned residential units, direct home- 
ownership assistance (such as down payment assistance and 
payment of closing costs), new housing construction, code 
enforcement, and the acquisition of real property for housing 
rehabilitation. 

With such a wide range of activities eligible for assistance, 
grantees can craft a CDBG-funded housing program that best 
meets their individual needs as identified in the Consolidated 
Plan. Exhibit 5-5 shows the distribution of housing activities 
by type of activity for FY 1992 and FY 1993. 

Exhibit 5-5 
CDBG Entitlement Communities 
Expenditures on Housing and Related Activities 
By Type of Activity 

(Dollars in Millions] 
FY 1992 - FY I993 

I997 

Home Ownership ($4521 46%. - .  . . . - .  . 

Assistance & Admin ($1901 19% . . . - - 

New Construction ($5 I ] 5% 
Rental Housing ($3001 30% . .  

. . . . . . 

. 

I993 

Home Ownership ($4651 45% - 

Assistance & Admin. ($1581 15% 

New Construction ($57) 6% - .  - .  - .  . . . . - 

Rental Housing ($3481 34% . - .  



Exhibit 5-6 
CDBG Entitlement Communities 
Rental Housing Units, by National Objective 
FY 1992 - FY 1993 

I992 

$300 Million, 56,925 Units 

1007 

Moderate Income 1 17.7401 28% - - .  - - 

Slum/Blight 13.7031 6% - - . - . - -  - . - -  

low Income (41,4441 66% - - . - -  - - -  - -  

$348 Million, 62,887 Units 

In 1992 and 1993, CDBG entitlement grantees expended 
$648 million for the rehabilitation of multi-family dwelling 
units and publicly owned residential units. Rental proper- 
t y  rehabilitated with CDBG funds for low- and moderate- 
income persons5 must be leased at affordable rents. CDBG 
entitlement funds rehabilitated a total of 119,812 privately 
owned multi-family units and publicly owned units in these 
2 program years. 

The CDBG program requires that at least 51 percent of the 
rental units in a multi-unit building be occupied by low- 
and moderate-income households. In fact, during this 2- 
year period, 91 percent of the units were occupied by low- 
and moderate-income persons. Exhibit 5-6 represents the 
distribution of rental housing units by national objective. 

Homeownership Assistance 

Grantees provide assistance for homeownership through several types of CDBG- 
funded programs. For example, CDBG funding is used to support HUD’s goal 
of increased homeownership through direct homeownership assistance. Low- and 
moderate-income home buyers receive CDBG assistance through any of the fol- 
lowing activities or combination thereof: subsidized interest rates and mortgage 
principal amounts; finance for the acquisition of property to be occupied by the 
home buyer; mortgage guarantees; payment of up to 50 percent of the down pay- 
ment; and payment of reasonable closing costs. The growing interest in assisting 
home buyers is shown by the increase in grantee spending. In FY 1992, grantees 
expended $8.4 million on direct homeownership assistance, while the amount 
expended in FY 1993 jumped to $25 million. Assistance was provided to 6,547 
homeowners in FY 1992 and to 10,287 homeowners in FY 1993. 

Assistance to Ewistirtng Homeowners 

In addition to direct homeownership assistance described 
previously, many of the rehabilitation grants and loans 
provided by communities are made to homeowners for 
improving their residences. In FY 1992, entitlement 
grantees expended $443 million in grants and loans for 
rehabilitation of single-family dwelling units and, in FY 
1993, grantees expended $440 million. A total number 
of 163,691 single-family dwelling units during the 2-year 
period were rehabilitated with CDBG entitlement funds. 
Of these units, 91 percent were owned by low- and mod- 
erate-income persons. Exhibit 5-7 illustrates these distri- 
butions. 

Exhibit 5-7 
CDBG Entitlement Communities 
Single-Family Housing Rehabilitation 
By National Objective 
FY 1992 - FY 1993 

1001) 

- 
$443 Million, 83,978 Units 

$440 Million, 79,71 3 Units 



Assisting existing homeowners is a significant part of CPD's mission of providing 
decent, safe, and sanitary housing. Many low-income homeowners, both in 
urban and rural areas, are unable to afford repairs on their homes, often even to 
meet emergency needs. Some homes lack plumbing and kitchens. Others are 
often seriously deteriorated. CDBG is an important resource for state and local 
governments in providing needed assistance in this area. Not only does such 
assistance help the individual homeowner, but it also can play an important role 
in neighborhood revitalization. 

New wasansiang coanstsunctio~ 

Exhibit 5.8 
CDBG Entitlement Communities 
New Housing Construction, by National Objective 
FY 1992 - FY 1993 

I992 New housing built with the assistance of the CDBG program may 
be either single-family or multi-family, constructed as rental proper- 
ty, or for homeowners, publicly or privately owned. Examples of 
how CDBG funds may be used include providing gap financing, 
subsidizing the construction costs, or providing loan guarantees. 
In FYs 1992 and 1993, new housing construction under the 
CDBG program was eligible only if undertaken by a neighborhood- 
based, non-profit organization, a Section 301(d) Small Business 
Investment Company, or a local development corporation, where 
the grantee determined that the activity was necessary or appropri- 
ate to achieve its community development objectives. During these 
years, grantees expended $51 million and $57 million, respectively, 
for new housing construction. Grantees funded a total of 7,886 units, 59 percent 
of which was to be occupied by low-income households and 38 percent by moder- 
ate-income households. The distribution of new housing units with CDBG funds 
by national objective is illustrated in Exhibit 5-8. 

Moderate Income 3 I % - .  - .  - .  - .  - - - .  -.  . 
Other - - - - - . . - - - - - - - - - - - . . - - 
Low Income 650, .................... 

$51 Million, 3,794 Units 

1993 

Moderate Income 44% - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Other 29 .......................... 

low I,co~, 549 - .  - - - - .  - .  - - - - - - .  - - 

$57 Million, 4,092 Units 

Other Housing Assistance and Administrative Costs 

CDBG funds can be used to assist housing in a variety of ways, including code 
enforcement, lead abatement, and costs associated with rehabilitation loan and 
grant programs. For example, in FYs 1992 and 1993, a total of $44 million was 
expended in the entitlement program for the acquisition of residential property 
for rehabilitation purposes. These properties are then rehabilitated by the owner 
for use or resale for residential purposes. 

Code enforcement in deteriorating areas is another form of housing-related assis- 
tance provided by the CDBG program. Because code enforcement must be car- 
ried out together with public or private improvements, rehabilitation, or public ser- 
vices, the emphasis is on arresting the decline of the neighborhood and assisting the 
property owner in bringing the property up to code. Such programs assist both 
homeowners and renters in bringing properties into standard condition. 

CDBG funds also are used to assist in the abatement of lead-based paint, both in 
privately owned and public housing. Because lead-based paint can be a health 
hazard, particularly to small children in older housing, abatement is an important 
function of improving housing conditions. CDBG funds may be used both for 
testing for levels of lead as well as for abatement activities. 



A number of other housing-related activities are included in this category, such as 
costs for services to administer rehabilitation loan and grant programs at the local 
level. Such costs include site inspections, work write-ups, and loan processing. 
Also in this category are the costs of energy improvements to residential property, 
such as storm windows and doors, and attic and wall insulation. 

S T A T E  C D B G  

States spent $244 million (21.8 percent of the total allocation) on housing-related 
activities in local communities, with rehabilitation being the most frequent activi- 
ty. In 1993, these activities constituted 42.6 percent of low- and moderate-income 
objective expenditures, down about 3.5 percent from 1992. 

In FYs 1993 and 1994, more than 20 percent of the total State CDBG allocation 
was expended for housing activities. Housing activities included new construc- 
tion, rehabilitation, acquisition of land for housing, and administrative costs. In 
FYs 1993 and 1994, state grantees allocated most housing funds to rehabilitation 
activities. Exhibit 5-9 shows that states proposed to rehabilitate a total of 32,885 
units with $340 million in CDBG funds. Approximately 11 2,800 persons will 
benefit from these rehabilitation activities, 86 percent of whom will have low or 
moderate incomes. Eighty-six percent of the persons benefiting from CDBG- 
funded rehabilitation were low- and moderate-income persons. The cost per hous- 
ing unit in the State CDBG program averaged $10,359. 

Exhibit 5-9 
State CDBG FY 1993 and FY 1994 
Housing Rehabilitation Accomplishments 

J 

Proposed t 

Funding % Low/Mod 
Fiscal Amount Number of Pcisons Persons CDBG Cost 
Year (Millions) Units S W K l  Sewed per Unit 

1993 $177.9 18,973 66,821 80% $ 9,376 
1994 162.4 13,912 45,981 94% 11,675 

Total $340.3 32,885 11 2,802 86% $10,359 

All figures are based on reports from 46 states. 
. Figure represents the total amount awarded by states to communities. 

t . Proposed accomplishments reflect communities’ applications to the state 

H O U S I N G  O P P O R T U N I T I E S  F O R  P E O P L E  E V E R Y W H E R E 6  

The HOPE 3 program was started in 1992 to create affordable homeownership 
opportunities for low-income families and individuals. The program, last funded 
in 1995, acquired existing single-family properties owned and held by a govern- 
ment agency. These properties were rehabilitated as needed and sold to first-time 
home buyers. 



HOPE 3 grants were awarded competitively to eligible non-profit and public agency 

applicants for a wide range of activities that help eligible families and individuals 
purchase single-family homes at affordable prices. Eligible costs included acquiring 
and rehabilitating property, assisting home buyers to purchase properties, support- 
ing economic development activities that promote self-sufficiency, and assisting 
with administrative costs. HOPE 3 was funded in 1992, 1993, and 1995. Funds 
were not appropriated in 1994 and $23 million was made available for implementa- 
tion grants in FY 1995. This allocation funded grants to 45 organizations. 

To date, the HOPE 3 program has successfully acquired 4,039 units, rehabilitated 
3,869 units, and transferred titles to 2,210 families whose incomes fall below 80 
percent of the median income for their geographic region. For further informa- 
tion, see HUD’s Evaluation of the Hope 3 Program: Final Report (1996). 
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Baltimore, Maryland 
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On an August afternoon in Baltimore, 
Habitat for Humanity celebrated the com- 
pleted rehabilitation of yet another home in 
a neighborhood on the verge of a comeback 
and turned over the keys to its new owner. 

In Baltimore, which is one of six federally 
designated Empowerment Zones, Habitat’s 
housing construction efforts are just part of 
a massive city-wide effort to rehabilitate and 
reconstruct 600 units out of a total of 900 
units identified as dilapidated housing in 
the 72-square-block neighborhood of 
Sandtown-Winchester. The total housing 
effort is being funded in part with a 
Section 108 loan guarantee from HUD for 
$14 million to be leveraged with $60 mil- 
lion in private, local, and state dollars. 
Habitat’s portion of construction funding is 
provided mostly from a $114,750 HOPE 3 
grant in 1995 to rehabilitate 17 houses. 
Enterprise/Neheniiah Development will 
rehabilitate 80 houses with a $2 million 
HOPE 3 grant award. 

Baltimore. Habitat is working in partner- 
ship with Community Building in 
Partnership (CBP), which received 
Youthbuild funding to train young peo- 
ple, primarily high school dropouts, in 
construction with an academic compo- 
nent. Trainees work with Habitat for 
Humanity volunteers to construct stairs 
or walls in the gutted houses, and watch 
firsthand as master electricians complete 
the wiring. Cooperation between 
Habitat and Youthbuild has allowed this 
non-profit housing developer to increase 
the number of homes it can renovate 
locally from two per year to more than 
30. Habitat designates four houses for 
trainees to work on annually. 

Construction workers donate 
their time for a Habitat for 

Humanity home in the 
Sandtown-Winchester neigh- 
borhood of Baltimore, MD. 

Sandtown is also the focus of the city’s 
Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy 
(NRS), which encourages mixed-income 
housing development. 

Habitat will use state and local funds to 
begin construction this fall on 27 new 
houses where 40 dilapidated row houses 
were demolished recently by the City of 



N E W  H O M E O W N E R S  H I P O P P O R T U N  I T 1  ES 

CPD has developed initiatives and partnerships to help expand homeownership 
opportunities. These new initiatives - Homeownership Zones (discussed previ- 
ously), assistance to Habitat for Humanity, and the Self-Help Housing 
Opportunities program - contribute both to expanding the supply of affordable 
housing for homeownership as well as to revitalizing neighborhoods. 

HUD has provided $25 million to Habitat for Humanity 
International under the Housing Opportunity Program Extension 
Act of 1996. These funds will be used by Habitat for Humanity for 
land acquisition and infrastructure development to support the pro- 
duction of 2,500 affordable units for homeownership by low-income 
persons in all parts of the United States. Habitat for Humanity 

International builds houses with, not for, persons who otherwise could not own 
their own homes. Volunteers ioin with the homeowner partners to build the 

This family celebrates a 
new home built by 

Habi ta t  for Humanity 
in Baltimore, MD. 

Habi ta t  for Humanity 

homes, which are then sold to the homeowners at no profit with a long-term 
mortgage through the local Habitat for Humanity affiliate at an affordable rate. 

received $25 mi"ion for Habitat for Humanity will not accept government funds to build houses, but does 
depend on government partnerships to "set the stage" by providing land and 
infrastructure. Thus, this funding provides government assistance that motivates 
sweat equity by homeowners and major support from the private sector. This 
government assistance establishes and fosters a partnership between the federal 
government and Habitat for Humanity International, its affiliates, and other orga- 
nizations and consortia, resulting in efficient development of affordable housing 
with minimal government intervention, limited government regulation, and sig- 
nificant private involvement. 

HUD in 1996. 

Self-Help Housing 

The Self-Help Housing Opportunities program, also authorized by the Housing 
Opportunity Program Extension Act of 1996, will award $15 million on a com- 
petitive basis as an incentive to encourage national and regional self-help organiza- 
tions to continue providing excellent housing opportunities. This program is 
intended to facilitate and encourage innovative homeownership opportunities 
through the provision of self-help housing in which the home buyer contributes a 
significant amount of sweat equity toward the construction of the new dwelling. 
Community participation is achieved by using volunteers in the construction of 
dwellings or by other activities to involve the community in the project. 

Eligible applicant organizations must provide for the development of at least 30 
dwellings at an average cost of no more than $10,000 per unit in Self-Help funds 
with significant amounts of sweat equity and volunteer labor. They also must use 
the grant in a manner that leverages other sources of funding; construct quality 
dwellings in compliance with local building and safety codes and standards at 
prices below the prevailing market price; and schedule activities so as to substan- 

bi 
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tially fulfill the obligations under the grant agreement within 24 months after 
grant funds are first made available. 

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 established the 
Opportunities for Youth: Youthbuild grant program. The objectives of the 
Youthbuild program are to expand the supply of affordable housing for homeless 
and low-income people, while providing disadvantaged youth who have dropped 
out of high school with the education, employment, and leadership skills neces- 
sary to achieve self-sufficiency. The program is designed to give young adults par- 
ticipating in the program both classroom training and support services as well as 
on-site construction work experience in rehabilitating or building new housing in 
their communities. For more information on the Youthbuild program, see the 
Community Development chapter of this report. 

The John Heinz Neighborhood Development Program provides incentive funds 
for neighborhood organizations to carry out development activities that benefit 
low- and moderate-income families. The program promotes long-term financial 
support for neighborhood housing and community development projects and 
encourages greater cooperation among neighborhood organizations and private 
and public institutions. For more information on the John Heinz program, see 
the Community Development chapter of this report. 

A F F I R M A T I V E  M A R K E T I N G  

To ensure that housing is open and accessible to all, affirmative marketing and 
minority outreach are an integral part of CPD’s HOME-assisted housing pro- 
grams.7 Extensive affirmative marketing efforts under the HOME program (for 
projects with five or more units) are summarized below. 

In FY 1994, 129 PJs reported on efforts to publicize affirmative marketing. In FY 
1995, 212 PJs reported on their efforts. Forty PJs in FY 1994 and 63 PJs in 
FY 1995 reported that they had conducted meetings where the following affirma- 
tive marketing issues and needs were discussed: affordable housing, fair housing, 
discrimination, homeownership, and homebuying. 

Affirmative marketing actions undertaken include: requiring recordkeeping by 
owners; forming fair housing commissions; creating specific affirmative marketing 
plans; conducting an owner performance review; developing a fair housing imped- 
iments study; creating and training landlord-tenant groups; requiring developers 
to establish and maintain contact with organizations, agencies, and enterprises 
involved in affirmative marketing; maintaining records of social and economic 
characteristics; requiring owners of larger properties to periodically assess affirma- 
tive marketing with corrective actions taken as necessary; and requiring developers 



and owners to plan and implement community outreach, to promote fair housing, 
and to participate in advertising and marketing. 

Sunnyvale, CA. The City developed a successful affirmative marketing strat- 
egy for its single room occupancy project, which involved a variety of differ- 
ent language papers, social service agencies, and door-to-door outreach. 
More than 600 applications were received and reviewed, with approximately 
75 percent minority participation. 

The Volusia County Consortium, FL. The Consortium formed a partner- 
ship with the Central Florida Community Development Corporation, 
Central Legal Services, and the City of Daytona Beach to further fair hous- 
ing in Volusia County. Plans to further fair housing include: conducting an 
impediment study, sending Fair Housing Advocate newsletters to all work- 
shop attendees as well as to local churches and neighborhood centers, pro- 
viding complaint intake services, and holding information seminars to 
update realtors and bankers on the fair housing laws and case rulings. 

West Virginia. The state has undertaken a number of affirmative marketing 
activities: FHEO training, Single Family Priority Minority and Disabled 
Mortgage Program, Partnership with West Virginia Rehabilitation Services 
to provide handicapped accessibility features, forums on fair housing and 
fair lending, pre-purchase counseling, executive staff training on civil rights, 
and state-sponsored educational programs. 

I 

This section describes the participation of minority and women-owned businesses 
and the general participation of minorities and women in HOME projects, as 
required by Section 281, Equal Opportunity, of the National Affordable Housing 
Act of 1990. 

Minority and Women Business Enterprise (M/WBEs) outreach activities are con- 
ducted to increase the number of contracts awarded to businesses in cominunities 
where their participation is below the percentage of minorities in the population. 

Some PJs reported that they used various types of publicity in their outreach 
efforts to MBEs and WBEs, including: recruiting; publishing a list of MBEs and 
WBEs; advertising on radio or TV; participating in a contractors' fair to help 
identify new M/WBEs; advertising in trade journals, local newspapers, minority 
newspapers, and other media publications distributing information in several lan- 
guages; providing specifications, solicitation forms, and Requests For Proposals to 
local builders; and recognizing national Minority Enterprise Development Week 
to develop, encourage, and support M/WBEs. 



Many PJs identified plans to improve their performance in 
using MBEs and WBEs, including working with minority 
businesses to get them qualified to participate in the 
HOME program; after successful coinpletion of sinall coil- 
tracts, establishing M/WBE eligibility to bid on larger con- 
tracts; credit counseling for M/WBEs with credit prob- 
lems; working with M/WBEs to increase capacity; continu- 
ing to meet with the local equal employinent opportunity 
office on ways to involve M/WBEs in the HOME 
Program; and recruiting M N B E s  through the local 
media. 

Exhibit 5-1 0 
Percentage of Contracts and Subcontracts 
Awarded to MBEs and WBEs. FY 1994 

MBE MBE WBE MBE 
Contracts Subcontracts Contracts Subcontracts 

Number Dollar Value 

Percentage of Contracts and Subcontracts 
Awarded to MBEs and WBEs, FY 1995 

Exhibit 5-1 0 shows the percentage of contracts and 
contract dollars awarded to MBEs and WBEs in FY 1994 
and FY 1995. 

Seventy-one percent (1 92) of reporting PJs identified MBE 
and WBE outreach activities. MBEs were awarded 1,275 
contracts and 1,354 subcontracts. The dollar value of 
these contracts was $29 million. WBEs were awarded 312 
contracts and 198 subcontracts. The dollar value of WBE 
contracts was $5.9 million and $2.4 million in subcontracts. 

PY 1995 1aesnnts 

MBE MBE WBE MBE 
Contracts Subcontracts Contracts Subcontracts 

Number Dollar Value 

Eighty-three percent (251) of reporting PJs identified MBE and WBE outreach 
activities. MBEs were awarded 1,478 contracts. The dollar value of these contracts 
was $25.1 million. They were also awarded 1,274 subcontracts valued at $9.3 mil- 
lion. WBEs were awarded 424 contracts valued at $1 l .6 million, and 237 subcon- 
tracts with a dollar value of $3.7 million. 



E N D N O T E S  

1 The legislative authority for the HOME program is Title I1 of the Cranston- 
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act, as amended by the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1992, the HUD Demonstration Act of 1993, 
and the Multifamily Housing Property Disposition Reform Act of 1994. 

2 See Chapter 1 for a complete description of the Consolidated Man. 

3 While the statute no longer limits assistance to first-time homebuyers, evidence 
from participating jurisdictions indicates that nearly all homebuyers assisted by 
HOME funds are first-time homebuyers. 

4 FY 1995 HOME program accomplishments are described in terms of commit- 
ted or completed projects that produce housing units, provide rental assistance, 
and target very-low-income persons as beneficiaries. This performance data is 
obtained primarily through the program’s Cash and Management Information 
System. 

5 A low-income person is a member of a family having an income equal to or less 
than the Section 8 very-low-income limit established by HUD. A moderate- 
income person is a member of a family having an income equal to or less than 
the Section 8 lower income limit and greater than the Section 8 very-low- 
income limit established by HUD. 

6 This report focuses on production of housing opportunities in the HOPE 3 
program. Data is based on the use of funds through May 31, 1996. 

7 The statutory bases for affirmative marketing are the Fair Housing Act of 1988; 
Section 282, Nondiscrimination, of the National Affordable Housing Act of 
1990; and Section 105(b)(14) of the Housing Act of 1990. 



en most people think about 

HUD, they think housing. In 

fact, its mission is much broader. 

CPD’s programs support activities that 

directly touch people’s lives in many ways - 

building libraries and centers for the elderly, 

providing child care, establishing after-school 

programs, fighting crime, and improving 

streets and water and sewer systems. Many of 

these efforts have been funded through the 

Community Development Block Grant pro- 

gram, CPD’s largest and the nation’s seventh 

largest federal grant program. Though many 

residents are unaware of its impact upon 

neighborhood revitalization, CDB G-funde d 



projects have become an integral part of virtually every community in the nation. 
Over the past 3 years, CPD has taken significant steps to streamline the program, 
increase citizen participation, simplify regulations, and encourage coordination 

, 

Coordinated community 
development is the key 

with the other HUD programs. 

Some 900 entitlement communities receive direct funding by formula, and 
thousands of smaller communities receive funds through their respective 
states under the State CDBG program. A recent Urban Institute evalua- 
tion of the entitlement CDBG program found that the program was liigh- 
ly effective in serving its intended purpose and was primarily targeted to 
the most distressed cities, neighborlioods, and individuals. 

From 1992 to 1996, CDBG assistance to large and small communities 
across America totaled $20.4 billion. Total CDBG funds equaled $3.34 
billion in FY 1992, $3.89 billion in FY 1993, $4.29 billion in FY 1994, 
$4.49 billion in FY 1995, and $4.37 billion in FY 1996. Funds were 
awarded to 50 states, to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and to 940 
cities and counties in 1995. 

to the long-term health 
of communities. 

In 1993, the most recent year for which complete community development data 
are available, CDBG provided funding for thousands of public improvement and 
service projects across the nation, including: 

munities in repairing and maintaining roads, 
bridges, and sidewalks for their residents. 

. More than 8,200 projects to construct or 
rehabilitate public facilities including child 
care centers; facilities for abused and neglect- 
ed children; and senior, youth, and disabled 
centers; and other community buildings. 

. Essential services to 1.5 million elderly and 
disabled persons, and 1.4 inillion children. 

. 500 crime prevention aiid awareness 
programs. 

The Green Institute Reuse  Center in Minneapolis, 
MN, is a good example of a community putting all 
of its resources to work. The center reduces waste 
and creates jobs a t  the same time, selling used home- 
building materials donated by individual do-it-your- 
selfers or contractors and manufacturers. 



In almost every (( 

city, neighbor- 

hoods would have 

been worse off if 

the [CDBG] pro- 

gram had never 

existed ...” 
- The Urban 

Institute 

An extensive study of the  CDBG program by the Urban  Institute concluded that 
CDBG “has made an important contribution to city community development, 

including demonstrated success in  achieving local neighborhood stabilization and  

revitalization objectives .... In almost every city, neighborhoods would have been 

worse off if the program had never existed and certainly cities would not have 

embarked on housing and redevelopment functions that  now comprise a core 
function of municipal government.” 
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Atlanta, Georgia 

The Summerhill neighborhood of Atlanta is 
a shining example of community reinvest- 
ment, partnership, empowerment, and 
growth. As one of the most active neigh- 
borhoods in Atlanta’s horseshoe-shaped 
Empowerment Zone, Suminerhill is the site 
of a multi-partner, mixed-income modern 
housing development, Greenlea Commons 
at Heritage Park. HUD provided $6.6 mil- 
lion towards the project, including an 
Economic Development Loan Fund (Section 
108) guaranteed loan, an Economic 
Development Initiative Grant, and CDBG 
funds. 

Greenlea Commons is a 11 7-unit townhome 
development financed by the Atlanta 
Neighborhood Development Partnership 
and First Union National Bank of Georgia. 
The Summerhill Neighborhood 
Development Corporation (SNDC) received 
a $62,000 loan from the Partnership for 
predevelopment expenses associated with 
the development of this sophisticated-look- 
ing multi-family complex. The project is 
located near the Atlanta-Fulton 
County/Olympic Stadium Complex. It pro- 
vides an attractive entryway into the neigh- 
borhood and sparks hope for the remaining 
blocks. 

More than $973,000 in CDBG funds were 
used for land acquisition and disposition, 
demolition, cleaning and enhancement of 
vacant lots, relocation assistance to residents 
and businesses, street improvements (includ- 
ing re-routings and corridor streetscape 
enhancements), new parks, renovation of 

existing parks, and commercial and retail 
development along a major thoroughfare. 
The city is making guaranteed loans from 
HUD available to eligible residents for loans 
and grants to make housing affordable for 
low- and moderate-income residents. 

The new housing is complemented by other 
amenities and improvements, including 
Founder‘s Park. With public art as its center- 
piece, the park tells the story of 
Summerhill’s past and encourages the 
recording of its future as events occur. 
Other developments include neighborhood 
street repair and streetscape, the creation of 
single-family housing through rehabilitation 
and new construction as well as commercial 
and retail planning. 

As part of Atlanta’s Empowerment Zone 
plan, Summerhill will be the headquarters 
of a SelfSufficiency Center, which will serve 
the entire Zone. The SelfSufficiency Center 
is part of a two-part affordable housing ini- 
tiative that is being coordinated in conjunc- 
tion with the Atlanta Housing Authority. 
The center is intended to provide compre- 
hensive homeownership counseling with the 
ultimate goal of helping 900 Zone residents 
achieve homeownership by the year 2004. 

The center will include housing counseling, 
information and referral services, property 
maintenance, and budgeting. It will empha- 
size support services for money manage- 
ment, home management, and homeowner 
ship. 



the steps involved with requesting and obtaining these funds. And as an evalua- 
tion tool, the Consolidated Plan’s Action Plan provides the basis for assessing the 
community’s performance in meeting its local priority needs and objectives with 
CDBG funds. 

The Consolidated Plan regulations published on February 6, 1995, provide 
increased flexibility in the use of CDBG funds in communities that develop 
neighborhood revitalization strategies. Successful neighborhood revitalization 
strategies forge partnerships that: 

. . 
1 

Obtain commitments to neighborhood building. 
Make neighborhoods attractive for investments. 
Ensure that the benefits of economic activity are reinvested in the neighbor- 
hood for long-term growth and viability. 
Support the use of neighborhood intermediary institutions that bridge gaps 
between local agencies, the business community, advocacy groups, and residents. 
Identify and address a community’s housing, economic, and human services 
needs. 

. 

The CDBG 
Program funds 
large-scale neigh 
borhood 
revitalization 
projects as well 
as child sewices, 
health care, and 
youth programs. 

A rule incorporating several new provisions into the CDBG 
entitlement regulations was published in the Federal Register 
on November 9, 1995. The rule updated the CDBG regula- 
tions to reflect significant statutory enhancements since 1987 
and provides local CDBG decision-makers the advantage of 
greater regulatory and statutory flexibility to design and use 
their CDBG program resources. 

This final rule corrects identified deficiencies in the CDBG 
program, implements relevant portions of the Cranston- 
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act, amends the CDBG 
conflict-of-interest provisions, implements statutory changes 
from the Housing and Community Development Act of 1987 
and the Appropriations Act of 1989, and provides criteria for 
performance reviews and timely expenditure of funds under 
the CDBG program. 

The rule also furthers HUD’s reinvention goals by incorporat- 
ing public input in ruleinaking, providing performance stan- 
dards, and clarifying regulatory language. Very few of the rules 
impose any additional burden on grantees, and these are 
designed to increase program accountability, primarily in areas 
identified by the Inspector General as inaterial weaknesses or 
other serious recurrent audit issues. 



In response to the President's regulatory reform initiatives, HUD also conducted 
a page-by-page review of its regulations to determine which could be eliminated, 
consolidated, or otherwise improved. While the CDBG regulations serve as 
important program guidance, CPD determined that the regulations could be 
improved and streamlined by eliminating unnecessary provisions. Thus, HUD 
published two final rules for the CDBG program in the Federal Register to con- 
solidate duplicate provisions and eliminate provisions that are redundant of 
statutes or are otherwise unnecessary. 

These final rules help make the CDBG regulations clearer and more concise. For 
instance, several provisions in the CDBG regulations repeat statutory language 
from the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 and other statutes. 
The final rules remove repetitious statutory language and replace it with citations 
to the specific statutory sections for easy reference. 

Other provisions in the CDBG regulations apply to more than one program; 
HUD had previously repeated these provisions in different subparts of the regula- 
tion. This repetition is unnecessary, and updating these scattered provisions is 
cumbersome and often creates confusion. The final rules consolidate these dupli- 
cate provisions. 

T O O L S  F O R  C O M M U N I T Y  D E V E L O P M E N T  

CPD makes the following tools available to communities through the CDBG 
program: 

Entitlement Communities Program 

Insular Areas 
Colonias State CDBG Set-Aside 

HUD-Administered State and Small Cities Program 

These are described in more detail below. Together with the special initiatives 
described in the following chapter, they provide communities with resources to 
address local concerns in a coordinated, well-planned, and systematic manner. 
Specific accomplishments of CDBG funding for economic development, home- 
less assistance, and affordable housing are described elsewhere in this Report. 
(See Chapters 2, 4 and 5, respectively.) 

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

Benefit low- and moderate-income persons. 
Prevent or eliminate slums or blight. 
Meet urgent community development needs. 

u 



The program awards grants annually to states and entitled communities based on 
the higher of two statutory needs-based formulas. The first formula takes into 
account overcrowded housing, population, and poverty. The second formula 
includes age of housing, population growth lag, and poverty. Entitlement com- 
munities must ensure that 70 percent of all funds, over a 1-, 2-, or 3-year period, 
must be for activities that principally benefit lower-income persons. 

HUD continues to stress coordinated marshaling of resources to facilitate 
grantees' ability to engage in comprehensive community revitalization. 

Local flexibility is an integral component of the CDBG program. CDBG allows 
grant recipients to address local community development concerns based on 
issues of primary importance to them. Through active citizen participation, com- 
munities develop their own funding priorities and then plan and execute activities 
that will address those priorities. The community development activities under- 
taken, however, must conform to the national objectives identified above. 

P R O  FI  L E  
T H O M A S  E .  S H A R P E  M E M O R I A L  S C H O L A R S H I P  

P R O G R A M  

Mt. Vernon, New York 

Teresa McLaughlin and Margaret 
Flores never thought college would be 
an option. Thanks to the Thomas E. 
Sharpe Memorial Scholarship Program, 
which is capitalized with $100,000 in 
CDBG funds, both women are attend- 
ing college and achieving their life 
goals. One of a very few city-spon- 
sored scholarship programs in the 
country, it helps low- and moderate- 
income students attend college and 
vocational and technical schools. 

Since its inception, the program has 
awarded scholarships to more than 
4,900 Mount Vernon students. 
Students can receive from $300 to 

$1,200 per academic year. Scholarships 
are awarded to students who demon- 
strate financial need and personal and 
academic integrity. These locally award- 
ed community development scholar- 
ships leverage other sources of funds 
for recipients. Approximately 90 per- 
cent of the students are currently 
enrolled in education programs that 
require at least 4 years of study leading 
to a Bachelor of Arts or Science degree. 

More than $2.3 million in post-sec- 
ondary scholarships has been awarded 
to eligible residents. The program 
assisted 170 students in 1994. 



E N T I T L E M E N T  COM M U N  I T 1  ES P R O G R A M  

The Entitlement Communities program is the largest component of the CDBG 
program, comprising some 70 percent of the basic CDBG appropriation. Grants 
to entitlement communities are awarded annually to metropolitan cities and 
urban counties that are: 

Local municipal governments with 50,000 or more residents. 
Other jurisdictions designated as central cities of Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas (MSAs). 
Counties generally with populations of more than 200,000 in MSAs, exclud- 
ing the population of entitled cities within county boundaries. 

m 

Exhibit 6-1 provides information on how entitlement communities spent their 
1992 and 1993 CDBG funds. 

CDBG funds have been used for a wide variety of activities, including land acquisi- 
tion and clearance; public facilities and improvements; public services for families, 
youth, and senior citizens; and crime reduction initiatives. Thirty-six percent of the 
funds were used for housing, followed by 23 percent for public works. 

Exhibit 6-1 

Without adequate roads, sewers, and water systems, 
the success of housing and job creation activities is 

CDBG Entitlement Communities 
Percent Expenditures by Activity, FY 1992 - FY 1993 

likely to be limited. The CDBG program helps FY 1992 

ensure that many community projects are successful Urban Planning* Public Acquisition/ 
Renewal Adminisiraiion Works Clear 

by providing funding for the construction and reha- 0.1% 14.5% 20.7% 7 2% 

bilitation of public facilities and infrastructure sys- 
tems, including: 
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Senior, disabled, or youth centers 
Community centers 
Park facilities 
Child care centers 
Health care facilities 
Parking facilities 
Solid waste disposal improvements 
Flood drain improvements 
Water and sewer improvements 
Street, road, and bridge improvements 
Sidewalks. 

In 1992, nearly 21 percent of CDBG entitlement 
expenditures ($540 million) was used for public 
facilities and improvement activities. As illustrated 
in Exhibit 6-2, the largest expenditures for that year 
were for street improvement activities ($142 million) 

Housing : Public ,Economic 
37 9% Services Developmenf 

I I 9% 7.7% 

FY 1993*  

Planning* 
Administration Housing 
14% 36% 

Public Acquisition/ Economic Public 
Works Clear Development Services 
23% 777 7% 13% 

*Percent expended on Urban Renewal was less than I % ++et~~EIo ~ O V E R N ~  % followed by construction/relhabilitation activities 
!', ;, 1 ,  
. .  .. 



Exhibit 6 2 
CDBG Entitlement Communities Expenditures on 
Public Facilities and Improvement Activities 
FY 1992 - FY 1993 
[Dollars in M~Ilions) 

FY 1992 [Total $540  million) 

Streets $142 

Other 
Public 

Pork Facilities $74  

Water Sewer $59 

FY 1993 [Total $653 million] 

Streets $149 . . . . . . . - - 

Other 
Public 
Facilities 
$151 Other $96 

Park Facilities $93 . .  . 

Waier, Sewer $69 

($138 million) for public facilities such as com- 
munity centers, child care centers, senior cen- 
ters, facilities for the disabled, facilities to aid the 
homeless, and other public buildings. 

Entitlement spending for public facilities and 
improvements grew to nearly 23 percent by FY 
1993 to reach approximately $653 million. This 
represented an increase of $1 13 million and a 2 
percent increase in expenditures from 1992. 
Once again, expenditures on street improve- 
ments and construction/rehabilitation activities 
composed the largest portion of expenditures at 
$149 million and $151 million, respectively. 
(See Exhibit 6-6 on page 14.) These activities 
funded 661 water projects, 607 sewer projects, 
and 3,273 street improvement projects in entitle- 
ment communities across the country. 

The CDBG program provides public services that directly benefit lower-income 
Americans by making assistance available for a variety of services, including youth 
services, child care, counseling for battered spouses, and transportation services ' 
that provide access to employment centers, health care facilities, and retail stores 
within communities. These services enable citizens to 
maintain or improve their quality of life. The CDBG 
program also provides homeless services, housing ser- 
vices, and job training, which are addressed in other 
sections of this chapter. 

Up to 15 percent of local CDBG funds can be used 
for public services. Expenditures for public service 
activities increased from $290 million in FY 1991 to 
almost $312 million in FY 1992, representing 12 per- 
cent of total expenditures for that year and an increase 
of one percent from the previous fiscal year. Expendi- 
tures on primary public services activities for FY 1992 
are shown in Exhibit 6-3. 

By FY 1993, expenditures for public services activities 
increased from $312 million in FY 1992 to more than 
$368 million, representing 13 percent of total expendi- 
tures and an increase of 1 percent. As illustrated in 
Exhibit 6-3, the largest proportion of expenditures 
were for youth services, elderly and disabled services, 
and services for the homeless. 

Exhibit 6-3 
CDBG Entitlement Communities Expenditures on 
Public Services Activities 
FY 1992 - FY 1993 
{Dollars in Millions] 

FY 1992 [Total $31 2 million) 

Elderly & 
Disabled $38 , Other $93 

JobTraining $15 ,/ \ 
\ 

Youth Services $36 

Health Core $26 

Child Care $27 

Housing Serv ces 
$22 

FY 1993 [Total $368 million) 

Elderly & 
Disabled $42 '\, Other $122 

Job Training $15 // \ 

\ 

, 
I 

Crime 
Youth Services $48 Awareness 

$17 

Homeless 
Services 

Child Care $25 $48 

Health Core $3 1 

. - - Housing Services 
$20 



To combat neighborhood crime and violence, many communities have undertaken 
non-traditional approaches to public safety in combination with traditional police 
work. Community policing, problem-oriented policing, and police-in-residence pro- 
grams are a few techniques that localities are using to bring safety and stability to 
troubled neighborhoods. 

CPD programs serve as resources to support such efforts. For example, CDBG 
and HOME funds may be used to provide housing for police officers in neighbor- 
hoods with high crime rates. In theory, police who live in these neighborhoods 
get to know their neighborhoods and provide a secure presence, enabling them to 
address neighborhood crime situations more quickly. 

CDBG funds are used for other drug and crime prevention activities, such as 
establishing neighborhood watch programs, providing extra police patrols, rehabili- 
tating or constructing police substations, and clearing abandoned buildings used as 
crack houses. Community policing programs can take many forms. In some com- 
munities and apartment complexes, off-duty police provide added security, regularly 
patrolling the communities in which they live. In others, police establish a rapport 
with neighborhood children and youth, teaching them to trust their local police as 
friends rather than enemies. 

Expenditures in 1992 for land acquisition, clearance, and 
relocation activities amounted to $1 89 million, which is 
more than 7 percent of total expenditures. The primary 
activities for FY 1992 are identified in Exhibit 6-4. The 
largest single category was for property acquisition. 

Expenditures for 1993 totaled about $208 million ($19 mil- 
lion more than for 1992), accounting for more than 7 per- 
cent of total expenditures. (See Exhibit 6-4.) 

In the CDBG entitlement program, grantees reported 
spending $735 million of their CDBG funds through subre- 
cipients in FY 1992. This was almost double the $398 mil- 
lion reported for FY 1991. 

Exhibit 6-4 
CDBG Entitlement Communities 
Expenditures on Land Acquisition, Clearance and 
Relocation Activities, FY 1992 - FY 1993 
(Dollars in Millions) I 

FY I992 (Total $189 million] 

Clearing Land $69 

Relocation $23 

Disposition $1 3 

Other $3 

Purchasing Properties $8 I . . . . . . . . . . 

FY 1993 (Total $208 million) 

Clearing Land $65 I 

~l Relocation $21 

Disposition $ I5 

Other $ I  I 

I~ Purchasing Properties $ I06 . . . . . 

In FY 1993, grantees reported spending $845 million of CDBG funds through 
subrecipients. This was $110 million higher than reported for FY 1992. 
Metropolitan cities expended $647 million on projects directed by subrecipients, 
which represented 27.5 percent of all CDBG funds spent by metropolitan cities. 
Though urban counties spent only $1 97 million for projects involving subrecipi- 
ents, proportionately this accounted for a higher level of expenditures, represent- 
ing approximately 38 percent of all their expenditures for 1993. 

Subrecipients have proven to be valuable partners in neighborhood revitalization 
efforts . 
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S T A T E  A N D  SMALL CITIES P R O G R A M  

The distinguishing factor between the Entitlement Program and the State and 
Small Cities Program is that in most cases states administer the funding and act 
as a partner with the federal government in distributing funds. The State CDBG 
program receives approximately 30 percent of all CDBG funds to provide assis- 
tance to small cities. Communities eligible for State CDBG funds are: 

Municipalities with fewer than 50,000 residents, except designated central 
cities of MSAs. 

I 

Counties that are not considered urban counties (generally those with popu- 
lations of 200,000 or fewer, excluding any entitlement cities contained with- 
in the county). 

States are permitted great flexibility in setting criteria for distribution and use of 
these funds, taking into consideration local conditions and priorities, provided 
they operate within the broad framework of the CDBG statute. 

States award CDBG grants exclusively to units of general local government that 
conduct community development activities. Each state develops funding priorities 
and criteria for selecting projects. Participating states: 

. Formulate community development objectives. . . Decide how to distribute funds among communities in non-entitlement areas. 
Ensure that recipient communities comply with applicable state and federal 
laws and requirements. 

States submit a Consolidated Plan containing their community development objec- 
tives, their method for distributing funds to local governments, and their certifica- 
tions. States also submit Performance and Evaluation Reports (PERs) to HUD 
by September 30 of each year. These reports cover the status of all CDBG grants 
currently being administered by each state. The PER includes information on: . . Amount of their grants . . . Program accomplishments. 

Communities receiving State CDBG grants 

The type and purpose of activities being funded 
The national objective being met by each activity 

Report coverage 

The information contained in this section of the report on the State and Small 
Cities program is derived primarily from the PERs submitted by the states. The 
most recent reports contain information as of the June 30, 1995, reporting date. 
This report focuses primarily on data for FY 1993 and FY 1994, the most recent 
fiscal years with relatively complete information. 



/ 

Since 1982, HUD has provided about $1 1 billion, which was divided among 
45,000 grants to more than 13,000 small cities and counties in the 48 states and 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. (The states of New York and Hawaii have 
chosen not to administer the State CDBG program; HUD makes grants directly 
to non-entitlement communities within these two states.) In 1993 and 1994, the 
amount of assistance going to small cities reached an all-time high: $1.1 billion in 
1993 and $1.2 billion in 1994. In 1994, more than 4,100 small cities and couii- 
ties in non-entitlement areas received grants through the State CDBG program. 
As of June 30, 1995, states had awarded $1.1 billion to communities, representing 
approximately 87 percent of the FY 1994 grant allocation. 

P R O  1: J LE 
O L D  TOWN REVITALIZATION 

Pars, Idaho 

The historic City of Pars is on its way back 
to being an economically viable business dis- 
trict. 

The city was established in 1888 by an Act 
of Congress as a location for a rail and com- 
mercial center in an already existing Native 
American reservation. Although the down- 
town area grew during the Depression and 
the two World Wars, introduction of the 
interstate highway system and waning use of 
the railroads hastened the corridor’s decline. 
Anchor department stores left, followed by 
smaller retailers who moved to the commer- 
cial strips outside of town. To combat this 
trend, Old Town Pars was organized by 
downtown business owners and concerned 
citizens to preserve the community’s histori- 
cal integrity and economic viability. 

With the establishment of Old Town Pars as 
a redevelopment district and the declaration 
of the area as blighted and in need of 
improvement, the city was able to document 
that Old Town Pars‘ objectives would also 
meet a national objective of the Idaho 
CDBG program. 

In 1992, the City of Pars received a 
$500,000 grant to improve parking areas, cre- 
ate pedestrian walkways, make facade 
improvement loans, and improve sanitary 
sewer lines. In September 1993, Pars 
received another $500,000 to build new 
curbs, gutters, and sidewalks in the improve- 
ment district. 

The hard work and commitment of the city 
and Old Town Pars, Inc., have created a 
strong and growing business district. 
Growth in the downtown area has already 
created 11 0 new jobs and nearly $2 million 
in new capital investment. The low-interest 
facade improvement loans established by the 
Business Improvement District have permit- 
ted nine buildings to renovate their business 
exteriors. With the improvements to the 
streets and sidewalks, the downtown is well 
on its way to completing its facelift and 
restoring economic viability to the business 
district. 
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Waycross, Georgia 

Because of tlie services of the Okefenokee 
Technical Institute (OTI) Child Care Center 
in Waycross, GA, several women have been 
able to continue their education while their 
children are in day care. Stephanie Fals, 23, 
participates in the prograin and is complet- 
ing her work for a diploina in microcomputer 
technology. Her 1 1-month-old son, Stephen, 
enjoys quality day care at the center. Keri 
Hutchinson has an 1 1-month-old son, 
Joseph, who participates in the day care pro- 
gram while Keri attends Ware County High 
School and the OTI. Without the services 
of the center, she would be unable to finish 
high school. Erica Rawls has two children, 
Jazinina and Shaniece, and the center enables 
her to be enrolled full-time at OTI. 

Funded partly by a $400,000 CDBG from 
the state, this project is currently providing 
day care for 57 children while their mothers 
are students at Ware County High School, 
OTI, or Waycross College. Normally, these 
parents would have to spend $50 to $60 a 
week for tlie care of one child. Erica Rawls 
explains, “Day care is just absolutely too 
expensive. Without the center, I’d still be at 
home with the kids. I was really glad when 
they opened it, and I could get back to 
school.” 

Mothers who are active in the Positive 
Employment And Community Help 
(PEACH) Program or the Job Training 
Partnership Act OTPA) Program have their 
children’s care paid in full. Mothers who 
can afford it pay a small fee for the service. 

PRCI 1; I L L  

Natchez, Mississippi 
G . W. 13 IIU M F i ELL) S C !-I C) 0 L A PA R T M  E ]\I TS 

In late 1992, renovation of the old G.W. 
Brumfield School, which had been aban- 
doned since 1989, was initiated. It was con- 
verted into one- and two-bedroom apart- 
ments for single-parent families receiving 
assistance from Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AFDC). The project 
also included an on-site child care center aiid 
a requirement that all tenants be enrolled in 
a skills development or continuing education 
course while living in one of the 28 apart- 
ment units. 

The 48,000 square-foot building was original- 
ly built in the early 1920s. It was the first 
high school for the African-American com- 
munity. During the renovation, the city 
sought to bring the African-American com- 
munity to the forefront of this historic 
preservation project. The city, with the assis- 
tance of the planning and development dis- 
trict, submitted two applications to the State 
of Mississippi and was awarded a CDBG of 
$500,000 and a HOME grant of $500,000 
for the project. Additional project funds 
totaling $656,544 were generated by the 
developer, Gleichman & Company, through 

tlie syndication of both low-income and his- 
toric tax credits and a bank loan. 

The renovation was completed in October 
1994. The apartment building includes an 
on-site child care facility that is independent- 
ly operated and has a capacity of 47 children. 
Another feature is an on-site adult literacy 
class, Project LEAP (Learn, Earn And 
Prosper), co-sponsored by the University of 
Mississippi and the Mississippi Department 
of Education. Tenants and eligible residents 
of Adams County can enroll in Project 
LEAP. The program is designed for tenants 
to complete an educational program or mas- 
ter a skill or trade. Tenants will then have a 
set period of time in which to secure employ- 
ment, save money, and move into a perina- 
nent apartment or home of their own. 

The city provided the developer $1 million 
in grant funds in the form of a loan for tlie 
renovation of the building. The city will use 
the low-interest loans or grants to help low- 
aiid moderate-income residents of the 
Brumfield Historic District purchase and 
rehabilitate homes. 



Exhibit 6-5 
State CDBG 
Percentage of Funding by Purpose, FY 1994 

Public Contingencies Econ Public 
Facilities Planning Housing & Unspec. Dev. Services 
54.2% 0.9% 21.9% 1.9% 20% 1 . 1 %  

\- 

Exhibit 6-5 shows the percentage of funding by 
purpose from the FY 1994 allocation. Housing 
and economic development, shown in this exhibit, 
are discussed in other chapters; public facilities 
are discussed in more detail in this chapter. 
Public services represent a smaller portion of the 
State's CDBG program. Exhibit 6-6 illustrates 
funding by purpose and principal activities. 

The proportion of funds awarded for each gener- 
al purpose has remained relatively consistent 
throughout the life of the State CDBG program. 

Exhibit 6-7 shows that since FY 1982, approximately one-half of all funds has 
gone toward public facilities activities, one-fourth toward housing activities, and 
one-fifth toward economic development activities. Because they are capped by 
statute, planning and public services activities account for only 2 percent of total 
funding. 

Exhibit 6-6 
State CDBG 

Exhibit 6-7 FY 1994 Funding by Purpose of Award and Principal 
Activities Funded 

State CDBG 
Purpose of Funding, FY 1982 - FY 1994 
Dollars in Millions 

Purpose and Number Funds 
Malor Activities Anivmes Percent Activities Percent 

Public Facilities. 
Water 973 8 8  $ 181.281.123 16.8 
Sewer 673 6 0  129,380,248 11.6 
Flood 264 2 4  30,006,348 27 
Streets 450 4.0 47.087.943 4.2 
Community 355 3 2  51,600,619 4 6  

Other 1,373 124 122,422,001 10 9 
Administration 1.762 159 37,799,164 3 4  
Subtotal 5,850 52 7 5 606.577,446 54 2 19829 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 Total 

Centers 

$6,995 $801 $907 $986 ll13$1,119 $11,921 
Housing: 
Rehabilitation 1,048 9.4 176,129,642 15.7 
Acquisition 266 2.4 9,938,915 0.9 

Other 483 4.4 38,970,149 3.5 
Related 

Public Facilities W Planning 

Housing [3 Public Services 

Economic Development 
Administration 621 5.6 19,507,069 1.7 
Subtotal 2,418 21.8 $ 244.545.775 21.8 

Economic 
Development 
For profits 445 4.0 132,856,202 11.9 
Infrastructure 255 2.3 50,914,813 4.5 
Nomprofio 40 0.4 6,910,412 0.7 
Micramterprises 40 0.4 9,811,703 0.9 
Other 110 0.9 15,807,864 1.4 
Administration 441 3.9 7,723,399 0.7 
Subtotal 1,331 11.9 $ 224,024,393 20.1 

Planning 605 5.5 9,944,864 0.9 
Public Services 307 2.8 12,600,159 1.1 
Contingencies 587 5.3 21.731.330 1.9 
and Unspecified 
Activiries 
Subtotal 1,499 13.6 $ 44,276,353 3.9 

Total 1,098 100.0 $1.1 19,423,967 100.0 



Exhibit 6-8 
State CDBG FY 1993 and FY 1994 
Public Facilities Accomplishments * 

Fiscal Project Number of 
Year Description Projects 

FLlnLil"g 
Amount 
(Millions) 

% Low/Mod 
Persons Prrsoiis 
Served S W d  

~~ ~~ 

1993 water 875 
Sewer 656 
FlooJ/ 198 

Streets 490 
C<Xl,",Ulllty 336 

General 1,314 

DrZll"age 

Ce"tCr 

$ 158.6 
145.4 

19.9 

50.3 
52.3 

100.5 

196,674 65 
542,442 67 
256.458 63 

937,063 74 
794,799 71 

6,192,036 70 

1994 Water 909 178.8 753,647 62 
Sf2Wer 604 116.0 4 7 6,O 8 8 65 
Flood/ 212 24.0 177,891 65 

Streets 437 45.4 757,373 71 
Community 337 47.5 669,543 75 

General 1,299 113.5 3,377,034 74 

Drainage 

Center 

Total 7,662 $ 1,052.2 15,731.048 71 

* 
t 

All figures are based on reports from 46 states. 
Figure represents the total amount awarded by states to communities. 
Proposed accomplishments reflect communities' applications to the state. 

Exhibit 6-8 shows expenditures 
for all FY 1993 and FY 1994 
State CDBG on public facilities. 
Some projects benefit an entire 
community by installing or 
improving central facilities, while 
other projects extend services to 
specific neighborhoods. More 
than 7,000 projects in communi- 
ties across the country are 
expected to benefit 15.7 million 
people, according to information 
provided by grantees. 

The largest share of state FY 
1994 funds went toward improv- 
ing public facilities. Public facili- 
ty projects accounted for $606 
million, or 54.2 percent of total 
funds. The construction and 

reconstruction of water, sewer, and flood/drainage facilities composed the largest 
share of public facility projects and constituted approximately one-third of all 
funding. 

H U D -AD M I N I STERED S M A L L  CITIES P R O G R A M  

Hawaii and New York are the two states in which HUD directly administers the 
CDBG program for non-entitlement areas. For FY 1994, the HUD-administered 
Small Cities Program awarded 123 grants, totaling $54 million, within these two 
states. In FY 1995, the program awarded 132 grants, totaling $62.6 million. 

In New York, HUD administers the program through the New York and Buffalo 
field offices. HUD received 
192 applications for the FY 
1994 competition and 
awarded a total of 120 
grants amounting to $50 
million. New York's FY 
1995 Small Cities alloca- 
tion was $57.9 million. 
New York applicants may 
apply either for single-pur- 
pose grants or for compre- 

Exhibit 6-9 
HUD-Administered Small Cities Program - State of New York 
Application and Grant Characteristics, FY 1994 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Applications: Grants: 

Activity Number Percent Number Percent Amount Total % 

Single Purpose 168 88 108 90 $ 39,895 80 
Housing 88 46 55 46 21,564 43 
Economic Develop. 31 16 25 21 8,314 17 
Public Works 49 26 28 22 10,017 20 

Comprehensive 24 13 12 20 
Total 192 100 120 100 $ 50,130 100 

. . . .. . .. . , . . . . . .. . .. . .... . .. . . .. . . .. . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . .. . . . . . . ... . .. . . .. . .. . . . . . .. . .. . . ,. .!.o.. . .. . .. . . . . . .. .?!!2!5.. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . ... . ... . . 

hensive grants, in which a 
variety of activities are coordinated to solve local problems. Approximately 80 
percent of FY 1994 funds and 75 percent of FY 1995 funds were awarded for 



Exhibit 6-10 
HUD-Administered Small Cities Program - State of New York 
Application and Grant Characteristics, FY 1995 
(Dollars in T l i ~ ~ i s a i i d ~ )  

Applications: Grants: 

Activitv NU*,,bU Percent NU"dM Percent Amount Total % 

Single Purpose I84 88 97 87 $38,237,122 75 
Housing 90 43 52 47 20,960,600 41 
Economic Dcvrlop. 29 14 20 18 8,186,000 16 
Public Works 65 31 25 22 9,090,522 18 

24 12 15 13 12,876,878 25 Comprehensive 
Total 100 112 100 $51,114.000 100 

zoe.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , . . , , . , . . . . . . . . . . . . , . , . . , , . . . . . . . . . . . , , , . . . . . . . . . . . . , , , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , , , , , . . . , . . . . , . . , , . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . , , . . . . . . . . 

single-purpose grants. Exhibits 6-9 and 6-10 illustrate the FY 1994 and FY 1995 
application and grant characteristics for the State of New York. 

It is projected that these FY 1994 and FY 1995 activities will create 1,171 jobs 
and rehabilitate more than 2,100 homes for families throughout New York. 

In Hawaii, the program is administered through Exhibit 6-1 
the Honolulu field office. AS shown in Exhibit 
6-1 1, the three counties - Kauai, Maui, and 

Hawaii Small Cities Program Grantees 
FY 1994 - FY 1996 

Hawaii - eligible for funds received formula 
grants totaling $3.7 million in FY 1994, $5 mil- 

(Do"ars ln Thousands) 

Fiscal Year 
lion in FY 1995, and $4.9 million in FY 1996. C o u w  1994 1995 1996 

Kaua, 5 652,000 $ 913,000 5 895,000 
Maui 1,330,000 1,893,000 1,857,000 
HaWZIll 1,762,000 2,257,000 2,212,000 

Total 5 3,744,000 $ 5,063,000 $ 4,964,000 

The three counties allocated three-quarters 
(76 percent) of FY 1994 funds to three types of 
activities: public facilities for $1.5 million, 
acquisition of land for housing for $843,000, 
and economic development for $521,600. Since FY 1993, the Hawaii Small 
Cities Program has rehabilitated or constructed 696 housing units, removed archi- 
tectural barriers for the disabled, acquired fire fighting equipment, replaced water- 
lines, and purchased foodbank equipment. Maui County has used a large portion 
of their CDBG funds to assist nonprofit organizations that provide housing and 
services to homeless and other special needs organizations. 

J 
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C D B G  I N S U L A R  A R E A S  

Created under Section 107(b)(l) of the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1974, the Insular Areas program assists community development efforts in 
five designated Insular Areas: 

1 Territory of Guam 
1 

1 Territory of American Samoa 
1 

1 Republic of Wlau. 

Territory of the Virgin Islands 

Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands 

Applicants for Insular Area funds must provide a way for the public to examine 
and appraise their applications. This process includes furnishing citizens with 
information on the amount of funds available, holding one or more public meet- 
ings, developing and publishing community development proposals, and affording 
citizens an opportunity to review and comment on the grantee's performance. 

HUD did not provide CDBG funding to the Insular Areas in FY 1993. The 
Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1993 required the Secretary to rescind $45 
million in Section 107 Special Purpose funds, which was a significant portion of 
that allocation, to provide emergency funds to areas affected by hurricanes 
Andrew and Iniki and Typhoon Omar. Guam did receive $2.2 million from the 
emergency funds to repair damage caused by Typhoon Omar. 

Exhibit 6-12 illustrates the level of CDBG funding from FY 1975 to FY 1996 for 
Insular Areas. This exhibit excludes FY 1993 because of the rescission. 

Exhibit 6-12 
CDBG Insular Areas Program Funding 
FY 1975 - FY 1996 
Dollars in Millions 

6 8  7!? 68 70 

FY. '75 '76 '77 '78 '79 '80 '81 '82  ' 8 3  '84 '85 '86 '87 '88 '89 '90 '91 '92 '94 '95 '96 



Exhlbtt 6-1 3 
CDBG Insular Areas Program Funding 
FY 1995 

Total $7,000,000 

American Northern 
Samoa Palau Mariana 
$956,500 $352,500 $886,000 

Virgin 
Islands Guam 
$2,082,000 $2,723,000 

Exhibit 6-13 illustrates the distribution of FY 1995 
funds to the designated Insular Areas. The total FY 
1995 CDBG allocation for the Insular Areas is $7 
million. The FY 1995 lnsular Areas allocation and 
distribution of funds are the same as in FY 1994. 

Exhibit 6-14 shows Insular Area use of funds by type 
of activity for FY 1994 and FY 1995. Public facilities 
categories account for the highest expenditure of 
funds in both years, 46 percent in FY 1994 and 49 
percent in 1995. 

Exhibit 6-14 
CDBG Insular Areas Program Funding and Activities 
FY 1994 and FY 1995* 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Major Activities 

FY 1994 FY 1995 
Public Facilities: $ Amount % $Amount % 

Water 

Sewers 

Roads 

Health Centers 

Fire Stations 

Public Libraries 

Park Improvements 

Multipurpose Centers 

Homeless Facility 

Retaining Walls 

Infrastructure (unspecified) 

$ 698 
290 
546 
230 

0 
0 

360 
1,104 

0 
0 
0 

10% $ 20 
4 87 1 
8 0 
3 41 1 
0 364 
0 0 
5 0 

16 1,398 
0 163 
0 0 

0 229 

0% 
12 
0 
6 
5 
0 
0 

20 
2 
0 
3 

49% Subtotal $ 3,228 46% $ 3,456 

Housing: 

Residential Rehabilitation 

Public Housing 

Homeownership Assistance 

Developing Land for Housing 

Subtotal 

Economic Development 

Public Services 

Relocation 

Planning 

Administration 

729 
0 

1,466 
0 

2,195 
0 

312 
306 
60 

899 

10 600 
0 0 

21 0 
0 0 

31% 600 
0 1,099 
5 609 
4 0 
1 332 

13 903 

9 
0 
0 
0 

9% 
16 
9 
0 
5 

13 

Total $ 7,000 100% $ 6,999 100% 

*The FY 93 allocation was rescinded in accordance with the Supplemental Appropriations 
Act of 1993. 
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A colonia is any identifiable community in the US.-Mexico border regions of 
Arizona, California, New Mexico, and Texas that meets a set of criteria, including 
lack of a potable water supply, inadequate sewage systems, and a shortage of 
decent, safe, and sanitary housing. 

Section 91 6 of the National Affordable Housing Act of 1990 required the states 
of Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and California to set aside 10 percent of their 
CDBG funds in FY 1991 for colonias. For FY 1992 through FY 1994, HUD, 
in consultation with representatives of the colonias, determined an appropriate 
set-aside percentage, not exceeding 10 percent, for each of the four states. The set. 
aside funds are used for activities that meet the needs of colonias relating to water, 
sewage, and housing. 

HUD strongly encourages these four states to examine the housing, infrastruc- 
ture, and economic needs of their border communities. These states are expected 
to respond reasonably and appropriately to such needs by eliminating impedi- 
ments to strong community development, housing, and economic growth. 

For FY 1994, the set-aside for California was 5 percent. The set-aside for each 
of the other three states was 10 percent. Although the mandatory set-aside 
provision expired after FY 1994, the four states agreed to continue funding the 
set-aside in FY 1995 at the FY 1994 levels, with the exception of California, 
which set aside 2 percent of its FY 1995 allocation to assist colonias. 



C PD has implemented a wide range 

of special community revitalization 

initiatives. Most recently, CPD has 

staffed the National Rebuilding Initiative, a 

key element of the Administration's response 

to the wave of church burnings in cornmuni- 

ties across the country. The initiative provides 

financial and technical assistance for rebuild- 

ing buildings damaged or destroyed by arson. 

CPD also supports a number of partnerships 

with non-profit organizations, colleges and 

universities, and other local institutions. The 

John Heinz Neighborhood Development 

Program (NDP) provides matching funds to 

neighborhood-based, nonprofit development 

President Clinton and Vice 
President Gore recently 
established the National 
Rebuilding Initiative for 
burned churches. 



organizations ready to undertake a wide range of cominunity developinent and 
housing activities to benefit low- and moderate-income families. Similarly, the 
Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) Program enlists the support 
of HBCUs to develop and iinpleinent neighborhood revitalization strategies in 
their local communities. The HBCU prograin provides financial assistance to 
these institutions to address housing and economic development needs in ways 
that are coiisistent with HUD's overall priorities. 

CPD also supports a variety of children, youth, and edu- 
cational initiatives. The Ounce of Prevention program 
addresses the problem of crime and violence committed 
by young people. The prograin links public safety pro- 
grams and youth development efforts already underway 
in Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities 
with similar efforts in surrounding communities. CPD 
also sees a long-term payoff in giving children a start 
with programs like the Early Childhood Development 
Program. This program provides funds to nonprofit 
organizations to provide early childhood development services for low-income fam- of ''' children, youth, a 'ariety and 

ilies in public housing, for hoineless families, and for families at risk of becoming educational intitiatioes. 

homeless. This focus on child care, growth, and developinent enables parents to 
work outside the home - a key element of the Clinton administration's welfare-to- 
work efforts. 

The HUD Cities In Schools (CIS) Partnership provides a partnership of public 
and private resources to help students stay in school and prepare for the future. 
The partnership allows communities to respond to the needs of students and 
their families by having community social service providers work alongside teach- 
ers to provide a spectrum of resources that students need most. 

Disaster relief emergency funds are made available through the CDBG and 
HOME prograins to help coinmunities that suffer from natural disasters, such as 
earthquakes and floods, or acts of violence or terrorism. 

CPD also has been responsive to the critical impacts that the closing of military 
bases has had on coniinuiiities across the nation. Through the Surplus Federal 
Property for Use to Assist the Homeless program, unutilized, underutilized, and 
surplus federal properties are made available "as is" to state and local entities to 
address hoinelessness in their own jurisdictions. In addition, Cominunity 
Adjustment and Econoinic Diversification Planning Grants help nonentitlement 
communities adjust to the economic problems that result froin defense downsizing. 

These initiatives were designed with one premise in mind: to afford all 
Americans an opportunity to lead decent, stable, and healthy lives in an environ- 
ment that affords economic opportunity. CPD seeks to transform these coinniu- 
nity revitalization ideals into reality. 

d, 



C H U R C H  B U R N I N G S :  
T H E  N A T I O N A L  R E B U I L D I N G  I f  

President Clinton and Vice 
President Gore help the 
Fruitvale, TN, community 
rebuild a church destroyed by 
arson. 

T I A T I  7 E  

In response to the recent rash of church buriiings across the country, the federal 
government, religious groups, non-profit organizations, and businesses have acted 
swiftly. President Clinton signed into law the Church Arson Prevention Act of 
1996 and formed the National Church Arson Task Force, which offers a full 
range of federal government resources. The task force comprises three separate 
but coordinated initiatives: 

. Prevention 

. Enforcement 

Rebuilding. 

Under the auspices of the Church Arson Task Force, a wide range of federal agen- 
cies have been mobilized to implement these initiatives. The Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) chairs the National Arson Prevention Initiative. 
The Department of Justice and the Department of Treasury’s Bureau of Alcohol, 
Tobacco and Firearms have taken the lead on enforcement. HUD is the lead 
agency in the rebuilding efforts, with CPD providing staff support. 

The federal rebuilding efforts include a $1 0 million loan guarantee program as 
well as a series of technical assistance workshops that serve as informational 
forums for pastors and others seeking rebuilding assistance. The loan guarantee 
program was signed into law as part of the Church Arson Prevention Act. Its 
purpose is to guarantee private sector loans to assist nonprofit organizations in 
financing the rebuilding of facilities damaged or destroyed by arson or terrorism, 
including churches. 



Many organizations and individuals have contributed time and resources to the 
rebuilding efforts. In an effort to complement rebuilding already underway, HUD 
also joined with the National Council of Cliurches and the Congress of National 
Black Churches to form the National Rebuilding Initiative Task Force. Additional 
task force member organizations include Habitat for Humanity, Mennonite Disaster 
Services, the American Institute of Architects, the Anti-Defamation League, The 
Enterprise Foundation, The Urban League, and the Insurance Information 
Institute. 

Members of the Task Force will coordinate their efforts and 
combine their resources to assess the needs of churches and 
non-profit organizations and to ensure that those needing 
assistance receive rebuilding support as quickly and effi- 
ciently as possible. Resource packages, which will represent 
a blending of grant dollars, loan dollars, and other 
resources, will be awarded to those churches meeting assis- 
tance criteria. 

HUD continues to work with its private and non-profit 
partners through the National Rebuilding Initiative, and 
with its federal partners through the Church Arson Task 
Force to provide the most effective assistance possible to 
the affected churches and non-profit organizations. 

HUD Assistant 
Secretary Andrew 
Cuomo addresses 

congregations at  
a Memphis, T N ,  

churches rebuild. 

ministers and C O M M U N I T Y  P A R T N E R S H I P S  

conference to help John Heinz Neighborhood Development Program 

The John Heinz Neighborhood Development Program began in 1983 as a demon- 
stration program authorized under Section 123 of the Housing and Urban Rural 
Recovery Act. The program provides matching funds to neighborhood-based, 
non-profit development organizations willing to undertake a wide range of com- 
inunity development and housing activities designed to benefit low- and moderate- 
income families. 

Eligible activities include economic development projects that will create perma- 
nent jobs in the neighborhood, or establish or expand businesses in the neighbor- 
hood; housing-related activities that will develop new housing, rehabilitate existing 
housing or manage housing stock in the neighborhood; essential services that will 
create lasting benefits for the neighborhood, such as fair housing counseling ser- 
vices, child care centers, youth training, health services, or credit unions; plan- 
ning, promoting, or financing voluntary neighborhood improvement efforts such 
as demolishing abandoned buildings, removing abandoned cars, and continuing 
street and alley clean-up programs. ++,WING O O V C R N ~  b 
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John Heinz f u n d s  are used for youth training, 
business expansion and creation, health ser- 
vices, credit unions, and other activities that 
semice neighborhoods. 

Since 1983, more than $20 million has 
been authorized for this program, with 
$4.5 million being appropriated for both 
FY 1994 and 1995. From 1983 through 1995,471 grant awards have been made 
to neighborhood-based, non-profit organizations. The funds have been used by 
these groups for about 200 housing projects; 107 economic development projects; 
95 “essential services” projects; and 39 neighborhood improvement efforts. 

PY 1994. 

In FY 1994, a total of 69 neighborhood development organizations in 25 states 
received $4.1 million in John Heinz NDP grants to implement a variety of com- 
munity development and housing activities in low-income neighborhoods. These 
grants funded 41 housing projects, 25 job- and business-creation projects, 30 
neighborhood social service projects, and 12 neighborhood improvement activi- 

ties. The housing projects are expected to result in the 
rehabilitation and new construction of inore than 950 
housing units: 400 multi-family units rehabilitated, 150 
new multi-family units built, and more than 400 single-fam- 
ilies will become homeowners. Economic development 
projects funded through the John Heinz NDP in FY 1994 
are expected to create 600 new jobs in low-income neigh- 
borhoods in which the average poverty rate is greater than 
30 percent and joblessness far exceeds the local norm. 

Residents conwene to 
discuss n e w  funding  
from John Heinz for 

ization projects. 

FY nw5 

neighborhood I n  FY 1995, $4.6 million was awarded to 75 neighborhood-based organizations 
under the John Heinz NDP. One-third (25) of all FY 1995 grants were made in 
areas that have been designated as federal EZ/ECs. 

The FY 1995 funds directly support projects totaling $45 million. These projects 
are expected to create 250 new homeowners to support expanded homeowner- 
ship in America. They are intended to create another 200 units of multi-family 
housing and 224 construction jobs for neighborhood residents. Business start-up, 
commercial revitalization, and other economic development projects are expected 
to generate almost 800 additional jobs; overall, the projects begun in FY 1995 
will create approximately 1,000 new jobs. 

4 



Faculty at Howard University, a HBCU, 
discuss how they will use their CPD funds 
to enrich the surrounding neighborhoods. 

HISTORICALLY BLACK COLLEGES 
A N D  U N I V E R S I T I E S  

Many Historically Black Colleges and Universities are located in our cities’ most 
distressed areas. They are in an excellent position to assist the neighborhoods in 
which they are located. HBCUs receive support from both CPD and other HUD 
offices. HUD recently established an Office of University Partnerships, which is 
charged with forming new partnerships with HBCUs and others in the university 
community, to address a wide range of community revitalization issues. 

Eligibility Criteria 

The HBCU program provides financial assistance to certain educational institu- 
tions to enable them to expand their roles and effectiveness in addressing commu- 
nity development/neighborhood revitalization needs in their localities, especially 
through housing and economic development activities. 

CPD awards HBCU grants competitively. The maximum grant award has gener- 
ally been $500,000 for projects of up to 36 months. Combined funding for FY 
1993 and 1994 was nearly $14 million awarded competitively to 28 HBCUs. (See 
Exhibit 7-1 .) 

Accomplishments 

In FY 1995, $8.28 million was made available to HBCUs, up from the $7.4 mil- 
lion in 1994. The FY 1995 total includes $283,280 from the Office of University 
Partnerships, $200,000 of which was used to continue a cooperative agreement 
with Howard University in Washington, DC to support short-term studies and 
research. The balance of $83,280 was used for the Community Development 
Work Study Program at Jackson State University in Mississippi. 

For FY 1996, the total amount of funds for HBCUs decreased to $6.8 million. 
However, HUD will continue to use its Office of University Partnerships to form 
new alliances with the liniversity community aimed at addressing a wide range of 
community revitalization issues. 



Exhibit 7-1 
Historically Black Colleges and Universities Program 
FY 1993 - FY 1995 Program Participants 

FY 1993, FY 1994 FY 1995 
State Universities and Colleges Universities and Colleges 

Alabama Alabama A&M University 
Alabama State College 
Stillman College 
Talladega College 
Tuskegee University 

Arkansas University of Arkansas Philander Smith College 

District of Columbia Howard University 

Georgia Albany State College Ft. Valley State College 

a t  Pine Bluff 

University District of Columbia 

Clark Atlanta University 
Fort Valley State College 
Morris Brown College 
Spelman College 

Kentucky Kentucky State University 
Louisiana Grambling State University 

Xavier University 
of New Orleans 

Maryland Coppin State College Coppin State College 

Mississippi Mississippi Valley Jackson State University 

Missouri Lincoln University Lincoln University 

North Carolina Bennett College 

Bowie State University 

State University Rust College 

Harris-Stowe State College of Missouri 

Elizabeth City State University 
Johnson C. Smith University 
Shaw University 

Ohio Central State University 

South Carolina Benedict College Benedict College 
Voorhees College Claflin College 

S. Carolina State Universitv 

Tennessee Fisk University 

Texas Prairie View A&M University 
Lemoyne-Owen College 

Texas Southern University 
Wiley College 

Norfolk State University 
Saint Paul's College 

Virginia Hampton University Norfolk State University 
Saint Paul's College 

In 1996, CPD sponsored a one-day HBCU training that focused exclusively on 
how to complete applications for funding and learn about additional resources. 
The difference in the 1996 conference from those held in previous years was its 
focus on teaching participating HBCUs how to expand the role they play in com- 
munity and economic development. Participants were provided with a broad 
range of resources, encouraged to share information with one another, and 
learned from a variety of foundations and financial institutions how to leverage 
the dollars they receive many times over. By the sheer number of participants, the 
conference reflected the significant impact HBCUs have on the nation's neighbor. 
hoods. 
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C O M M U N I T Y  D E V E L O P M E N T  C O R P O R A T I O N S  

As part of a new approach to revitalization of distressed neighborhoods, 20 
Community Development Corporations (CDCs) across the nation were selected 
in 1994 to expand their work in economic development and empowerment activi- 
ties. According to Secretary Cisneros, “CDCs work on neighborhood problems 
with insight and expertise that can’t be matched by outside agencies and bureau- 
cracies because CDCs have strong roots in the community.” 

Each of the CDCs was eligible to receive up to $2 million in private charitable 
contributions, with donations encouraged through favorable tax treatment for the 
private donor individuals or businesses. Business and financial institutions that 
contribute to a CDC business venture can write off up to 10 percent of the con- 
tribution per year on their annual taxes. This innovative program allows the 
CDCs to receive qualified contributions immediately upon designation. 

The CDCs are required to use the additional tax-leveraged contributions to pro- 
vide employment and business opportunities for low-income individuals who are 
residents of the CDC’s operational area. This includes linking economic develop- 
ment, human development, and housing opportunities. 

N A T I O N A L  C O M M U N I T Y  D E V E L O P M E N T  I N I T I A T I V E  

The new Natioiial Community Development Initiative (NCDI 11) is expected to 
bring at least $660 million from other sources to blend with the initial invest- 
ment. The funds are to be used over a 3-year period that started on July 1, 1994. 

NCDI is part of a larger multi-year commitment to promote community invest- 
ment by providing low-interest loans and grants to CDCs. Other partners are 
The Prudential, The Rockefeller Foundation, J.P. Morgan and Co., John D. and 
Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, Metropolitan Life Foundation, John S. and 
James L. Knight Foundation, the Pew Charitable Trusts, Surdna Foundation, the 
Annie E. Casey Foundation, and the McKnight Foundation. 

The Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC) and the Enterprise Foundation 
serve as intermediaries for NCDI. They will manage the investments and contri- 
butions and provide assistance to the CDCs. 

HUD joined 10 major 

corporations and  

foundations to pro- 

wide a n  $87.6 million 

investment through 

the National 

Community 

Development 

Initiative to boost 

neighborhood renewal 

in 24. central cities. 

HUD has committed 

$20 million to this 

new partnership. 



O u n c e  of l’ieiiention 
builds o n  you th  progrcinis 

ulwudy underway in 
E % / K  schools. 

Y O U T H  A N D  E D U C A T I O N  

Onnmce of Prevenatisn Program 

The Ounce of Prevention program was authorized under Section 30102 of the 
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994. “Funding the coordi- 
nation of existing youth crime and violence [prevention] programs and organiza- 
tions,” said Secretary Cisneros, “is a powerful way to strengthen capacity with 
limited dollars.” 

Through an Inter-Agency Agreement with the Ounce of Prevention Council and 
the Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 
HUD assumed responsibility for administering the Ounce of Prevention program. 
The program provides funds to build on the public safety and youth development 
efforts underway in EZ/ECs and link them with similar efforts in surrounding 
neighborhoods. Grants are used for projects that build upon, and add to, current 
efforts to coordinate and integrate youth crime and violence prevention programs 
and services. 

The initiative is designed to demonstrate that local youth crime and violence pre- 
vention efforts must include not only comprehensive community planning, but 
also improved links among multiple prevention programs and initiatives. 

The Ounce of Prevention program was funded at $1.2 million in FY 1995. 
While the funds came from the Department of Justice, HUD is responsible for 
making the awards. These funds were awarded competitively through a selection 
process conducted by HUD for projects targeted at federally designated urban 
and rural EZ/ECs. 



Funding that totaled more than $1 million for FY 1996 included grants made 
in conjunction with the Ounce of Prevention Council. The grant recipients 
included the following: 

City and County of San Francisco, CA 
City of Akron, OH 
Clinton County School District, Albany, KY 
United Way of Chittenden County, Burlington, VT 
Boston Coalition Against Drugs and Violence, Boston, MA 
St. Louis Development Corporation, St. Louis, MO 
City of Louisville, KY 
Foundation for the National Capital Region, Washington, DC 
YMCA of San Diego County, CA. 

Early Childhood Development Grants assist parents on welfare 
with child care expenses so they can move from welfare to work. 

EARLY C H I L D H O O D  D E V E L O P M E N T  P R O G R A M  

HUD designed the Early Childhood Development program to support low- 
income families on welfare looking and/or training for work. The local programs 
funded by this effort provide child care for families who are getting off welfare 
and moving into work. Non-profit organizations and localities receive child care 
assistance for families living in public housing and for homeless families or those 
at risk of becoming homeless. The funds also may be used for the operating 
expenses and/or for minor renovations of child care facilities located in or near 
public housing developments. 

Assistant Secretary Andrew Cuomo said, “This program will help us continue to 
provide child care for poor children in these distressed communities so their par- 
ents can train and find work.” 

In FY 1995, localities and non-profits competed for $21 million in Early 
Childhood Development funds. In September 1996, HUD announced awards to 
45 communities to fund child care for 4,800 poor and homeless children. 
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H U D  C I T I E S  I N  S C H O O L S  P A R T N E R S H I P  

Cities In Schools is the largest national, nonprofit network of local public/private 
partnerships aimed at helping youth successfully stay in school. The national CIS 
organization provides training, technical assistance, and communications support 
to a network of more than 100 local and state CIS programs. The CIS network 
has 119 programs in 28 states, serving 295 communities. It features projects in 
1,025 schools where 200,000 students and their families received personal, coor- 
dinated services in FY 1995-1996. An additional 145 communities are developing 
new CIS programs. 

CIS promotes public-private, commu- 
nity-based partnerships by bringing 
together local public agencies, schools, 
health and social service providers, the 
business community, and educators to 
address problems facing youth and 
their families at the school and neigh- 
borhood level. 

The CIS process begins with a critical assessment of the needs of children served 
by the local school system and the development of a comprehensive plan to repo- 
sition service providers from local community agencies into schools. 

The program received a $10 million appropriation for 1994 and 1995 and an 
additional $10 million in 1996. 

Through the first 2 years, the program has provided training, technical assistance, 
and support for comprehensive CIS programs in 33 communities; developed nine 
Community Havens, which are CIS community centers open beyond regular 
school hours to all residents in the surrounding area; trained more than 1,300 
community leaders through the CIS Training Institute, developed CIS Academies 
in Newark, N.J., and Denver, Colo., in partnership with National Football League 
teams and other corporate sponsors that can supplement and eventually replace 
federal support; worked to complement EZ/EC activities by developing compre- 
hensive CIS programs in areas near five urban Empowerment Zones, one rural 
Empowerment Zone, and several Enterprise Communities. 

prepares them for work. 
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D I S A S T E R  R E L I E F  

Through special funding and increasing flexibility in the use of funds, CPD pro- 
grams have played a key role in disaster recovery. This was especially true in 
1994, when several natural disasters struck the United States. A series of earth- 
quakes struck Southern California, centered about 19 miles west-northwest of 
downtown Los Angeles around Northridge, on January 17,  1994. It was the 
most destructive earthquake ever to strike an urban area in the United States. 

Severe flooding occurred across the nation in 1994 and 1995. In J ~ l y  1994, 
Tropical Storm Alberto caused flooding through much of Georgia, southeastern 
Alabama, and northwestern Florida. Other flooding occurred in southeastern 
Texas and in a swath of counties from southwestern Georgia to Savannah and to 
the Florida panhandle. In November 1994, Tropical Storm Gordon crossed 
Florida from the Gulf of Mexico to the Atlantic Ocean. 

In response to these and other disasters, Congress passed several emergency sup- 
plemental appropriations through the HOME and CDBG programs to assist in 
the rebuilding of disaster-struck communities. These appropriations authorized 
HUD to waive certain statutory and regulatory provisions to enable CDBG and 
HOME to be used for disaster recovery funds. 

Northridge Earthquake. All told, HUD made $400 million in CDBG and $105 
million in HOME funds to assist in the earthquake recovery efforts. The 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act of 1994, enacted in February 1994, 
included a $1 75 million appropriation for the CDBG program for expenses 
resulting from the Northridge earthquake. The funds were allocated to 21 
CDBG entitlement communities affected by the earthquake. Further legislation 
enacted in September 1994 included an additional $225 million for the repair 
and reconstruction of residential properties located in Los Angeles ($200 million) 
and Santa Monica ($25 million). 

During FY 1994, Public Law 103-211 provided $105 million in HOME funds for 
recovery from the earthquake. Of that amount, $75 million was transferred 
from the CDBG program and awarded to six communities (Burbank, Glendale, 
Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, Santa Monica, Ventura County) and to the 
State of California. In August 1994, another $30 million in HOME funds was 
awarded for multi-family housing in Los Angeles, Santa Monica, and Los Angeles 
County. Exhibit 7-2 breaks down the distribution of relief funding for the 
Northridge earthquake. 

Trspicd Storm Aberto and Other Disasters. Another $1 80 million in CDBG 
funds was provided to Alabama, Florida, and Georgia, as well as several cities in 
the region for recovery from tropical storm Alberto and other disasters. 

Olclahoma City Boumbhg. Congress appropriated $39 million in CDBG enier- 
gency supplemental funds to assist with property damage resulting from the 
bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma City. These 
funds also were used for economic revitalization. +*twlNG G O V E R N A , ~ &  

’ 90 
> 

1 JQ 



Exhibit 7-2 
CPD Disaster Relief Funding for the Northridge Earthquake, FY 1994 

CDBG HOME Multi-family Housing CDBG “Ghost 
Community Allocations Allocations HOME Allocations Town” Allocarions 

Baldwin Park $ 7,000 $ $ $ 
Burbank 1,175,080 504,000 

Compton 700,934 
Gardena 194,885 

Glendale 1,025,714 834,000 

Hawthorne 211,060 

Inglewood 707,000 
Lancaster 48,000 
Los Angeles 108,039,032 58,995,000 22,467,000 200,000,000 

Los Angeles County 39,984,396 3,913,000 1,172,000 

Lynwood 109,000 

Monterey Park 40,000 

Pasadena 453,696 

Redondo Beach 21,000 

Santa Clarita 6,549,273 
Santa Monica 4,436,845 2,027,000 6,361,000 25,000,000 

Simi Valley 6,105,956 
South Gate 12,000 

Thousand Oaks 863,880 
Ventura County 4,315,249 426,000 

State of California 8.301.000 

$ 175,000,000 $ 75,000,000 $ 30,000,000 $ 225,000,000 

Floodinng in Texas and California. The Multi-family Housing Property Disposi- 
tion Reform Act of 1994 gave the Secretary the authority to waive certain CDBG 
and HOME regulations for the use of designated funds to address damage in 
declared disaster areas. This provided communities affected by natural disasters 
with additional flexibility to use CDBG and HOME funds for disaster recovery. 

HUD granted waivers to the State of Texas and 15 cities and urban counties to 
aid in recovery from the October 1994 flooding in Southeast Texas. Similarly, 
CPD gave over 150 cities and urban counties in California devastated in the 
January and March 1995 floods an opportunity to request waivers. 

ltilunrricane Marillyn. HUD also worked with FEMA to assess the need in the 
US. Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico for HUD program assistance, as a result of 
the damage caused by Hurricane Marilyn. 



D E F E N S E  DOWNSIZING P L A N N I N G  G R A N T S  

The Community Adjustment and Economic Diversification Program was autho- 
rized by the Housing and Community Development Act of 1992 (Public Law 
102-550). The Act authorizes grants for planning so the communities can adjust 
to unemployment and community problems arising from military base closings or 
private sector downsizing caused by actions taken by the DoD. Congress limited 
participation to non-entitlement communities. 

This modest program complements a much larger planning assistance program 
operated by the Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA), within the Department 
of Defense. 

Eligible activities include initial assessments and quick studies of physical, social, 
economic, and fiscal impacts on the community. 

Since 1994, HUD has been accepting and processing planning grant applications. 
Because of the timing of DoD actions on base closings or contract cancellations 
and the uncertainty of the impacts on affected communities, HUD decided it 
would be unwieldy to operate this planning grant program by annual nationwide 
competitions. Instead, HUD reviews and approves grants on a first-come, first- 
served basis. 

Results 

Of the FY 1994 and FY 1995 CDBG funds, $4 million was available to support 
community planning. CPD has made 16 grants for community adjustment and 
economic diversification. New grant requests are being reviewed for the remain- 
ing funds. The average grant amount is just over $133,000. Grants have been 
made to the communities shown in Exhibit 7-3. 

E N  V I R O N  M E N  T A N  D S U  S T A I N A B L E  C O M M U N  ITY 
D E V E L O P M E N T  

In our nation’s cities, as elsewhere, economic growth often has been accompanied 
by environmental degradation. And too often, our low- and moderate-income 
communities have taken the brunt of environmental degradation. The location of 
toxic waste dumps, expressways, incinerators, and other sources of industrial pol- 
lution too often have been in poorer communities. It is also in these communities 
where we have seen the most profound loss of jobs over the past 50 years and 
where the need for economic growth is the greatest. Funding environmentally 
sound and cost-effective waste treatment and management continues to be a major 
challenge. With rapid suburbanization has come increased automobile use, traffic 
congestion, and air pollution. 

Sustainable community development provides an alternative direction. 
“Sustainability” involves the balancing of society, economics, and ecology to create 
a viable future. Early in the Clinton Administration came an explicit mandate for 



Exhibit 7-3 
Community Adjustment and Economic Diversification Planning Grants 
Cumulative Funding, FY 1994 - FY 1995 

Grantee 
Closing Base or 
Downsizing CorDoration Grant Amount (dollars) 

Presque Isle., ME Loring Air Force Base $ 90,500 
Marquette County, MI K.1. Sawyer Air Force Base 125,000 
Kingston, NY IBM 250,000 
Billerica, MA Raytheon 110,000 
Andover, MA Raytheon and other Dept. of 100,000 

Defense contractors 

Ayer, MA Fort Devens 134,870 
Government of Guam Five Installations, including 123,071 

Naval Air Station and Ship 
Repair Facility 

Delta Junction, AK Fort Greeley 100,000 
Parsons, KS Kansas Army 99,000 

Savanna, IL Savanna Army Depot 150,000 

Plattsburg, NY Plattsburgh Air Force Base 150,000 

Marina, CA Fort Ord 140,000 

Ammunition Plant 

Essex County, MA Numerous Dept. of 100,000 
Defense contractors 

Weymouth 
Rockland, MA Naval Air Station South 150,000 

Geneva, NY Seneca Army Depot 250,000 

Pueblo, C O  Pueblo Chemical Depot 56,000 

Total 2,128,441 
Average $ 133,028 

urban sustainability, directed at HUD, and set within the new Empowerment 
Zone/Enterprise Communities Initiative. The EZ/EC’s key principles and key 
selection criteria encourage the use of sustainable community development at the 
local level. 

This HUD assignment has been reinforced by the recommendations of the 
President’s Council on Sustainable Development. Through the EZ/EC program, 
through the CDBG program, and through the coordinated integration of federal 
and private sector investment, CPD is working to develop practical applications of 
sustainable development at the local level. 

Achieving Environmental Justice at RUD 

O n  February 11, 1994, President Clinton issued Executive Order 12898 on envi- 
ronmental justice. This Order focuses federal attention on the environmental 
and human health conditions of minority and low-income communities. It called 
on federal agencies to make certain that their activities do not impose dispropor- 
tionate adverse impacts on such communities. 



HUD published an Environmental Justice Strategy that identifies four priority areas: 
Creating healthy, viable environments through Empowerment Zones and 

Enterprise Communities 
Fighting childhood lead-based paint poisoning 
Revitalizing central cities through brownfield redevelopment 
Improving fundamental living conditions in the Colonias. . 

All HUD-funded projects are required to undergo some level of environmental 
review, under the National Environmental Policy Act and other federal environ- 
mental laws. The type, scale, and scope of these reviews depend on the type of 
project involved. CPD, which is responsible for these reviews, has implemented a 
series of regulatory changes to streamline the environmental review process and 
to make it easier for grantees to comply with the law. 

HUD completely revised its environmental review regulations (24 CFR Part 50 
and Part 58) as part of a series of initiatives to improve the way HUD delivers ser- 
vices to the public. CPD also has developed new tools for improving environ- 
mental quality in housing and community development activities. Most recently, 
these included the development of a handbook (1390.5) that describes the envi- 
ronmental requirements applicable to the HOPWA program, as well as a Notice 
governing environmental requirements for the Church Building Initiative. 

Sustainable development is a key goal of the EZ/EC Initiative. The mid-1995 
report of the President‘s Community Empowerment Board, which oversees the 
Initiative, reads: “This EZ/EC Initiative seeks to empower communities by sup- 
porting local plans that coordinate economic, physical, environmental, communi- 
ty, and human development.” 

Key selection criteria included a requirement that communities demonstrate how 
economic development could be achieved in a manner that protects public health 
and the environment. Economic development can only be achieved, the applica- 
tion kit argued, “when part of a coordinated and comprehensive strategy includes 
physical development as well as human development. A community where the 
streets are safe to walk, the air and water are clean, housing is secure, human ser- 
vices are accessible, and where a vital civic spirit is nurtured by innovative design, 
is a community that can be a source of hope to its residents.” 

Homeownership Zones are expected to include development of housing opportu- 
nities as part of a comprehensive approach and overall revitalization of the neigh- 
borhood. CPD encouraged applicants to incorporate the basic principles of the 
New Urbanism, which bring sustainable development down to the street, block, 
and lot level. These include a hierarchy of human-scaled, pedestrianfriendly 



streets; a fine-grain mix of compatible uses, with everyday needs within a comfort- 
able walking distance; transit linkages; and landscape used to define public spaces. 
(See Chapter 5 for further details.) 

For many Communities, acquiring, cleaning, and redeveloping older and often 
abandoned underutilized industrial sites have become a key element in revitaliza- 
tion plans for the nation’s older industrial cities. From HUD’s perspective, 
“brownfield” redevelopment must be included within the context of an approach 
that is locally-driven, multi-disciplined, and integrated into urban revitalization, 
comprehensive planning, and community economic development. 

Redevelopment of brownfields is a logical complement to CPD’s inclusive 
approach to economic and community development. It is a key element in 
HUD’s Environmental Justice Strategy, and is consistent with the Administra- 
tion’s overall National Urban Policy. 

Thirty-four of some 60 Brownfield Pilots underway 

ner to prevent, assess, safely clean up, and reuse brown- 
fields. Under the program, awards of $200,000 over 2 years are made to states, 

This brownfield site in 
Portsmouth, OH, is 

cities, towns, counties, and Tribal governments. The principle objective is to pro- 
mote and further redevelop “brownfields” and return them to appropriate and 

being developed into an 
iron castings foundry. 
At least 50 new jobs 

productive use. will be created. 

It is estimated that most of the nation’s urban brownfields lie within current 
CDBG-eligible communities. Grant recipients have the ability to address the 
cleanup and development of these sites with CDBG funds. However, to clarify eli- 
gibility issues and promote brownfield redevelopment, HUD proposes to amend 
CDBG regulation language on “slums and blight” to include “brownfields.” 

The CDBG program emphasizes the need to address the impact of high energy 
costs imposed on local community and housing development activities. At the 
heart of the problem is affordability. Low income families are especially burdened 
by the high cost of energy. CPD’s goal is to raise program administrators’ aware- 
ness and performance in maximizing energy efficiency in HUD-supported build- 
ings. CPD’s programs provide resources and know-how to address the energy 
problem. Through a joint initiative with the Department of Energy, CPD pre- 
pared guidelines for energy-efficient housing rehabilitation, which, along with a 
training video, was distributed to 500 CDBG and HOME program agencies. 



There are many opportunities for using CDBG funds to encourage the use of 
alternative and renewable energy resources. Property rehabilitation and new con- 
struction can tap passive solar energy features to improve comfort and reduce util- 
ity expenses. Community energy systems, as illustrated by CPD’s technical assis- 
tance for determining the feasibility of district heating and cooling, can contribute 
to economic development. CPD completed district heatindcooling feasibility and 
design study projects in Providence, RI, Jamestown, NY Camden, NJ, Baltimore, 
MD, and Miami, FL. 

Urban Resources Partnership Demonstration 

The integration of natural systems into the urban fabric contributes to an 
improved living environment. Such systems include streams, gardens, and wet- 
lands. They not only provide amenities and recreation outlets for urban residents, 
but also help sustain the city and its environment. In conjunction with six federal 
agencies, HUD has participated in an eight-city demonstration to illustrate the 
importance of natural systems in urban areas. The cities include Atlanta, 
Chicago, Denver, East St.Louis, Los Angeles, New York, Philadelphia, and Seattle. 
Each city received $500,000 in grant funds from the Department of Agriculture 
to help local residents and organizations define and respond to their communi- 
ties’ environmental needs. 

The type of activities being assisted are very broad and range from community 
gardens at public housing projects to restoring public open space, organizing a 
youth corps, and educating school age children. Almost any activity focusing on 
the protection of the environment that is proposed by local public and private 
organizations is eligible for assistance. 



The CPD staff overseeing the programs discussed in this report include (from 
left) Terry Nicolosi, Special Assistant; Fred Karnas, Office of HIV/AIDS 
Housing; Lorrane Ausley Ellis, Special Assistant; Howard Glaser, General Deputy 
Assistant Secretary; Julian Potter, Director of Empowerment Zone/Enterprise 
Community Initiative; Ken Williams, Deputy Assistant Secretary; Donna 
Abbenante, Office of Technical Assistance and Management; Gordon McKay, 
Office of Affordable Housing Programs; Jacquie Lawing, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary; Roy Priest, Office of Economic Development; Julie Oppenheimer, 
Special Assistant; Richard Kennedy, Office of Block Grant Assistance; Andrea 
Hill, Special Assistant; Karen Hinton, Special Assistant; Pat Morgan, Interagency 
Council on the Homeless; and John Garrity, Office of Special Needs Assistance 
Program. Not pictured are Mark Gordon, former General Deputy Assistant 
Secretary and Chief of Staff; Patricia Enright, former Special Assistant; Joe Smith, 
Office of Executive Services; Richard Broun, Office of Community Viability; and 
Heidi Chapman, Interagency Council on the Homeless. 

“Turning the directives of federal legislation and 
the fine print of regulations into meaningful ini- 
tiatives that make a difference in people’s lives 
is the job of CPD employees. I believe this annu- 
al report shows that they have done their jobs, 
and  I want to dedicate this small space to thank 
them for the big contribution they have made to 
economic and  community development in cities 

--”11 and communities across this country. Their dedi- 
cation, attention to detail, ingenuity, and persistence have paid off 
and will continue to produce results for years to come. I’m proud to 
be a member of their team.’’ 

- Andrew Cuomo, Assistant Secretary 



DATA L I M I T A T I O N S  

This Annual Report includes information reported by grantees in both 1995 and 
1996 and reflects the most current data available for each program. This varies 
from program to program. For the CDBG program, for example, the most recent 
Grantee Performance Report for which data is available covers FY 1993. For the 
State CDBG Program, more recent data (FY 1994) is available. 

Program Reporting Year Data Source Data Limitations 

CDBG 1992- 1993 Grantee Some grantees report beneficiary data annually, while 
Entitlement Performance others report cumulatively. There is no way to 

distinguish between the two when data are aggregated 
nationally. Entitlement grantees report beneficiaries 
as persons or households based on tlie activity. For 
the sake of consistency and simplicity, numbers in this 
report are considered to be persons, rather than 
households. 

Reports (GPR) 

State CDBG 1993-1 994 Program States reported actual benefits as of June 30, 1995, for 
completed local grants. Because most FY 1994 grants 
were still in progress as of June, 1995, most 
accomplishments for FY 1994 have yet to be reported. 

Performance 
Evaluation Reports 

HOME 1994-1 995 Cash and None. 
1996 partial Management 

Information System 

Emergency 1994-1 995 Estimates Actual counts of homeless persons assisted are not 
Shelter Grants available. 

Competitive FY 1994.1995 Applications or Data for the conipetitive programs are based primarily 
Awards Awards on proposed accomplishments indicated by tlie grant 
(Homeless, HBCU, 
TA, Youthbuild, 
and Special 
Initiatives) 

recipients in their applications for assistance. 
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