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February 4, 1987

The Honorable C. W. Bill Young
House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Young

In December 1985 the Department of Housing and Urban Development
(nub) and the City of St Petersburg, Florida, awarded the Housing
Authority of the City of St Petersburg (the housing agency) $771,426 in
special funds to repair leaking roofs and bathroom plumbing and for
other purposes at the housing agency’s Laurel Park public housing pro-
Ject You asked us to find out why the living conditions at Laurel Park
deteriorated to the extent that these repairs were needed. In response,
we obtained information on why (1) unmet physical needs exist at
Laurel Park and (2) the housing agency was unsuccessful in applying
for modernization funding under HUD’s Comprehensive Improvement
Assistance Program (CIAP)! in 1985. In addition, we identified actions
being taken by the housing agency to improve the project’s condition.
Appendixes [-III provide additional detall on these matters.

Laurel Park was built in the 1940’s and purchased by the St Petersburg
housing agency in 1966. It consists of 16 residential buildings with 168
units, a joint community/day care center, and a maintenance building.
According to Hub and housing agency officials, the project has not been
comprehensively modernized since 1ts acquisition

HUD and housing agency officials agree that Laurel Park physical condi-
tions need improvement, although they differ on the extent of improve-
ments needed The housing agency’s executive director beheves that the
project’s condition 1s marginal at best and that structural problems
exist. A HUD engineer believes that even though the project buildings are
structurally sound, some are approaching the point where comprehen-
sive modernization will be needed.

We asked 110D and housing agency officials why unmet physical needs
exist at Laurel Park They supplied four reasons First, the housing
agency’s maintenance program did not identify and/or respond to main-
tenance needs in an effective or a timely manner. For example, units

TCIAP provides funds to improve the physical condition and upgrade the management and operation
of public housing projects
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were not routinely inspected to determine 1if unreported repairs were
needed Part of this problem, according to HuD and housing agency off1-
c1als, 18 that the agency has had difficulty i hiring and retaining compe-
tent staff. For example, the mamtenance director resigned during our
ficld work in June 1986 after about 18 months 1n that position Also,
tenants have been reluctant to report maintenance problems for fear
that they will be charged for them, resulting in needed repairs being
delayed. The housing agency’s efforts to improve its maintenance activi-
ties are discussed below and 1n appendix 111

Second, the housing agency has not been successful in receiving modern-
1zation funds under HUD’s CIAP program. Although the agency has
applied for ciap funds for Laurel Park in each year from 1981 through
1985, it recerved only about $19,000 in 1981 through the normal com-
petitive funding process. For example, the agency applied for $2.2 ml-
lion to modernize Laurel Park in 1985, but HUD did not fund the
application because 1t ranked lower than competing Florida apphcations
Our review of HUD's ranking sheet and our discussions with Jacksonville
1HUD officials confirmed that the application ranked low primarily
because of HUD's concerns regarding the housing agency’s management
capability and 1ts ability to carry out the proposed modernization work

Other reasons cited by the housing agency’s executive director for
unmet physical needs were the perceived inadequacy of the annual Hup
operating subsidy and the housing agency’s relatively small operating
reserve (See app 1)

In February 1985, as part of its overall $5.2 million request for three of
1ts projects, the St. Petersburg housing agency apphed for $2 2 mullion 1in
c1aP modermzation funds for Laurel Park. The agency requested
$577,040 to repair three emergency conditions (rodent and pest infesta-
tion, leaking roofs, and exterior building repairs) and requested the bal-
ance ($1,622,822) for comprehensive modernization.2 The St Petersburg
housing agency’s application was 1 of 45 Florida public housing agencies
that submutted applications totaling almost $95 mulhion. In contrast,
HUD's target funding allocation for 1ts Atlanta regional office (covering
Florida and 7 other states) was about $112 milhon, and HUD's target allo-
cation for Florida was $13.5 milhion.

e Legislation creating CIAP and HUD'’s implementing regulations call for comprehensive moderniza-
tion of pubhic housing projects but provide preferences for funding emergency needs (affecting the
hife, health, or satety of tenants or related to fire safety) and other conditions.
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During the application’s initial eligibility review, HuD’s Jacksonville field
office (which 1s responsible for all public housing agencies n Florida)
redesignated the rodent and pest infestation and the extertor building
repair requests as comprehensive modernization 1tems because that part
of the application did not demonstrate emergency conditions according
to the ciAp legislative definition. The Jacksonville office also deleted
several of the comprehensive modernization items, such as a solar water
heating system and a master television antenna, because it believed that
the items did not work well 1n a public housing setting or were not
needed As aresult, the Jacksonville office established that the apphca-
tion was ehigible to be considered for $240,000 in emergency funding for
leaking roofs and $1,452,384 in comprehensive modernization funding

In March 1985 the Jacksonville office made a detailed technical assess-
ment of the ehigible comprehensive modermzation items 1n the Laurel
Park application for extent and urgency of need, housing agency man-
agement and modernization capability, and other factors. The Laurel
Park application ranked 48th out of 62, well below the cut-off point of
25, which corresponded to the amount specified in the HUD target
funding allocation for Florida. The primary reason for the low ranking
was the Jacksonville's office concern over the housing agency’s manage-
ment capability and abihity to carry out the proposed modernmization As
a result of this low ranking, HUD did not fund the comprehensive mod-
ernization portion of the Laurel Park application.

In April 1985 a 3-member team from HUD's Jacksonviile office visited
the St. Petersburg housing agency, in part, to view the cited emergency
roof leaks at Laurel Park. Also, at the executive director’s request, the
team viewed other needs cited 1n the application, although Hup did not
expect to fund these items.

Housing agency officials told us that they did not attempt to show the
HUD team leaking dwelling unit roofs but told them of the problem. The
HUD team leader told us that they asked the housing agency officials to
show them evidence of leaking roofs, which they could not do There-
fore, under the legislative definition of emergency, HUD saw no evidence
that an emergency existed

The 1up team did, however, see evidence of the leaking roof at the com-

munity/day care center and subsequently recommended to 1ts manage-
ment that Hup fund $61,000 in emergency CIAP funds to make necessary

Page 3 GAO/RCED-87-33 Conditions at the Laurel Park Housing Project



B-224851

repairs. The Jacksonville HUD management rejected this recommenda-
tion because 1t beheved that the housing agency had sufficient funds to
pay for these repairs from 1ts operating reserve

Regarding the other items in the application, HUD and housing agency
officials participating in the inspection differed sharply on their recol-
lection of what was shown or characterized to HUD. For example, the
housing agency officials said that they showed the HUD team evidence of
rodent droppings around the project and in the project manager’s office,
rodent holes in the units, and furniture gnawed by rodents in one of the
units. The HUD team leader told us that the team did not see any evi-
dence of rodent problems and none were poimted out. The 11ub team did
not prepare a summary of 1ts visit to the project.

Housing Agency
Actions to Improve
Laurel Park’s
Condition

Two activities are underway to improve Laurel Park’s condition. First,
after extensive local publicity and your work with HUD and the housing
agency to secure funds, HUD reassessed the project’s condition in October
1985 and 1n December 1985 awarded the housing agency $250,000 to
make emergency repairs for plumbing related problems not identified as
emergency 1tems in the original application. At the same time, the City
of St Petersburg awarded the agency $521,426 in Community Develop-
ment Block Grant funds for other repairs. The two awards are being
used to exterminate rodents and pests; repair the leaking community/
day care center roof; replace space heaters, refrigerators, and ranges;
repair bathroom plumbing and related water damage; and for other pur-
poses During our visit, some of this work had been completed with the
remainder scheduled to be completed by January 1987.

The second initiative 1s completing the implementation of an upgraded
maintenance program consisting of a centralized maintenance system to
control and follow-up on work orders, an annual inspection of all units,
a planned preventative mamtenance program, an inventory control
systern, and an effort to enhance the quality and productivity of the
maintenance staff (see app III).

HUD and St.
Petersburg Housing
Agency Comments

We asked HUD and the Housing Authority of the City of St. Petersburg to
comment on a draft of this report. (See apps. V and VI1.) In its comments,
HUD stated that the draft was reasonably researched and presented in an
impartial manner. It offered no specific comments on the material con-
tained in the draft. Conversely, the St. Petersburg housing agency
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Scope and Methodology

offered extensive comments and stated that our draft did not reach con-
clusions fully consistent with the facts; did not resolve conflicting claims
between the housing agency and the Hup Jacksonville field office, even
when a factual basis existed to resolve such conflicts; and did not
address several pertinent 1ssues. We have included specific housing
agency comments where appropriate in this report, made several
changes based on those comments, and explained why we did not make
other changes suggested by the St Petersburg housing agency

We conducted our review at HUD headquarters in Washington, D C ; the
11up reglonal and field offices in Atlanta, Georgia, and Jacksonville,
Florida, respectively, and the Housing Authority of the City of St
Petersburg, Florida. At these locations we interviewed responsible HuD
and housing agency officials; reviewed laws, regulations, and opera-
tional guidance, and examined documentation regarding housing agency
operations, the Laurel Park project, and the housing agency’s 1985 ciap
application. Additionally, we toured the housing project and discussed
1ts operation with senior housing agency and site management. Qur
review was conducted in accordance with generally accepted govern-
ment auditing standards. (See app. IV.)

As arranged with your office, we will not distribute this report to others
for 30 days unless you announce its contents or agree to the distribution
beforchand At that time we will send copies to interested parties and
make copies available upon request.

This report was prepared under the direction of John H Luke, Associate
Director. If you have any questions, please contact him at 275-6111

Other major contributors are histed in appendix VII.

Sincerely yours,

G Lot Hrued

J Dexter Peach
Assistant Comptroller General
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Physical Conditions at the Laurel Park Project

The United States Housing Act of 1937, as amended (42 U.S C 1401, ct
seq ), established a publhc housing program to provide lower-income
families with decent, safe, and sanitary housing. The program 1s admin-
istered by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) and carned out by state and local government entities, called
public housing agencies, which own and operate public housing projects.
HUD provides technical and professional assistance in planning, devel-
oping, and managing the projects and routinely gives two kinds of finan-
cial assistance. (1) annual contributions to pay principal and interest
costs on obligations 1ssued by the housing agencies to finance develop-
ment or acquisition of projects and (2) annual contributions for oper-
ating subsidies In addition, HUD provides Comprehensive Improvement
Assistance Program (CIAP) funds on a competitive basis to assist housing
agencies to finance modernization of pubhic housing projects

The Laurel Park public housing project 1s owned and operated by the
Housing Authority of the City of St. Petersburg, Florida (spuiia) ! It was
constructed during the early 1940’s and purchased by the housing
agency in July 1966. The project consists of 16 residential buildings
with 168 units (1 unit is used as the project manager’s office), a joint
community/day care center, and a maintenance facility. According to
HUD and housing agency officials, some renovations were made at the
time of acquisition, and units were freshly painted and decorated.
According to HUD and sPHA officials, Laurel Park has not been compre-
hensively modernized since its acquisition.

ISPHA has 4 public housing projects consisting of 1,054 units and provides 1,810 urnuts of additional
housing assistance through other housing programs
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Physical Conditions at the Laurel
Park Project

Figure |.1: Typical Laurel Park Building
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Park Project
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A typical Laurel Park building at the time of our visit New windows, funded by the City of St Peters
burg, replaced older casement windows in mid 1986

The assessment by both spiia and nup officials was that the physical
conditions of Laurel Park need improvement However, they disagreed
on the extent of modernization needs and where the project ranked
among similar projects in terms of need

According to SPHA’s executive director, Laurel Park is not built to publie
housmg construction standards, which has led to increased mainte-
nance e told us that the project 18 not structurally sound and the exte-
rior walls are beginning to crack, probably due to the construction of an
adjacent expressway In the executive director’s opinion, the condition
of Laurel Park, when compared with other low-1ncome housing projects
nationally, should be considered to be poor to marginal at best.

An engineer i nun's Jacksonville office told us that Laurel Park 15 a
very typieal older public housing project, constructed ot concrete block
and s structurally sound He said the buildings at Laurel Park are butilt
to withstand more abuse than present day structures and will last many
years longer than the ones being built today However, he said that the
project 1s beginning to have a greater need for maintenance each year,
especially 1o correct plurabing problems In his opimion, although some

Page 9 GAQ/RCED-87-33 Conditions at the Laurel Park Housing Project



Appendix [
Physical Conditions at the Laurel
Park Project

Reasons for Unmet
Physical Needs at
Laurel Park

units are approaching the point where comprehensive modernization
will be needed, the majority are in good shape 1nup officals pointed out
that other Florida public housing agencies, such as those in Dade
County, Jacksonville, and Lakeland, have projects in much worse condi-
tion than Laurel Park

In 1ts comments on a draft of this report, SPHA took exception to the HUD
official’s assessment and provided additional information on the pro-
ject’s condition. (See app. VI.) We did not attempt to verify either Hun’s
or SPHA’s assessment of the project; compare the project to other
projects; or reach an independent judgment on the project’s condition
since our work was directed toward finding out why unmet physical
needs exist—a condition with which both HUD and spHA agree—rather
than documenting the extent or the seriousness of the unmet needs
Therefore, we can neither confirm nor dispute HUD’S or SPHA’S
assessment.

We asked HUD and sPHA officials why unmet physical needs exist at
Laurel Park A major reason, cited by HUD and spliA officials, was that
the sPHA maintenance program did not identify and/or respond to prob-
lems in an effective and timely manner. As such, identified problems
were not always corrected or corrected in a timely manner and umts
were not routinely mspected to determine if other, unreported repairs
were needed. sSPHA and HUD officials also told us that spiiA has had diffi-
culty in hiring and retaining competent maintenance staff because
housing agencies, in general, do not have a good public image, resulting
in potential employees viewing the private sector as more attractive.
During our review, the Director of Maintenance left the housing
agency'’s employ.

Additionally, HUD and spHA officials told us that Laurel Park’s tenants
are often reluctant to report maintenance problems mside their dwelling
units for fear they will be charged for the repairs. Tenants are supposed
to be charged for repairs resulting from tenant abuse but not for repairs
resulting from normal wear and tear. The SPHA maintenance director
told us that the agency suspects that in the past tenants were charged
for repairs resulting from normal wear and tear Thus, tenant concerns
that they will be charged for routine maintenance work has hampered
the identification of needed project repairs. (See app. III for SPlIA plans
and actions to remedy these problems )
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Park Project

A sccond major reason, according to SPIIA’s executive director, has been
the agency’s lack of success in competing for modernmization funding
under c1AP.2 The executive director said that spiA does not have suffi-
cient funds of 1ts own to correct the problems at Laurel Park because
the housing agency 1s not funded at a level to do either large or small
scale modernization work without CIAP assistance.’ SPHA applied for CIAp
funds each year from 1981 to 1985 to modernize Laurel Park but has
receved only about $19,600 in 1981 for these activities. For example, in
1985 spiia applied for about $2.2 million 1n CiAP funds to comprehen-
s1ively modernize Laurel Park and correct emergency conditions, but 1un
did not fund the application. The executive director stated that even
after a special ciar award and a City of St. Petersburg contribution from
Community Development Block Grant funds (totaling $771,426), the
funds were msufficient to make other needed exterior and interior
repars

A third reason, ated by the executive director, 1s an inadequate HUD
operating subsidy. Each year HUD provides operating subsidies to public
housing agencies on a formula basis to fund the difference between their
expected mcome and expenses. While the subsidy 1s adjusted each year,
primarily for expected inflation and utility costs, 1t 1s not readjusted for
changes in costs for routine budget items (other than utilities). For
example, SPHA msurance premiums have increased dramatically begin-
ning in 1984-85, when 1t paid $68,170 to $184,210 1n 1985-86. srHA
expects to pay $218,381 for insurance in 1986-87

The operating subsidy’s adequacy and its method of computation have
been a continuing concern to public housing agencies and groups repre-
senting them. However, an assessment of the subsidy mechanism was
beyond the scope of this review. Nevertheless, we did note that Hup, in
1its November 1985 notice of final rule making for modifications to the
operating subsidy calculation method, reaffirmed 1ts position to not
adjust the subsidy formula for routine budget item changes because ot
the need for federal budget restraints. Also, the Director of nun’s Office

2CIAP provides funds to improve the physical condition of existing public housing projects and
upgrade the management and operation of those projects CIAP tunds are not sutficient to meet all
needs percetved by public housing agenaes (see app 1)

From 1981 to 1985, on aver age, SPHA’s income from dwelling rents (which are legislatively ¢apped)
was B8 percent of 1ts total income, HUD's operating subsidy was 27 percent, and other sources (e g,
mnterest on mvestments and excess utility charges) was 14 percent For the same period utilities con-
sumed an average of 37 percent of the expenditures, mantenance 28 percent, admimstration 15 per-
cent, and other expenses 20 percent Over this 5-yeat period, the agency had a net surplus ot
$113,033 These figures are for the agency as a whole ds 1t does not keep these records on a project-
by-project basis
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Physical Conditions at the Laurel
Park Project

SPHA Comments on
Cited Reasons and Our
Evaluation

of Public Housing told us that making annual and equitable adjustments
to the mechanism’s base to reflect individual changes in expenses for
3,100 housing agencies would be a monumental task

The final reason for unmet physical needs at Laurel Park, cited by
SPHA's executive director, is the size of the housing agency’s operating
reserve A housing agency’s operating reserve are those funds reserved
from operating receipts to cover future operating deficits and represents
such things as cash, deferred charges, and accounts recelvable.* During
fiscal years 1983-85, spPHA maintained an average operating reserve of
$539,337, for the agency as a whole, which was 56 percent of 1its
average maximum allowable operating reserve of $969,267. With 1ts
comments on our draft report, SPHA provided an October 1986 statement
of operating receipts and expenditures for spiA’s fiscal year ending
March 31, 1986. This report shows the operating reserve at $189,514, or
$348,719 less than the reported March 1985 reserve level of $538,233.

In 1ts comments on a draft of our report, SPHA stated that (1) our draft
made little attempt to independently weigh those factors cited by HUD
and SPHA as contributing to unmet needs, (2) the cited problems with its
maintenance program and the cited reluctance of tenants to report main-
tenance needs were not significant, and (3) the cited inadequacy of 1its
operating reserve would be better illustrated by including a statement
that sPHA’s reserve would have been mnsufficient to cover the cost of
work done under the Community Development Block Grant and ciap
funds awarded in late 1985 ($771,426 n total) and that projected
reserve levels showed a much lower expected reserve for 1986 of
$321,324

Regarding spHA’s first point, our approach was to ask the two parties
that should be the most knowledgeable—HUD and spHA—to cite the fac-
tors and we reported their judgments. Given the different nature of the
reasons cited—inadequate HUD funding as cited by SPHA and problems
with SPHA’s Internal management practices as cited by HuD—weighting
each reason given would be difficult. For the purpose of this report, we
do not believe that weighting each factor is needed.

4HUD allows, but does not require, housing agencies to maintain operating reserves at a maximum of
50 percent of the housing agency's estimated total routine expenditures for the coming fiscal year It
operating reserves are utilized 1n excess of the amount approved by HUD 1n the operating budget,
HUD 1s not obligated to provide an additional operating subsidy to restore such funds If the reserve
falls below 20 percent of the maximum allowable amount, HUD marks the housing agency as *‘finan-
cally troubled” and gives 1t special attention
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Regarding sPiA’s second comment, our work at SPHA showed that sria
did consider deficiencies in its maintenance program to be significant
and, therefore, it has taken several steps to upgrade thosc activities
Also, SPHA’s executive director raised the 1ssue of unreported mainte-
nance needs by tenants during our field work as a contributing factor;
however, in spiiA’s comments he stated that the problem is insignificant
Further, spHA said that since unreported maintenance needs by tenants
occur at other SpHA projects and by some tenants 1n every other publhc
housing agency, it was mappropriate for us to cite this factor as causa-
tive in Laurel Park. We believe that if a tenant does not report a
problem, then the need 1s unmet. Whether the problem exists elsewhere
to a greater or lesser extent than its exists at Laurel Park is irrelevant

On spHA’s third point, we recognize that any large sum spent on Laurel
Park—which comprises only 16 percent of spHA’s public housing units—
from the housing agency’s operating reserve would seriously deplete the
reserve and we believe that our citation of actual reserve levels for
1983-85, as reported by HUD, was sufficient to demonstrate this rela-
tively low reserve level Moreover, SPHA's projections of reserve levels
have been subject to relatively large errors (as reported to HUD:

$441,609 projected vs. $538,233 actual for 1985 (a 22-percent differ -
ence) and $321,324 projected vs $189,514 actual for 1986 (a 41-percent
difference))
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Why the Laurel Park Project Did Not Receive
CIAP Funding in the 1985 Award Cycle

HUD’s 1985 CIAP
Funding Process

As part of 1ts 1985 applhication for ciap funding, the St. Petersburg
housing agency requested $577,040 to correct three “emergency” condi-
tions and $1,622,822 to provide for “comprehensive” modermzation of
the Laurel Park project. The Hup Jacksonville office ultimately did not
recommend emergency funding for any of the emergency items For two
of the items 1t did not believe emergency conditions existed and for the
third item—repairing a leaking roof and replacing the air conditioning
at the community/day care center—1it believed the repairs could be
funded from the housing agency’s operating reserve The comprehensive
portion was not funded because the Jacksonville office ranked 1t too low
against competing applications, primarily in 1ts assessment of sPHA’s
management capabihity and 1ts capability to carry out the proposed
modernization,

CIAY’s legislated purpose 1s to improve the physical condition of existing
public housing projects and upgrade the management and operation of
those projects Project modernmization 1s intended to be comprehensive
(providing for all needed physical and management improvements),
except those defined as emergency (conditions affecting the life, health,
or safety of tenants or relatéd to fire safety), special purpose (e g.,
energy-related), or homeownership. CIAP legislation requires HUD to give
funding prefercnce to public housing agencies that request assistance to
correct emergency conditions, or have a significant number of vacant,
substandard units and have the demonstrated capability for carrying
out its plan to comprehensively improve the condition, management,
and operation of 1ts projects

HUD requests that public housing agencies submit preliminary CIAP appli-
cations to 1ts field offices, which determine whether the applications
meet eligibility criteria for modernization capability, project viability,
and work 1tem eligibility and need Applications are “‘batched”
according to purpose” (e.g., emergency or comprehensive moderniza-
tion), given a detailled technical review for extent and urgency of need,
financial feasibihity, prospects for long-term physical and social via-
bility, housing agency modernization and management capability, and
other factors. In HUD’s Atlanta region, the field office forwards to the
regional office for prehminary funding decisions its recommendations
and justification for (1) emergency modernization without ranking them

"I'he Laurel Park portion of SPHA’s application requested only emergency and comprehensive
funding and the remaiming discussion 1s about these two classifications only
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Why the Laurel Park Project Did Not Receive
CIAP Funding in the 1985 Award Cycle

The Laurel Park
Portion of the SPHA'’s
CIAP Application

since they are priority items and (2) comprehensive modernization in
priority of total score achieved 1in the ranking process

After the regional office makes preliminary funding decisions on the
ficld office recommendations, the field office schedules visits to the
housing agencies that are likely to be funded (a *‘joint review”). The
purpose of the visit is to discuss the proposed modernization program
contained 1n the public housing agency’s preliminary apphcation and
reach tentative agreement on housing agency needs The housing agency
then submits a final application, which HUD may approve after any
nceded changes are made.

HUD headquarters allocates a target funding level to 1ts regional offices
and the regional offices, 1n turn, set target funding levels for each state
within that region In 1985, the IUD Atlanta regional office set a target
allocation of $13,468,336 for the 80 public housing agencies in Florida.
Forty-five Florida housing agencies submitted ciap applications totaling
$94,953,288, nearly the target allocation for the entire Atlanta region
covering eight states ($112,236,132)

On February 28, 1985, spHA submitted 1ts CIAP preliminary applhcation to
HUD. It requested $5,228,765 i funding for its Graham Park, Jordan
Park, and Laurel Park projects.® For Laurel Park, the spHA requested
$577,040 1in emergency funding and $1,622,822 for comprehensive mod-
crnization as summarized n table 11 1

SHIUD chd not fund the Jordan Park request but did approve $160,000 for eracrgency waterproofing
tepairs at Graham Park
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Why the Laurel Park Project Did Not Receive
CIAP Funding in the 1985 Award Cycle

Table il.1: items Contained in SPHA’s
Preliminary CIAP Application for Laurel
Park

To correct emergency conditions
Replace or repair leaking prolect structure

and ~rammonitv feday care
anG communily/Gay care centerr

($240,000)
Re-do building exteriors ($300,000)

For comprehensive rehgl_;n_h}a_tion
Kitchen and bathroom renovations

(€202 NNM\a
[RuT4> 7RV V)]

~nt
vUio

Replace windows, Install screen doors
($316,000)

Electrical upgrade and space heater
replacement ($227 344)

Grounds improvements ($296,000)

Renovate maintenance shop for tenant use
($60,000)

Replace worn out arr conditioners at
community/day care center ($25,000)

Install solar water heating system and master
television antenna, tenant training ($253,000)
Architect and engineering services
($153,478)

Rodent and pest control ($37,040)

aThis item includes installing bath tub liners and tub protective “surrounds’ which figured prominently
in accounts of deteriorated conditions at Laurel Park

HUD Evaluation of
Laurel Park
Application

In March 1985 the Jacksonville HUD office performed 1ts eligibility
review and, according to the head of the team who evaluated the spHA
application, HUD:

Reclassified the rodent and pest control request from “emergency” to
“comprehensive” because SPHA's application did not justify that an
emergency condition existed according to the legislative definition
(affecting the life, health, or safety of tenants or related to fire safety).”
Reclassified the ‘‘re-do the building exterior’” item from emergency to
comprehensive because no emergency was justified for this condition.?
Deleted the playground equipment ($100,000) and master television
antenna ($60,000) as unnecessary.

Deleted the well and sprinkler system request ($150,000) because chil-
dren usually break sprinkler systems

Deleted the solar water heater request ($168,000) because, in HUD's
experience, such systems did not work well.

TIn 1ts comments, SPHA stated that its apphcation clearly described the rodent problem as trgent, as
follows “Failure to perform this [rodent and pest control] item could result in 4 mgjor health crisis
and could senously impair the habitability of the project ” According to a member of the IIUD team
that performed the ehigibility review, HUD reclassified this item because the apphcation chd not
demonstrate that an emergency condition then existed, only, as expressed above, that an emergency
could result 1if the problem was not remedied

8 According to SPHA's executive director, this work 1tem was for repairing cracks in project buildings,
repairing water seepage damage, and painting the repaired areas

Page 16 GAO/RCED-87-33 Conditions at the Laurel Park Housing Project



HUD Ranked the
Comprehensive Portion of
Apphcation Low

Appendix I1
Why the Laurel Park Project Did Not Receive
CIAP Funding in the 1985 Award Cycle

Deleted the tenant training item ($35,000) because HUD could not deter-
mine what this item meant.’

Deleted a request to install plastic clothes line ($1,000) because HUD
believed that this was a regular maintenance item and not a moderniza-
tion item

Reduced architect and engineering services by $3,478 to correspond
with deleted 1tems that would require such services

Thus, up’s mitial eligibility determination revised SPHA’s request to
$240,000 tor emergency work (repair leaking roofs) and $1,452,384 for
comprehensive modernization.

Also in March, the HuD Jacksonville field office performed its project-by-

project ranking of all housing agency comprehensive modernization
requests using a standardized rating sheet HuD ranked this portion of
SPHA’s Laurel Park application 48th out of 62, well below the cut-off
point of 25, which corresponded to the target funding allocation. The
ranking sheet showed and 1HuD officials confirmed that they ranked the
Laurel Park portion of sSPHA’s application low because of concerns over
sPHA’s modernization and management capabilities (specifically because
of open audit findings from a 1984 HUD management review); uncom-
pleted 1982 modernization work at Jordan Park; and staff turnover,
which has hampered modernization progress. Also, the application did
not contain required material showing how the sPHA planned to improve
1ts management and operations and local government and tenant com-
ments on the apphceation. Because of this low ranking, the comprehen-
sive modernization portion of SPHA’s application was well outside the
Jacksonville office’s target funding allocation and consequently not
funded '

“I'he preliminary application was nonspeafic on this item The Laurel Park site manager told us that
under this work 1tem tenants were to be instructed on how to care for and operate renovated items
such as fiberglass bath tub enclosures and new space heaters In 1ts comments on a draft of our
report, SPHA objected to our characterization of this item as nonspeafic However, SPHA’s sole
description of this item was “Tenants will be employed and trained throughout this CIAP 7 We
believe that this 1s 4 nonspeafic description in that it does not explain the areas 1n or the purposes for
which the tenants will be employed or tramned

I 1ts comments on a draft of our report, SPHA stated that the HUD-cited reasons constitute a
retroactive etiort to justity to GAO HUD’s poor judgment 1n not funding the Laurel Park portion of
SPHA's CIAP application Since the reasons cited mn our discusstons with HUD were consistent with
those recorded on HUI's ranking sheets, we do not believe these are retroactive judgments

SPHA aloo stated that HUD acted inconsistently by ranking SPHA’s 1985 Jordan Park apphcation
“high” and recommending it for funding SPIHA argues that the same barriers to Laurel Park funding
should have been barriers to funding Jordan Park modernization work as well Our review of HUD
rankmg documents showed the Jordan Park application was not ranked highly and, as we point out,
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HUD Visited Laurel Park to
View Cited Emergency
Conditions

Leaking Project and Community
Center Roofs; Worn OQut Air
Conditioner

HUD Jacksonville staff visited SpiA 1n mid-April 1985 According to HUD
officials, although the purpose of this visit was to primarily conduct a
Joint review of an ongoing modernization program at sPHA’s Jordan Park
project, the joint review team was also to inspect cited emergency roof
leaks at Laurel Park. The team was also to take a “courtesy look” at the
comprehensive modernization items, at the SPHA’s executive director’s
request. (Since the comprehensive portion of the application ranked well
below the cut-off point, 1t was not expected to be funded )

We asked the HUD joint review team leader, the sPHA deputy executive
director and the Laurel Park site manager, who toured the project with
the HUD team, about what was shown to the HUD team and how the work
1tems were described The HUD team leader told us that the team did not
prepare a summary of 1ts visit to the project The HUD and sriiA officials
sharply disagreed in many of their recollections of the visit, as pre-
sented below

The deputy executive director told us that the spiia team showed the
HUD team evidence of community/day care center roof leaks including
water stains on the sub-roofing and wet carpets with buckets on the
floor to catch water The HUD team was not taken on the roof to see the
air conditioner but was told that the leaking air conditioner was contrib-
uting to the roof leaks. The HUD team leader agreed that they saw a
water leakage problem in the center and told us that the team’s mainte-
nance engineer later estimated that about $40,000 would be needed to
re-roof the center and about $21,000 would be needed to fix the center’s
air conditioner

The spHA deputy executive director told us that they did not attempt to
go up on the roofs of the project units but told the HUD team of the roof
leaks The HUD team leader told us that they asked the spHA officials to
show them evidence of leaking roofs, which they could not do. There-
fore, under the legislative definition of emergency, HUD saw no evidence
that one existed.

Jordan Park did not recerve CIAP funding in 1985 While Jordan Park was “recommended” tor
tunding by the HUD Jacksonville office during 1985, the term, as HUD uses 1t, 15 somewhat imprecise
All eligible apphications from the Jacksonville office are recommended to HUD’s Atlanta regional
office for funding, no matter how low the ranking For example, the Laurel Park application was
“recommended for funding” although 1ts low ranking gave httle chance ot it being funded
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Re-Do the Bullding Extenors

Rodent and Pest Control

Comprchensive Modernization
Items

Appendix 11
Why the Laurel Park Project Did Not Receive
CIAP Funding in the 1985 Award Cycle

The deputy executive director said that the SPHA team pointed out
cracks 1n the building facades, evidence of water seepage, and chipping
paint. She told us that these items were characterized to the HUD team as
an emergency, since, 1f uncorrected, they would become more costly to
reparr later Also, the spiia team said that children could eat the paint
chips, which might contain lead-based paint The HuD team leader told
us that the spia team said nothing on why repairing the building items
should be an emergency work item

The spia officials said that they showed the HuD team rodent droppings
around the project and 1n the site manager’s office, rodent holes 1in the
units, and furniture gnawed by rodents 1n one of the units Laurel Park
tenants also reportedly told 1Hup of the rodent problem. The HUD team
leader said that the team did not see any evidence of rodent problems
and none were pointed out.!!

Regarding termites, the spiia deputy executive director said that the
units with termite problems were not part of the tour and sriia did not,
attempt to show the HUD team evidence of these problems The HUD team
leader agreed

The nuD team leader told us that, at the executive director’s request,
they took a courtesy look at the comprehensive work items for Laurel
Park despite the comprehensive portion of the application not ranking
high cnough for nub funding The team leader said that spiia officials
did not point out problems mvolving these items during the visit spiia
officials disagreed, stating that they specifically pointed out problems
relating to many of the comprehensive items, including casement win-
dows that could not be closed tightly and therefore presented security
problems and glass/metal combination doors that also presented a
sccurity problem.

""In1ts comments on a draft of our report, SPHA said that HUD's (laims that 1t did not see any
evidence of rodent infestation 1s part of a pattern ot talse claims HUD's and SPHA'S recollections of
HUD's April 1985 vistt to Laurel Park are almost polar However, since we had no way to venty
either HUD's or SPHA’s recollections of how the condition was described to the ITUD team or what
wads shown to1t, we therefore presented each side’s recollections without reaching a judgment
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Emergency Roof and Air
Conditioner Repair
Recommendation Rejected

According to the HUD team leader, as a result of the team’s visit to
Laurel Park, the team recommended to 1ts management that HUD award
$61,000 to make the necessary emergency repairs to the community/day
care center’s roof and air conditioner The deputy chief of the assisted
housing management branch at the HUD Jacksonville office told us that
she and her superior rejected this recommendation because they
believed that the housing agency had sufficient funds to make these
repairs from 1ts operating reserve without assistance from HuD (a later
report showed SPHA’s operating reserve at that time to be about
$500,000 for the entire housing agency) !2 HUD guidance provides that
modernization funding be provided only 1f a public housing agency
cannot afford to fund the work itself The deputy chief told us that nup
relted on SPHA’s recently submitted operating reserve level estimate of
$441,609 for the SPHA’s year ending March 31, 1985, rather than the
estimate for the next year, as adjusted by HuD, of $321,324 because the
former estimate was judged to be more reliable.

21 1ts comments on a dratt of our report, SPHA objected to our statement that at the time of the
joint review and CIAP funding decisions, 1ts operating reserve was about $500,000 In this final
report, we have clanfied our presentation
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Actions to Fix-Up and Maintain Laurel Park

spHA 18 taking two major actions to improve conditions at Laurel Park
(1) making repairs funded through special HUD and City of St. Peters-
burg funding and (2) completing the upgrading of 1ts maintenance
program

p, ci a HUD a“l Ci y Following extensive publicity and congressional involvement in fall
X ) 1985, HUD reassessed the conditions at Laurel Park, determined that
K 1nd1ng for Re epalr emergency conditions existed that should receive ciap funding, and
approved $250,000 for plumbing-related repairs Additionally, the City
of St Petersburg agreed to provide $521,426 in Community Develop-
ment Block Grant funds to assist the housing agency in making repairs
Table III 1 shows the work items and the amount budgeted under these

two awards

Table I11.1: Work Items and Budgeted

Amounts Under HUD and City Awards City-funded work items CIAP-funded work items
to Improve Laurel Park’s Physical Exterminate rodents and pests, relocate Install bathtub liners and shower surrounds 1n
Condition tenants during work ($49,065) all units ($129,817)

Replace exterior doors, install security screen Replace bathroom vanities and make
doors, replace casement windows with single bathroom plumbing repairs ($398,453)
hung windows ($275,800)

Replace apartment heaters, ranges, Replace kitchen cabinets in some units
refrigerators, and floor tile ($128,161) ($6,670)
Repanr leaking roof and air conditioner at Architectural and engineering fees ($15,000)

community/ day care center ($20,000)
Survey building roofs for leaks and reparr,
upgrade site ighting ($24,575)
Administration ($23,825)

As of late November 1986, sPiiA’s director of technical services told us
that the majonity of work had been completed and the remainder was
expected to be completed by January 1987

Upgrading the SPHA ’l‘ho SPHA m.untondnu, department 1s headed by the maintenance
- director’ who 15 responsible for day-to-day physical plant maintenance
Maintenance ngr‘am and quality control and reports to the deputy executive director The
maintenance director 1s assisted by a maintenance supervisor Of the 22
maintenance staft who report to the maintenance director, 14 are

"rhe directon of maintenande resigned June 23, 1986 SPHA's executive director and deputy diector
assumed the day-to-day supervision of the mamntenance program until a replacement tor the mainte-
nance director can be found At the tume of our review, the executive director was uncertam w hether
SPHA would hire another maintenance director or contract for its maintenance services
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assigned to specific housing projects'* and 8 serve all of the spPHA
projects.

According to the former maintenance director, in the past the sPHA
maintenance program experienced internal problems, Specifically, sPHA
did not know what materials 1t had or needed to operate effectively,
accountability for work orders and work performed did not exist, and a
suspicion existed that maintenance workers were charging tenants for
maintenance work for which spHA was responsible. According to the
executive director, changes were made to the maintenance program
beginning in late 1983 as an attempt to remedy these problems, and they
were substantially implemented by early 1985. The primary changes
were:15

All materials are delivered to one central location and issued from that
point to improve inventory control. Also, responsibility for maintaining
the maintenance inventory was shifted from the maintenance depart-
ment to the administration section.

All work orders are initiated and controlled through a work order coor-
dinator, assigned a sequential number, and logged daily to improve
accountability for work orders and work performed Additionally, work
orders are classified as emergency (health or life threatening), routine
(general mamtenance), or vacancy (preparing of vacant units for
rental). Moreover, maintenance foremen review at least 10 percent of all
work orders each week to assure that work is being done in a timely
manner. All completed work orders are matched up with copies of the
original and reviewed by the maintenance supervisor to ensure that
work orders are returned by the foremen and their employees. After the
work is performed, it is reviewed by the site project manager.
Maintenance department staff review work orders weekly to ensure that
any charges to the tenants are proper.

SPHA 1s taking actions to improve staff quality and productivity by set-
ting goals for completing work, entering into staff “contracts” to com-
plete it, and conducting meetings with maintenance staff to
communicate agency goals and procedures.

The former maintenance director told us that the response time for
maintenance work generated by work orders ranges from 1 to 30 days

HFour maintenance staff work at Laurel Park and are also responsible for two other housing
projects

15Information concerning the maintenance program changes was compiled from discussions with
SPIA’s executive director and 1ts former maintenance director
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depending upon the urgency and nature of the repair. However, the
maintenance department is attempting to reduce 1ts response time to 1
to 15 days We reviewed a random selection of 42 of 174 work orders
generated during April 1986 Thirty-one (74 percent) of these work
orders (including 2 of 5 emergency work orders) were completed within
the 1- to 15-day goals. (For one of the work orders we counted as not
completed on time, housing agency records did not show and 1ts staff

O O

could not tell us when the work was completed.)

Aﬂnual Inspection Program
Restarted

The maintenance program also includes an annual inspection program.
According to the executive director, n 1985 SPHA resumed the annual
maintenance inspection program after it had lapsed in the late 1970’s or
early 1980’s. The former maintenance director told us that annual
Inspections are done to assess apartment unit conditions and occur on or
about the anniversary of the tenant’s occupancy date. The inspection
primarily covers the unit’s interior, and includes such items as electrical
and plumbing fixtures, walls, ceilings, and apphances. According to the
former maintenance director, maintenance and repair needs 1dentified
during an inspection result in a maintenance work order being gener-
ated, with any resulting work performed later The maintenance
director told us the SPHA 1s behind on work generated by annual inspec-
tions because of a staff shortage.

e e g

Preventative Maintenance
Program Planned

The spHA executive director said that only a few 1tems exist at Laurel
Park requiring preventative maintenance Items such as space heaters
and the project irrigation well would benefit from a preventative main-
tenance program S$PHA plans to implement a preventative maintenance
program for Laurel Park’s space heaters by November 1986 but has not
set a date to begin the program for Laurel Park’s wells Also, SPHA 18
designing a work order system that will include a preventative mainte-
nance checklist to check on items requiring preventative maintenance
work when other maintenance work is done.

Reporting of Repairs by
Tenants

According to SPHA’s executive director, the housing agency 1s acting to
remedy the problem of tenants not reporting needed maintenance and
repair needs. Specifically, he told us that sPHA has started conducting
meetings with 1ts tenants to educate them on the 1mportance of
reporting maintenance problems and explains that tenants will not be
charged for maintenance and repair work resulting from normal wear
and tear. Also, to help 1dentify problems not reported by tenants, SPHA
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employees are encouraged to report mamtenance problems noted while
doing other work in a unit and during the annual unit inspection
program.
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Objectives, Scope, and Methodology

In response to Congressman Young's February 21, 1986, request, our
objectives were to obtain information on why (1) unmet physical needs
exist at Laurel Park and (2) the housing agency was unsuccessful in
applying for modernization funding under the CIAP 1n 1985. In addition,
we identified actions being taken by the housing agency to improve the
project’s condition

We conducted our work at the Housing Authority of the City of St
Petersburg and at Hub offices in Jacksonville, Florida, Atlanta, Georgia,
and Washington, D C We performed our work between April and July
1986

We reviewed legislation, HuD regulations, HUD handbooks, and other Hup
guidance regarding maintaining and rehabilitating public housing. We
discussed Laurel Park’s condition with HUD’s management and staff who
are responsible for overseeing housing agency activities We talked pri-
marily with the chief and deputy chief of Jacksonville’s assisted housing
branch and members of the Jacksonville HUD team that toured Laurel
Park in April 1985 At the housing agency, we toured the project and
discussed 1ts condition and related housing agency issues with top man-
agement, including the executive director, deputy executive director,
and the directors of maintenance and of administration We also dis-
cussed the project’s condition with the Laurel Park site manager, the
housing agency’s maintenance supervisor, and a maintenance foreman.
At 1up and the housing agency, we reviewed documents on the extent of
modernization that has taken place since the agency acquired Laurel
Park in 1966 and reviewed documents germane to the agency’s financial
condition and Laurel Park’s physical condition.

To determine why the St. Petersburg housing agency was unsuccessful
in obtaimng ciapr funds during the 1985 ciap funding cycle, we reviewed
the housing agency’s application and related documentation. We dis-
cussed with senior housing agency management the 1tems in the apphca-
tion and the bases for including them. We also reviewed Hup guidance on
how the funding decisions are to be made and discussed this guidance
and the process with Hup officials who made the decisions We reviewed
documentation specific to the Laurel Park portion of the housing
agency’s application and discussed with HUD officials how and why they
reached their decisions. We discussed the April 1985 tour of the Laurel
Park project with key HUD and housing agency staff who participated in
1t
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We obtained written comments on a draft of this report from both nun
and spHA and have included their comments in the report where appro-
priate. We performed our review in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards
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Comments From the Department of Housing
and Urban Development

.v“'w‘" US DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
H LUl WASHINGTON DC 20410
%

%,
», \5)';
Wan pyyt

OFFIGE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING

Mr. J. Dexter Peach

Assistant Comptroller General
U.S. General Accounting 0ffice
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Peach

Secretary Pierce has asked me to respond to your letter of
October 17, 1986, which transmitted the draft report, "Public Housing.
Cond1tions at the Laurel Park Project in St. Petersburg, Florida"
(RCED-87-33). We appreciate the opportunity to review the report and to
provide you with our comments.

The draft report 1s reasonably researched and presented 1n an
impartial manner. It clearly explains the reasons why there are unmet
physical needs at Laurel Park and why the Housing Authority of the City
of St. Petersburg, Florida was unsuccessful 1n applying for modernization
funding under the Department's Comprehensive Improvement Assistance
Program 1n Fiscal Year 1985.

The draft report does not present any findings or recommendations,
and after reviewing the report, we have no comments. We appreciate your
staff taking the time o brief my staff during the investigation and
preparation of the repoRy. ~

N (
ncerel

S

J. Michael Dorsey
ssistant Secretary
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Comments From the Housing Authority of the
City of St. Petersburg

Note GAO comments
supplementing those in the
report text appear at the
end of this appendix

Now pp 9-10

JOHN L RILEY
CHAIRMAN

LARRY J NEWSOME s PHA EDWARD WHITE JR
VIC £ CHAIRMAN EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

JAMES R GIL LESPIE The H OUSing Authorlty

THOMAS E McLEAN SR
LESTER C SCHIERECK Of The City Of St Petersburg, Florda

DAVID B YORK
COMMISSIONF RS

November 14, 1986

Mr. J. Dexter Peach

Asslstant Comptroller General
U.S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C 30548

Dear Mr. Peach,

Thank you for affording this PHA an opportunity to comment upon the
dratt, report (RCED-87-33) concerning Laurel Park (FL 2-3). The PHA
has carefully studied the enlire report and has determined the draft
does not reach conclusions fully consistent with the facts and fails
to resolve conflicting claims between the PHA and the Jacksonville
Freld Office. even when a factual basls exlsts to resolve such
conflicts and does not address several pertinent 1ssues. The
comments which follow will document the observations in the
preceding sentence.

Comments

1. Conditions at T.aurel Park

The draft report allows that both PHA and HUD officials agree that
Laurel Park nceds physical 1mprovement but stresses that there 1s
sharp disagreement belween HUD and the PHA on the extent and urgency
of such nced (pp 10 11)

The report cited a Jacksonville HUD Field Office engineer as
clawming "Laurel Pactk 18 a very typlcal, older public housing
project., .. and 1s structurally sound" (emphasis added)

l.aurel Park 11s not a Lypical public housing project. TL was not
built originally as public housing and does not meel several
important public housing design standards i1ncluding

1. Room $S12e Standards

a) None of the kitchen areas meet minimum s12e
requlirements

b) Several of the primary bedrooms are less than the 120
square foot minimum
PLEASE REPLY TO

325 NINTH STREET SOUTH PO Box 12849
ST PFTERSBURG FLORIDA 33705 St Petersburg Flornda 33733 2849

DIAL 821 2211
AREA COOE 813
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¢) Oonly the 1living rooms consistently meet the minimum
s1ze regquirement (160 square feet), but just barely at
163 sguare feet, sSce Section 401.36 MPS. Moreover,
l.aurel Park room s1zes are smaller than any other
project administered by this agency 1including Jordan
Park [FL 2-1, 2-1(A)]}., another 1940 era, low rent
family housing project.

2. Water Ilmpecrvious Walls in Baths

Section 401-4.1(b) of the MPS requires water impervious
waingcot to a height of six (6) feet from finished floor
around tub-showers. Lautel Park has no such water
impervious walls, which condition produced the water
seepage from the second floor bath through the ceiling of
the first floor Kkitchens, ultimately causing several
ceiling collapnes and damage to the Kitehen wall
cabinets. Laurel Park is the only PHA project with such a
deficiency The deficiency is not typical of public
housing projects

3. Laundry Facilities

The MPS requires that where central laundrics are not
provided, provision for a washing machine shall be in each
dwelling unit (401-4.3). Laurel Park has neither central
facilities nor individwal apartment washer hookups

4. Interior Fire Protection

Laurel Park lacks the firewalls required by MPS and has
been cited by the St. Petersburg Fire Marshall's office,
(see attachment: Exhibit 1). Moreover, entrance doors on
individual dwelling units did not meet fire rating
tequirements. (New doors, funded by the City CDBG grant,
have eliminated this problem.)

5 Adequate Ventilation of Dwelling Units

The MPS requires mechanical ventilation when units lack
either atr conditioning or natural cross ventilation.
lLaurel has neither mechanical ventilation, ait
conditioning, or natural cross ventilation, The
ventilation problem had beon exacerbated by the absence of
apactment screen doors, since remedied by the Cily ygrant

The above examples are 1llustrative of how Laurel Park is deficient
in relationship to multi family minimum properlLy standards governing
public housing construction qualilty. These and other deficiencies
strongly welgh against the referenced HUD engineer's c¢laim that
l.aurel Park 1s a "typical older project".
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Moreover, the c¢laim that Laurel Park buildings were built to
withstand more abugse tLhan current day structures 18 speclous. The
only relevant comparison to Laurel Park 1s other older public
housing projects competing against Laurel Park for CIAP funds
"Present day slructures" do not generally qualify for CIAP because
of their age

Probably, the comment which best symbolizes the problem of poor
judgment by HUD Field Office staff was the statemeat by the same
engincer that " some unils are approaching the point where
comprehensive modernization wiil be needed, the majoriLy are 1in good
shape " (Again, cemphasis added )

kEveryone who had secen Laurel Park prior to the large scale
expenditures to upgrade 1t i1n 1986, 1i1ncluding dozens of media
representations, Congressman Young and his staff, PHA staff,
tenants, a delegation from the City Council, concurred the project

bordered on beilng unfit for human habitation One local T.V
gtation, WXFL, Channel 8, did a 30 minule documentary entitled
"Laurel Park: Public Housing, Public Shame" Sce Exhibit 1II, a

collection of newspaper clippings evidencing the more common view
that l.aurel Park was in extremely poor condition

The HUD response 1n this regard demonstrates that the Field Offices'
funding deci1sions are predicated upon a set of criteria wholly out
of touch with prevailing communily standards Another view 18 that
the response 1s simply a rationalization to cover the otherwise
1nexcuseable blunder of failing to fund at 1least the emergency
conditions which were visible to everyone (except apparently HUD
officials)

11 Why Did Unmet Physical Neceds Exist at Laurel Park?

The draft report cites the following conclusions attributable to
elther SPHA and/or HUD staff as the reasons why unmet physical
problems existed at l.aurel Park.

1 SPHA malntenance program did not 1dentify and/or respond
Lo problems in an effective and timely manner, owling to a
lack of an 1nspection procedure, and difficuliy attracting
and retaining competent maintenance staff

2 Failure of SPHA tenants to report maintenance problems
because of fear of being charged for repairs

3 l.ack of CIAP funding over the years
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4. Inadequate operating subsidy provided by the HUD
adminisgtered Performance Funding System (PFS).

5. Operating reserves 1nadequate to fund needs.

Except c1ting the alleged SPHA maintenance deficiencies as primary
and calling the prior lack of CIAP as major, the draft report makes
little or no effort to independently weigh these factors

For example, the PHA believes the lack of previous CIAP funds 1s the
primary reason why there were (and st1ll are) unmet physical nceds
at Laurel Park The PHA urges that GAO compare CIAP funding at
Laurel Park to other 30 plus year old projects nationally The PHA
Executive Director provided the GA0O audit team with a summary
analysis of CIAP allocations compiled by the Council of Large Public
Housi1ng Authorities (CLPHA) which showed that on average such
projects had received over $5,000 per unit funding. Laurel has not
received any appreclable amount of CIAP funds and had only received
$1,190 per unit of old modernization funding, almost all of which
went into a day care facility as opposed to renovation of dwelling
units.

Locally, the condition of Jordan Park 18 generally recognized as
being superior to Laurel despite being even older by seven (7)
years. The better conditions at Jordan Park result from $6,773 per
unit of CIAP funding plus some older modernization grants during the
1970's

By contrast, the PHA does not belleve the perceived problems with
its maintenance program or the supposed fear of tenants to report
maintenance needs 18 significant. The PHA belleves some tenants do
not report maintenance nceds out of fear of being charged for any
maintenance service. However, thls misperception of tenants leading
to unreported maintenance 18 not unique to St Petersburg or to
Laurel Park. This tenanL view about maintenance charges 1s held by
some tenants 1n every PHA and certainly at other SPHA adminlstered
housing projects, not )ust at Laurel Park.

Accordingly, 1t would be 1nappropriate to cite tenant fear of
reporting maintenance as a causative factor 1in Laurel's unmet
physical needs. The PHA assumes that the determination that Laurel
Park had unmet physical needs was predicated upon the assumption
such unmet nceds were relatively more significant at Laurel than at
most other low rent public housing projects. If, 1ndeed many
tenants at most projects have had the same fear to report
maintenance problems, than obviously such fears would have had no
speclal effect at Laurel Park (or at least the effect at Laurel Park
would have been no greater than elsewhere).
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The identical point could be made by comparing unmet physical needs
at Laurel and Jordan Parks. Laurel Park is in far worse physical
condition than Jordan The sole reason 18 the wide varilation 1n
C1AP funding allocations to the two (2) projects. This disparity
was widened by the 1986 HUD CTAP allocations. Despite the near
hysteria about the project last year, 11ncluding a considerable
amount of Congressional interest, HUD did not fund Laurel Park again
this vyear. By contrast, Jordan Park was allocated another
$1,258,000 (another $2,820 per unit or a total of $9,593 per unit of
CIAP compared to less than $2,000 per unlt for Laurel Park) which
includes the $250,000 emergency grant.

While the PHA appreciates that an analysis of PFS 18 beyond the
gscope of the GAO review, we belicve thalL e¢ven a cursory review of
the PFS would clearly show that PFS does not nor was ever 1ntended
to provide PHAs with funds for extraordinary malntenance or capital
Improvements. It is a matter of record that HUD has not provided
capital grant funds (CIAP) for Laurel. 1If the PFS does not provide
funds for capital grants and HUD does not allocate CIAP funds, then
gserious unmet physical nceds would be an unavoidable occurrence,
notwithstanding the merit of local PHA maintenance programs or the
various attitudes of local tenants to PHA maintenance charges

Finally, with respect to why there were (are) physical needs at
Laurel Park, PHA operating reserves are the sole remalining avenue of
funding to address physical needs 1n the absence of eilther adequate
PSS funding and/or CIAP grants. The PHA 18 cognizant that the draft
report partially acknowledges the inadequacy of SPHA reserves as a
substitute for CIAP by allowing that reserves were only at 56% of
HUD allowable levels and pointing out that reserves 1nclude
receivables and deferred charges (emphasis added)

However, the PHA believes that the 1nadequacy of the reserves would
be better 1llustrated by including 1n the final report language to
the effect that the entire PHA operating reserve would have been
insufficient to cover the cost of emergency repalrs ultimately
funded jointly by the City and by the emergency CIAP grant obtained
after Congressional 1intervention. Moreover, the fiscal 1986 low
rent operating budget, copies of which were made available to the
audit team, had a projected reserve level of only $321,324, some
$200,000 less than the level reported 1n the draft. The lower
resecrve level resulted from HUD unllaterally affecting prior year
operating subsidy adjustments 1n excess of $200,000. Moreover, even
this greatly reduced reserve was further threatened by HUD's attempt
to recapture an additional $61,800 of "excess subsidy" paid to the
PHA 1n PHA fiscal years 1981 and 1982. See Exhibit III.
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I11. Why Laurel Park Project Did Not Receive CTAP Funding 1n_the
198% Award Cycle

According to the draft report, there were several major reasons
cited by HUD officials to explain why no funding for Laurel Park was
recommended in 1985 1ncluding.

1 The fallure of the PHA to demonstrate that emergency
conditions existed at the dwelling structures

2 The si1ngle emergency coandition acknowledged as such by HUD
at the Day Care Community PFacility was not funded because
the PHA was percewved by HUD as having had sufficient
reserves for this purpose

3. Comprehensive CIAP funding was denied to Laurel Park
because this part of the application received a low
ranking because of HUD's assessment of SPHA overall
management capability and 1ts modernization management
capability

Again, the PHA believes the draft report allows contradictory claims
to stand without resolution even when relevant documentation is
avallable to verify which of the conflicting claims 18 correct

According to the CITAP Handbook 7485 1, Rev 2 (December 1983),
"Emergency Modernizalion means a modernization program for a project
that 18 limited to physical work 1tems of an emergency nature
affecting the life, health and safety of tenants... .."

Now p 16 The draft report on pages 18-19 states that HUD s aff reclassified
the rodent and pest control 1tem from "emergency" to “comprehensive"
\ during the HUD evaluation of the SPHA's preliminary application
because the SPHA application allegedly di1d not justify this
(extermination services) as an emergency item

The PHA narrative commentarty clearly described the rodent problem as
urgent and 1ndicated that a “major health crisis could result" 1f
the proposed extermination were not performed See Exhibit 1V.

Furthermore, exterminalion services are either needed or they are
not 1f they are, the nced is 1mmediate because by definition the
1nfestation s a threat to health. [f no need was geen, then the
1tem should appropriately have bhecen dropped, not reclassified as
"comprehensive"
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The PHA strongly urges
text of the PHA's
which fully refutes

1986

inclusi1on 1n the final report of the actual
narrative pertaining to the rodent 1nfestation
the Jacksonville Field Office's self setving and

untrue claims that the PHA's application did not justify "emergency"
staltus for the 1tem

While the draft
rodent i1nfestation which the
during the April,
that they (tenants)
the 1ssue
reporting PHA and tenant
bottom
self serving
pattern of

the review,

(see page
demonstrably

engaging 1n a
they knew and/or
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22,

report does

1985,

clte specilfic examples of evidence of
PHA reported 1t had shown HUD officlals

joint review and references tendnt claims
had also shown simllar evidence to HUD during

left somewhat unresolved by simply

observations versus Field Office denials
paragraph) In fact, HUD's denivals are

Exhibit 1V documents that HUD 15

false c¢laims about the 1ssue of whether
should have known about the emergency nced for
services The extent to which the PHA

flagged the emergency nature of this 1tem 1s clear from Exhibit 1V

As to HUD's specious claim that Field Office staff did not see any
rodent problems and none was pointed out, the PHA can

evidence of

only polnt out
and documenting
crew cven managed to film a

In any case,
"emergency”,

that media

representatives had no difficully finding
the extent of rodent 1nfestation One television

rodent 1n a Laurel Park dwelling unit

1nasmuyrh as the PHA had already classified the 1tem as

HUD staff
easlly have verified whether

participating 1n the joint review could

the condition existed or not In fact,

HUD staff was reluctant to even go to Laurel Park The PHA believes
the joint review team had determined not to fund Laurel Park tefore
the review took place

The draft report

At  the Day

suffirclien! reserves
without assistance
the PHA had

reports that

(page 23, bottom paragraph)

The PHA dad

w45 then under

goes on to state that the emergency repairs needed

Care Facillily were not funded because 1he PHA had

evaluating the PHA o

approved hy

fhe PHA 5 estimated
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Field Office
V)

Page 34

to fund
from

the repairs (then estimated at $61,000)

HUD he report then parenthetically
"about $4%00,000 1n reserves avallable?

not have $500,000 1n reserves the fiscal 1986 budget
revioew the same Ekield Offtce staff as was
needs The March 31, 1986, budygel was

HUD after subsidy modifircations were made which left
reserve level at $321,424, not $500,000 ‘1he

of f

the budget on May 13, 198% (5ce PTxhibat
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actual operating reserves for 1ts low rent program to drop to
$348,719 (See Exhibit VI ) The reserve level was further
threatened by HUD's persistent efforts to recapture $61,000 of so
called excess operating subsidy, which effectively reduced projected
reserves to $268,730 as of early 1985. (See Exhibit VII.) The PHA
recommends GAO cotrect the mlsstatement that PHA reserves were
$500,000 1n 1985. Obviously, HUD's determination that the PHA could
have funded the $61,000 wotk of emergency repairs without HUD
Anslstance was erroneous, when actual reserve levels were taken into
account

The remaining major HUD claim which 1s at variance with the fact
relates to the Field Office's low ranking of the comprehensive
modernization work 1tems contained 11n the 1985 CTAP for Laurel
Park HUD's stated reasons for the low ranking i1ncluded:

1 Concerns over SPHA's capacity to administer a
modernization program

2 Concerns over SPHA management capability (supposedly open
audit findings from a 1984 HUD management review)

3 Uncompleted 1982 modernization program (CTAP Program #904)

4 A c¢laim that the SPHA application did not contain
"required material showing how the SPHA planhed to improve
1ts management and operations and 1local government and
tenant comments on the application

PHA Capacity to Administer CIAP

Fven prior to the commencement of the GAO audit, this Authority had
been aware of the Jacksonville Field Office concerns pertalining to
SPHA's abilily to administer a CIAP program In January., 1986, the
PHA wrole to ask the Field Office to spell out the deficiencies in
prior PHA CIAP performance, which accounted for thelr (HUD's)
determination that SPHA lacked the capacily to administer a CIAP
program The Fireld Office finally responded on March 3, 1986, and
cited the following items

1 The PHA had failed to complete an Emergency CIAP program
(CIAP Program 90%) within one year as required by The CIAP
ttandbook 748% 1, Rev 2, Change 1, Para 3-6d4(1l),
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2 The Field Office gave a low ranking to the PHA's 1985 CIAP
application for Laurel Park based upon specific criteria
set forth 1n the referenced CTAP handbook, Para 3-6 f
(1-9) The Fi1eld Office letter did not speclfy which
e¢riteria were not met or how the application failed to
mcet such criteria;

3 The PHA had a comprehensive CTAP program (#904) "open for
over three years” 1n violation of 1-3 m;

4 The PHA failled to have the requlslite documentation
completed at the time of the joint review,

5 The revised preliminary application submitted by the PHA
on May 24, 1985, "did not reflect the 1tems discussed
during the joint review";

[ Quarterly reports are (were) consistently late;

/ PHA  could not provide "reasonable or accurate cost
estimates" Lo lthe Field Office opecialisl at the joint
review "because of 1nadequate preparation",

8 The preliminary application did not contain management
Lmprovement proposals;

9 PHA could not provide "proper documentation on contracts,
past and/or present" during the joint review,

The PHA submits Lhat the Field Office representation in 1ts March 3,
1986, letter, pertalning to 1ts assessment of the 1985 Laurel Park
CLAP application and similar representations made to GAO Auditors
constlitute a retroactive effort to justify 1its poor judgement 1n not
having funded Laurel Park In many 1nstances HUD's claims are
demonstrably untrue or are an unwarranted application of CIAP

. Handbook provisions wlthout reqgard to whether the PHA had control
over the circumstances gliving rise to the alleged deficiency. (See
Para L 3 m of HUD CIAP Handbook ) For example

1 CIAP Program 905 was more than one year old However, the
major reason for the apparent delay completing the project
within a year was that the 1983 grant of $125,000 proved
to be for less than the ultimate cost of the project,
approximately $33%,000 The much higher actual cost
necessitated major redesign and repeated rebidding of the
project HUD 1tself took nearly s1x (6) months, from

! October, 1984, to March, 198%, to approve the award of a

roofing contract In fact, the only CIAP funds awarded to

the PHA 1n 1985 wds a $160,000 supplemental emergency CIAP

(#906) to complete the work started with CIAP program #905
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2 The PHA cannot respond directly to HUD's low ranking under
the criteria set forth in 3 - 6 (F) unless HUD offers more
of a specific statement of 1ts reasons for the ranking

3 The c¢laim that the PHA had a CIAP program open for more
than three (3) years 18 untrue. According to the CIAP
Handbook, the phrase "funds which are over three years
old” means “funds approved 1n a F.F Y which 1s three or
more years before the current F.F Y." Using the Handbook
example, when the PHA applied for funds 1n F F Y. 1985,
funds over three years old would have been those from
FFY 1981 or before. See Para 1 - 3 (m) The PHA had
no funds open from F F Y 1981. The CIAP program
referenced in the Field Office correspondence and cited to
the GAO audit team would not have been three years old
until F F Y 1986, which did not commence until six (6)
months after the Field Office had ranked the Laurel Park
application low 1n part because the Field Office had
Lncorrectly determined the CIAP Program 904 to be more
than three years old

4q The Field Office claim that the PHA had not completed all
of the “"necessary documentation” 1§ especlally annoying
because the only item which had not been completed was the
Physical Needs MAssessment (HUD Form 52827). The sole
reason the 52827 had not been completed was that HUD had
not transmitted the forms to the PHA. Sce HUD letter of
Apral 11, 1985, Exhibit VII, under “Joint Review
Documents™”

4 The referenced forms were hand delivered by the Audit Team
Wednesday, April 17, 198%, the single day of the joint
review

5 The May 24, 1985, preliminary application submitted by the
PHA specifically had been revised to reflect the joint
review comments Example*: The PHA 1solated the plumbing
problems related to the Tl.aurel Park bathrooms and
tdentified the water seepage condition as emergency to
enhance the funding prospects Previously, this 1tem had
been A part of a3 broader category Proposed comprehensive
renovation of bathrooms and kitchens See kxhibit VII
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6. PHA quarterly reports had not been consistently late See
PHA letter of March 20, 1986, page threce (3), para #4
(Fxhibit 1X)

7. The PHA's original preliminary application dated February
27, 1986, and all subsequent resubmissions contalned
reasonable and accurate eslimates

8 The preliminary CIAP application 1s not required to have

management 1mprovements The PHA's then ongoing CLAP
program 904 contalined a wide assortment of management
improvements, wncluding the establishement of a

centralized maintenance operation, 1mplementation of a
revised dwelling lease, revised policy on admissions and
occupancy, a major expansion of PHA data processing, and
several other s»imilar management 1mprovements At the
very Lime that the Field Office was reviewing the 1985
preliminary CiAP application, 1L was revliewing a major
proposed budget revision to CLAP program 904, which
included a full range of management improvements

Additionally, the PField Office was reviewing the PHA's
then proposed revised dwelling lease and policy on
admissions and continued occupancy The PHA specitically
discussed with Field staff the redundancy of listing
improvements 1n the 1985 applications which were already
contained 1n CIAP 904 See kFxhibits X, X1 and XI11

9 During the ex1t conference with the PHA Fxecutive Director
no discussion was held about contract documenlation

10 The Field Office apparently attempted to further justity
1ts claim relating to poor UPHA management capabilily by
ciLting open audit findings from a 1984 management

raview The referenced management review wWas dated
September 78, 1984 The PHA made full and final response
to_this _audit 1n November, 1984 Sce kxhibits X111 and

XLV This claim 18 unLrue

In summaty, the Pield Offi1ce rationale for the Jlow ranking was

seriously flawed Moreover, the Field Office letter announcing the
joint review (Fxhibit VII) specified that the review "18 (was) to be
conducted on Project(s) ¥l 2 1L 1A" 1f the alleged deficienciles
cited 1n the Field Offi1ce letter of March 3, 1986, and to the GAO
Audit Team had been true, particularly the claims relating to lack
of CIAP administration capability and lack of overall management
capability, then why was funding recommended for Projects ¢l /2 1 and

F1 2 1(A)? ITn fact, the PFileld Office ranked Jordan Park (Kl /2 1,
2 1{(A) high and recommended $500,000 funding 1n 198%
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P {
In summary, the PHA believes that the conditions at Laurel Park were
demonstrably poor 1n 1985 and that HUD officials were shown

emergency conditions but failled to fund needed repalrs 1n blatant
violation of HUD CIAP Handbook established funding priorities.

The PHA further believes that while <certainly 1internal PHA
maintenance should be 1improved., the major cause of Laurel Park's
delapidated condition 1s the funding shortfall arising from no major
CIAP allocations over the years and built-in PFS subsidy funding
deficiencies. The entire funding shortfall 1ssue 18 not adequately
addressed in the report

Finally, the Field Office rationale for a low ranking of Laurel
Park's 1985 application 1s flawed and factually incorrect in many
instances Most 1mportantly, the Field Office recommended funding
for Jordan Park despite the supposed existence of PHA management
problems which precluded funding to Laurel Park If the
deficienciles truely existed, then such deficiencies should have
served as a barrier to funding of Jordan Park as well.

Prior to closing the PHA will 1list specific 1tems in the draft
report which are factually 1ncorrect:

1 Page One, Second Paragraph: Laurel Park was opened 1n 1947
ags Royale Court, a private apartment complex, financed
with FHA mortgage 1insurance and built to house black

families It was purchased and converted to low rent
public housing by The St. Petersburg Housing Authority in
1966

Nowp 4 2 Page Six The referenced central malntenance initiative

dates to management 1mprovements proposed by the PHA 1in
1ts preliminary application for CIAP program 904. Actual
implementation of central malntenance had begun in late
1983 and was substantially completed, except for
computerization of work orders, by early 198S5. The joint
review team actually toured the —central malntenance
facility in 1985 and expressed no concern to PHA staff
about extant maintenance procedures

Newp 8 3 Page Nine, Second Paragraph: "According to HUD and housing
agency officials minimal (not hecessary) renovations "

4q Page Fighteen, Footnote (a): The severely deteriorated
See comment 2 wall conditions surrounding the tubs were in only 50 - 60
per cent of the dwelling units, not 5 - 6 units

5 Page Nineteen. There 18 nothing unspecific about
Now p 17 "preoccupancy training" The 1tem was discussed at length
with Field Office staff The concept and vuse of

preoccupancy 18 well known throughout the industry
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6. Page Twenly-Three, Bottom Paragraph At the time about
$320,000 for the entire agency (not $500,000)

Thank you again for allowing the PHA to have the opportunilLy to
comment on the draft report. 1f for auny reason GAO 1s unable to
incorporate the above commentary 1nto a revised final report, we
hereby request that our comments be attached 1n their entirety as an
appendix

Very truly your

A

Edward White, Jr
Executive Director

x EWjr/dl \
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The following are GAO’s comments on the Housing Authority of the City
of St. Petersburg’s letter dated November 14, 1986.

GAO Comments 1 Exhibits are not reproduced in this report

2. Reference to number of units is deleted from report
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