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To the Speaker of the House of Representatives
and the President pro tempore of the Senate -

In our review of the relocation of families displaced from selected
urban renewal projects administered by the Fort Worth regional office,
Housing and Home Finance Agency; we noted that a significant number
of the families <isplaced from urban renewal projects in St. Louias,
Missouri, and Kansas City, Kansas, were relocated into subatandard
housing and that a substantial number of the families displaced in these
cities and in Columbia, Missouri, were not afforded relocation assistance.
We believe that the regional office's supervision and review of relocation
activities of local public agencies were not adequate to fulfill the intent
of title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, that displacad families
be afforded an opportunity to relocate into decent, safe and sanitary hous-
ing.

The Commissioner, Urban Renewal Administration, has informed us
that he has taken certain actions and that he plans to take other actions
which we believe will, if properly implemented, significantly improve the
agency's administration of relocation activities,

Copies of this report are being sent to the President of the United
States; the Administrator, Housing and Home Finance Agency; and the
Commissioner, Urban Renewal Administration.

Comptroller General
of the Unitcd States
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| REPORT ON ,

INADEQUATE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE

TO FAMILIES |
DISFLACED FROM CERTAIN URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS
IN KANSAS AND MISSOURI
ADMINISTERED BY
FORT WORTH REGIONAL OFFICKE
HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY

INTRODUCTION

The General Accounting Qffice has made a review of the relocation of
families displaced from selected urban renewal projects in Kansas and
Missouri, The Fort Worth regional office, Housing and Home Finance Agency
(HHFA) has jurisdiction over the administration of the urban renewal pro-
gram in eight States, including Kansas and Missouri. Our review was made
pursuant to the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C, 53), and the Ac-
counting and Aud1t1ng Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). The scope of our review is
described on page 14 of this report

- The urban renewal program is authorized by title I of the Housing Act
of 1949, as amended (42 U.S.C, 1450). This act authorizes Federal financiali
assistance through advances, loans, and capital grants to local communities
for the purpose of (1) assisting in the elimination and prevention of the spread
of slums and blighted or deteriorating areas and (2) providing maximum op-
portunity for the redevelopment, rehabthtatlon, and conservation of such
areas by private enterprise,

Pursuant to section 106 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended (42
U.S.C, 1456), the Administrator, HHFA, delegated to the Commissioner,
Urban Renewal Administration (URA), broad authority for administering the
urban renewal program. The URA office is located in Washington, D,C,; the
field activities of the program are carried out bv the seven HHFA regional
offices, A list of principal officials responsible for the activiiies examined
in our review is presented as the appendlx of this report.

The prime responsibility for initiating and administering the urban re-
newal arogram at the local level is placed with the communities themselves.
Each urban renewal project is carried out by a local public agency {(LPA)
which is defined by statute as any State, county, municipality, or other gov-
ernmental entity or public body, or two.or more such entities or bodies,
authorized to undertake the project for which assistance is sought,
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To assist in the administration of the program, URA has issued an
Urban Renewal Manual which contains the policies, procedures, and require-
ments to be adhered to by the LPAs in undertaking an urban renewal project
pursuant to title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended. The HHFA re-
gional offices are responsible for determining whether LPAs follow the re-
quirements set forth in the manual, with respect to the submission of project
propousals and subsequent execution of the project,

BACKGROUND

In most urban renewal projects, a problem arises with regard to fami-
lies displaced from the urban renewal areas, These families are often from
low-income minovity groups with linited means of acquiring adequate housing
in other areas. Even though the LPA n.akes relocation payments (from funds
provided by the Federal Government) to cover the costs of moving, the re-
quirement to move often places a financial burden on these families. When
there is insufficient standard housing for displaced families, such families
tend to move into, and further congest, existing slums or deteriorating areas,
Inadequate housing resources or improper relocation plans could result in
shifting slum conditions from one area of a city to another,

The Congress recognized this problem, and one objective of enacting
section 105 of title I of the Houring Act of 1949 was to provide that families
displaced by urban renewal activities be rehoused in decent, safe, and sani-
tary housing, with a minimum amount of hardship. Section 105(c) of the act
provides that contracts for loans or capital grants require that:

"There be a feasible method for the temporary relocation of
families displaced from the urban renewal area, and that there
are or are being provided, in the urban renewal area or in other
areas not generally less desirable in regard to public utilities
and public and commercial facilitias and at rents or prices with-
in the finanrial means of the families displaced fron. the urban
renewal area, decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings equal in num-
ber to the number of and available to such displaced families and
reasonably accessible to their places of employment, "

In Report No. 1, transmitted to the House Committee on Banking and
Currency on January 31, 1956, the Subcommittee on Housing made the fol-
lowing comments on the relocation of displaced families:

"%%% the subcommittee is concerned that adequate safeguards are
being taken to see that such families are transferred, as pain-
lessly as possible, to alternative decent housing which they can
afford, *%* The subcommittee urges that the Federal authorities
charged with overseeing relocation responsibilities exercise in-
creased vigilance to make sure that the municipalities are infact
doing an effcctive and humane job in this area., Lvery elfort
should be made to insure a workable relocaticn plan with adequate




personnel to saupervise the working out of the program, Ilf dis-
placed families are merely shunted to another slum area or an
area which is on the verge of becoming a slum, the problem is
only aggravated further.' (Underscoring supplied. )

Although the law itself does not specifically direct the LPA to relocate
families, it indirectly imposes this obligation on the LPA. Accordingly, the
URA relocation requirements, which are intended to carry out the declared
purpose of title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, provide for the ac-
ceptance of such an obligation by the LPA,

Prior to the execution of a loan and grant contract, the LPA must sub-
mit a relocation plan to the HHFA regional office, This plan sets forth the
policies and procedures which will be followed in carrying out the relocation
phase ot the project. The plan, as finally approved by the URA, constitutes
the official criteria to which the LLPA must adhere and is incorpcrated, by
reference, in the executed loan and grant contract,




INADEQUATE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE TO FAMILIES
DISPLACED FROM CERTAIN URBAN RENEWAL PROJECTS

In our review of the relocation of families displaced from selected ur-
ban renewal projects administered by the Fort Worth regional office, fHHFA,
we noted that a significant number of the families displaced in St. Louis,
Missouri, and Kansas City, Kansas, were relocated into substandard hcusing
and that a substantial number of the families displaced in these cities and in
Columbia, Missouri, were not affordes relocation assistance, We believe
that the regional office's supervision and review of relocation activities of
LF .s were not adequate to fultill the intent of title I of the Housing Act of
1949, as amended, which was that displaced families be afforded an oppor-
tunity to relocate into decent, sale, and sanitary housing,

The Commissioner, URA, has informed us of his views on our findings
and proposed corrective actions, His comments have been considered in the
preparation of this report. T he three cities whose relocation activities are
discussed in this report were provided an opportunity to comment on the fac-
tual data presented herein,and we have given consideration to the views that
they expressed,

Specific comments on these matters follow,

DISPLACED FAMILIES RELOCATED INTO
SUBSTANDARD HOUSING ’

A significant number of families who were displaced from slum clear-
cnce and urban renewal projects in St. Louis, Missouri, and Kansas City,
Kansas, and who were taken into the LPAs' workloads, relocated into sub-
standard housing. In many instances, the families who relocated into sub-
standard housing were actually relocated into substandard housing by the
LrAs, were offered only other substandard housing by the LPAs, or were
not offered relocation assistance by the LPAs, Many of the families who
were relocated into substandard housing were reported by the LPAs as having
been relocated into standard housing, We believe that there were inadequate
review and supervision of the LLPAs' relocation activities by the Fort Worth
HHF A regional office.



St. Louis, Missouri

The LPA Teports of relocation progreas of the Mill Creek Valley and
Kosciusko projects in St. Louis, Missouri, as of June 30, 1961, contained
the following information with regard to relocated families:

Families
Hcusing units Mill Creek
relocated into Valley Kosciusko
Standard units-a-coooo.-u-.-.-.-nuocl... 1'426 410
Substandard Units. .. .....cvneeenrernnnns 379 174
Housing condition not known ,.,.......... - 162 66
Remo.ed from workload ................ 1,967 650

The above information shows that 553 families from the two projects had re-
located into substandard housing. At June 30, 1961, the Mill Creek Valley
project relocation effort was virtually complete the Kosciusko project effort
was about 65 percent complete,

We inspected 35 dwelling units sclected at random from units reported
as standard by the LPA and into which families displaced from the Mill Creek
Valley project were relocated, On the basis of the standards set forth in the
LPA's relocation plan, we concluded that 21 of these dwelling units were sub-
standard. The deficiencies we noted included such things as inoperative
plumbing, no cunning water, no heating facilities, doors faliing off hinges,
infestation with vermin, and leaks in roofs and walls, The head of tho LLPA's
relocation scction revisited seven of the dwelling units with us and agreed
that these units were substandard, He informed us that visits to other units
were not necessary and that he accepted our conclusion that the other 14 units
we had inspected were substandard,

We inspected 31 dwelling units selected at random from units into which
families displaced from the Kosciusko project were relocated. Twenty-eight
of these units had been reported as standard by the LPA, and the cther three
had been reported as standard by the HHFA Fort Worth regional office site
representative, 1he site representative had reported also as standard 4 of
28 units reported as standard by the LPA, On the basis of the housing stand-
ards set forth in the LPA's relocation plan, we concluded that 30 of the dwell-
ing units were substandard, The head of the LPA's relocation section revis-
ited 11 of the dwelling units with us and agreed that these units were sub-
standard, -He informed us that vigits to other units were not necessary and
that he accepted our conclusion that 19 of the otber 20 units we had inspected
were substandard. The regional office site representative stated that his in-
spections consisted of visual observations from his automobile as he drove
by the properties and that, in classifying the dwelling units as standard, he
relied on the statements of the LPA personnel,

Some of the families who had been relocated into the substandard dwell-
ings were so relocated by the ILPA, Many of the orther families either were




offered only substandard housing by the LPA or wer~ offered no relocation
assistance bythe LPA, The L¥A assisted iamilies displaced from the Kosciusko
project in finding relocation housing by offering them addresses (ref.rral
lists) prepared irom newspape r advertisements. Accompanied by an I.PA reloca-
tion official, we inspected 16 of the 33 dwelling units listed on a Kosciusko
project referral list dated June 6, 1961. The relocationofficial acknowledged
that each of the 16 dwelling units was substandard. The dwellingunits had not
been inspected prior to their inclusion on the referral lists, as required by
the LPA's relocation plan.

Regarding the Kosciusko project, the LLPA reported to the Fort Worth
HHF A regional office that, of a total of 724 families taken into the LPA's re-
location workload as of August 1961, 178 families had self-relocated intc
substandard housing, We reviewed the files of 40 famiiies, selected at ran-
dom, that had self-relocated into substandard housing and found no evidence
that the LPA made any effort to relocate these families from the substan-
dard housing they had chosen into standard housing, as required by the
LPA's relocation plan, ‘

In commienting on the matters discussed above, the Executive Director
of the St. Louis LPA questiored the basis that we used in classifying as sub-
standard the houses that we inspected, The standards that we used as guide-
lines in our inspections werec those contained in the LPA's relccation plans
for the Mill Creek Valley and Kosciusko projects., We did not conclude that
hrousing was substandard solely because of minor items; our conclusions were
based on a combination of deficiencies--some major and some minor. For
exarmple, the deficiencies we noted for one of the structures above included:
‘eaks in roof and walls, doors falling off hinges, toilet shared with congre-
gation of church, no kitchen facilities, no bathing facilities, inuperable win-
dows, no water, no electricity, and no heating facilities, The LPA's own in-
spectors, accompanied by us, classified as substandard about 35 percent of
the structures which we concluded were substandard and accepted our con-
clusions on the remaining 65 percent of the structures.

Kansas City, Kansas

At April 30, 1961, the Gateway project relocation effort was virtually
complete; the Armourdale Industrial Park project relocation effort was about
90 percent complete. The LPA reports of relocation progress for the Gateway
and Armourdale Industrial Park projects as of that date disclosed the follow-
ing information with regard to relocated families.

Housing units e Families

relocated into Gateway Armourdale
Standard units, ,,..,...... . e 323 83
Substandard vnits. ., ... ... .. ... ... 16 -
Housing condition not known ,.... . 5 5
Renioved from workload. ... .o oo 338 88

|
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The above data shows that the LPA reported only 10 Gateway families and nc
Armourdale Industrial Park families had relocated into substandard housing.
However. the LPA's records as of that date showed that 29 Gateway families
and 6 Armourdale Industrial Park families were relocated into dwelling units
classified as substandard by the I.LPA,

We inspected 18 dwelling units sele.ted at random from units recorded
as standard by the LPA and into which families displaced from the Gateway
and Armourdale Industrial Park projects were velocated, On the basis of the
standards set forth in the LPA's relocation plan, we concluded that three of
these units were substandard. One of these units was located in a substandard
apartrment building into which eight families had been relocated, The LPA
classified this building on its relocation records as .standard for the first six
of the se families, two of which were relocated into the building by the LPA,
and as substandard for the other two families, one of which was relocated into
the building by the I.PA. LPA officials revisited this building with us and
agreed that it was substandard. The LPA subsequently revised its April 30,
1961, report of relocation progress for the Gateway project to show that 50
dispiaced families, rather than 10 as originally reported, were living in
substandard housing.

Although the LLPA's relocation plans for the Gateway and Armourdale
Industrial Park projects require that inspections be made of dwellings into
which displaced families are relocated, LLPA officials informed us that in
many instances the only inspections of relocation housing by the relocation
staff consisted of visual external inspections, rnade while the inspectors drove
past the properties, '

In instances where the LPA relocation staff inspectors classified dwell-
ings as substandard, they did not report to the city's Minimum Housing Code
Office, for corrective action, violations of the city's housing code. An LPA
official told us that housing code violations were not reported to the city's
Minimum Housing Code Office because LPA officials believed that (1) such
action would adversely affect the availability of housing resources and (2) the
relocation staff was not qualified to determine whether the housing met the
city's minimum housing code requirements. '

The Regional Director of Urban Renewal advised us that more emphasis
would be placed on relccation activities, Subsequent to our field review, the
Urban Renewal Manual was revised to require that an LPA notify the local
housing code enforcement agency of instances where the LPA's inspections
reveal that self-relocated families who declined standard relocation housing
are living in dwelling units that do not meet local housing code requirements,

We believe that these actions will tend to improve the administration of
relocation activities. However, in our opinion, the deficiencies disclosed by
our review show that there were inadequate supervision and review of the
LPAs' relocation activities by the Fort Worth HHFA regional office., Accord-
ingly, we proposed that the Commissioner, URA, require that 1lliFA regional




officials provide closer supervision over the ex.ec\ftiqn of pr'cject relocatio_n
plans by LPAs and that such officials make periodic inspections of relocatxpn
housing, We proposed also that the Commissioner not authorize future proj-
ects for St. Louis, Missouri, and Kansas City, Kansas, unless URA had re-
ceived positive evidence from the LPAs that sufficiert standard h.m_.tsin.g would
be available for permanently relocating all displaced project families into
decent, safe, and sanitary housing.

In a letter dated August 5, 1963, the Commissioner informed us that
the agency had iroplemented the first of the above proposals by authonzzng
regional offices to employ additional site representatives who would special-
ize in the examination of all LPA relocation activities, He stated that these
specialists would be required to inspect the interiors of relocation housing to
ascertain whether such housing meets the standards of the approved reloca-
tion plan,

In regard to the second of the above proposals, the Commissioner in-
formed us that the proposal had been made part of URA policy wiich was im-
plemented by the issuance on May 17, 1963, of Regional Circular No. 627,
This circular requires the HHHFA regional offices, at the time an LLPA sub-
mits an application for survey and planning for a title I project, to make a
systematic evaluation of past and carrent performance of urban renewal ac-
tivities in the locality, including the quality of the relocation operation. e
informed us also that the St, Louis, Missouri, and Kansas City, Kansas,
I.PAs had instituted changes in their administrative policies and actions which
werc intended to provide that displaced families be relogated in standard
housinrg, He stated that these actions on the part of the LPAs, combined with
closer regional office supervision, shculd result in far more satisfactory re-
focation activities in both cities,

We believe that the proper implementation of the actions described by
the Comn.issioner should result in significant improvement in the quality of
relocation activities conducted by LLPAs,

RELOCATION ASSISTANCE NQT PROVIDED SOON ENOUGH

We found that a substantial number of families displaced from urban
renewal areas were not afforded relocation assistance by LPAs because cer-
tain URA relocation requirements were not applicable until after the execu-
tion of the loan and grant contract, We believe that the displaced families
should have been informed of the relocation assistance that would becon.e
available to them,

Qur review disclosed that more than 3, 300 of the nearly 7, 000 familics
that the LPAs estimated wvere living in the Mill Creek Valley and Kosciusko
prcjects in §t. Louis, Missouri; the Douglass School project in Coiumbia,
Missouri; and the Gateway project in Kansas City, Kansas, were omitted
frorm the :.PAs' relo:ation workloads and that they were thus never affcrded
relocation assistence., Some of the families rmay not have accepted [LPA
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assistance, and some of the movement frora the ai1ea may have been nornal
turnover. The whereabouts of most of the 3, 300 families is unknown, and

{ their absence was not shown on the LI*As' relocation progress reports. _
Probably a significant number of these families moved into substandard ;

housing, as did a significant number of self—relocated families whose housing
conditions were a matter nf record.

The Urban Renewal Manual (chapter 16-1) provides that an LPA submit
with its survey and planning application (1) estimates of the number of resi-
dents in the project area and the number of families that will be displaced :
and (2) narrative descriptions of the housing supply in the locality, An LPA T
is also required to submit, with its application for a loan and grant contract,

i more detailed estimates of relocation needs and resources. Although the

f mannal (section 16-2-2) authorizes the LPA to make a complete survey to

‘ obtain information on relocation needs, it does not require that such a survey
: be made. The LPA is required to initiate relocation activities as soon as

site occupants enter the relocation workload The manual {section 16-3-1)
provides taat:

""A site occupant enters the relocation workload when any
of the following occurs:

(1) The property occupxed is acqur'ed by the LPA or other
public body. .

(2) A landlord requests assistance in relocating a tenant to
-permit rehabilitatior or code enforcement,

(3) A code enforcement agency requests assistance in va-
cating a unit,

(4) A site occupant requests assistance as a result of re-
habilitation or ¢ode .enforcement.

""As soon as practxcal after the effective date of the Contract
for Loan and Grant, each site occupant shall be interviewed for
the following purposes:

(1) Obtaining information on relocation requirements frorm.
; families and individual householders, ***

(2) Determining the relocation assistance which the site
occupant requires,

(3) Delivering to the site occupant informational material

developed by the LPA explaining the relocation services
which are available *%% v

We believe ihat the URA regulations are inadequate in that they do not
require the LPAs to.advise families residing ir. areas selected for urban re-
newal projects of the relocation assistance that ..ill become available to them

o R i




until after the execution of a loan and grant contract. We believe also that
URA should have required the LPAs to cbtain more reliable information re-
garding relocation reauirements and resources prior to the execution of a
loan and grant contract. If reliable information on housing needs and re-
sources is not obtained prior to the effective date of the contract for a loan
and g.art, significant relocation problems, such as a lack of available stgnd-
ard housing, may not be recognized in time to meet the needs of all the dis-
placed fami'ies. Generally, by the time a contract has been executed, the
residents of the area selected for the project have been aware for many
months that they probably will be required to relocate. Consequently, many
of these families, in anticipation of acquisition of the property by the LPA,
move into other housing without having been advised of the relocation assist-
ance that would ultimately become available to them, Of the self-relocated
familics whose housing conditions were a matter of record at the St. Louis,
Missouri, and Kansas City, Kansas, LPAs, a significant number relocated
into substandard aousing. The relocation of a significant number of displaced
families into substandard housing--the "'shifting' of slums--negates much of
the benefit of the project and is contrary to the clearly expressed intent of
the Congress that the problems of slums and blight be attacked on a commu-
nitywide basis, ‘

St. L.ouis, Missouri

The relocation plan for the Mill Creek Valley project, St. Louis, Mis-
souri, was approved by URA on June 24, 1958, This relocation plan showed
that an estimated 4, 212 families were to be relocated. The LPA report of
relocation progress dated June 30, 1961, showed that the total relocation
workload for the project was only 2, 072 families, The head of the LPA's re-
location section stated that as of June 30, 1961, the relocations from the Mill
Creek Valley project area were virtually completed., Therefore, the remain-
ing 2, 140 families, or more than 50 percent of the families from the project
area, were not taken into the relocation workload or provided rclocation as-
sistance, ’

The relocation plan for the Kosciusko project, St. Louis, Missouri,
approved by URA on May 12, 1959, showed that an estimated 1,872 families
were to be relocated, The head of the LPA's relocation section informed us
that only about 1, 000 families were to be taken into the relocation workload,
Therefore, the remaining 872 families from the project area were not to be
taken into the relocation workload or provided relocation assistance.

An LPA official informed us that many families were not taken into the
relocation workload because, in anticipation of the property acquisitions to
be made by the LPA, they moved from the Mill Creek Valley and Kosciusko
project areas prior to the actual acquisition of the properties in which they
were residing.
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Columbia, Missouri

The relocation plan for the Douglass School project in Columbia, Mis-
souri, was approved by URA on December 1, 1958. This plan indicated that
an estimated 410 families would be displaced from the project arca, However,
the LPA's relocation records failed to account for 183, or over 40 percent,
of these families,

L.PA officials advised us that the original estimate of 410 families ac-
tually included individual householders, as well as families, However, our
review of the LPA's records supporting the original estimate disclosed that,
consistent with URA ‘s definition (Urban Renewal Manual, section 16-3-2) of
the term ‘family'--two or more persons who are living together 'r a single
dwelling unit--410 families were to be displaced from the project area.

At June 30, 1961, the LPA reported the relocation progress of the
project to the Fort Worth HHFA regional office. This report showed that 165
families had been taken into the relocation workload, leaving a balance of 245
families still remaining in property to be acquired by the LPA, However, on
July 1, 1961, we noted that these properties contained only 62 families.
Therefore, it appeared that relocation assistance would be provided to not
more than 227 families, or about 56 percent of the 410 families reported in
the relocation plan.

Kansas City, Kansas

The relocation plan for the Gateway project, Kansas City, Kansas, ap-
proved by URA on February 26, 1958, showed that an estimated 657 faniilies
were to be relocated. In January 1961, the Fort Worth HHFA Regional Direc-
tor of Urban Renewal requested his site representative to explain why the
LPA's relocation records did not account for 293, or over 40 percent, of these
families. The site representative replied that the 293 families had moved and
that no one seemed to know where or when they went,

Our review disclosed that, since 166 individuals were included in the
original estimate of 657 families, the number.of families to be relocated
should have been reported as 491. The LLPA's report on relocation progress
at May 31, 1961, showed that the total relocation workload included only 349
families, or less than 72 percent of the 491 families, with relocation virtu-
ally completed. Therefore, on the basis of the LPA's revised estimates,
about 142 families displaced from the project were not taken into the reloca-
tion workload,

In commenting on this matter, the Executive Director of the Kansas
City, Kansas, LPA informed the Fort Worth HHFA regional office in a letter
dated May 7, 1963, that the LLPA had no responsibility vnder the prior URA
regulations to relocate those families not taken into the relocation workioad.
He stated, however, that although there were no records to show that, any
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contact had been made with these families, the LPA did encourage them,
throughnewspapers, personal contacts, and letters, to remain in their housing
until the LPA purchased the property in which they lived,

In enacting section 105(c) of title I of the Housing Act of 1949, as
amended, the Congress intended that decent, safe, and sanitary housing be made
available for all families displaced by slum clearance and urban renewal ac-
tivities, We believe that the achievemeat of this objective would be advanced by
URA's requiring that, during the period when survey and planning applicaiions
are being developed, rather than after the effective date of the loan and grant
contract (see p. 9), the LPAs inform the residents of proposed urban re-
newal areas of the relocation assistance that will becc:ine available to them
should the properties be acquired, We believe also that URA should require
that the LLPAs obtain reliable information regarding relocation requirements
and resources during the survey and planning stage of the project.

We proposed that the Commissioner, URA, require that (1) at the time
L.PAs develop information to support their survey and planning applications,
they inform the residents of proposed urban renewal areas of the relocation
assistance that will become available to the residents should the properties in
which they live be acquired and (2) during the planning stage of the projects,
the LPAs obtain reliable information regarding relocation requirements and

resources.

In a letter dated August 5, 1963, the Commissioner agreed to adopt our
iirst proposai, Regarding the second proposal, he stated that:

""Since the projects referred to in this report have gone into exe-
cution, there have been extensive revisions in Manual require-
ments with respect to the kind of showing an LLPA is required to
make as to relocation needs and resources. Detailed data on in-
comes, including breakdowns of families with incomes of less
than $200 a month, family size, number of bedrooms required,
housing availability by unit size and by rent and sales price brack-
ets, makes it necessary for an LPA to examine both its require-
ments and housing resources much more carefully than was the
case previously. Ii such an examination indicates the need for
construction of additional housing, public or private, the Manual
requires that the LLPA spell out in detail concrete plans for the
provision of these additional resources and proposals for dealing
with problem cases among displaced families, including the el-
derly, the handicapped, etc, If public housing is necessary to es-
tablish the relocation feasibility, an Annual Contributions Con~
tract must have been executed tefore a L.oan and Grant Contract

will be approved for the urban renewal project,

"Review procedures also instituted in the last several years
at both the Regional and Central Office levels are such as to min-
imize errors in estimating requirements and resources. Errors
and inconsistencies in the documentation are returned to the
[LPA's for clarification and explanation, Where long lapses are
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involved between relocation planning and project execution, the
LPA's are required to bring their estimates up to date, This, of
course, does not mean that we consider no further improvement
possible in our present policies and procedures, The policies and
procedures are under constant review and modifications will be
introduced when the need for modification is indicated by e¢xperi-

ence, "

We believe that the proper implementation of these procedures should
result in a significant improvement in the quality of relocation activities

administered by HHF A, '
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SCOPE OF REVIEW .

Our review of selected slum clearance and urban renewal program re- ;
location activities was made at the HHFA Fort Worth regional office and at
five tocal public agencies under its jurisdiction whose offices are located at
St. Louis, Missouri; Kansas City, Missouri; Kansas City, Kansas; Topeka,
Kansas; and Columbia, Missouri, Our examination included a review of:

e

1. The basic laws authorizing the program and the pertinent legislative
history, :

2. URA's policies and procedures and its administrative regulations
applicable to the relocation activities of local public agencies in the
federally subsidized slum clearance and urban renewal program,

3. Selected transactions and related project correspondence, docu-
ments, and other data pertaining to selected slum clearance and
urban rencwal projects,

Some verification to supplement our review at the HHFA office was
performed at the above local public agencies,
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HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE AGENCY

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE ACTIVITIES EXAMINED IN OUR REVIEW

ADMINISTRATOR, HHFA:

Albert M, Cole

Norman P, Mason

Lewis E, Williams (acting) .
Robert C, Weaver

COMMISSIONER, URA:

Richard L., Steiner

David M, Walker

Charles L.. Oswald (actz‘.g\
William L., Slayton

REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR, FORT WORTH
HHFA REGIONAL OFFICE:

Waldemar H, Sindt

John A, Foster

Roderick A, Bethune (actmg)
Roderick A, Bethune
Robert C. Robinson (acting)
William W, Collins, Jr,

REGIONA L DIRECTOR OF URBAN RENEWAL,

FORT WORTH HHFA REGIONAL OFFICE:

Robert C, Robinson
L.eonard E. Church

U.8. GAQ, Wash., D. C. 1
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Tenure of office

From

Mar.

Jan,
Jan,
Feb,

Apr,
July
Jan,
Mar,

Dec,

Feb,
Mar,
Sept.
Jan,

Mar,

Jan,
Nov,

1953
1959
1961
1961

1957
1959
1961
1961

1955
1960
1961
1961
1963
1963

1955
1961

To

Jan,
Jan,
Feb,
Present

July
Jan,
Mar,
Present

Feb,
Mar,
Sept.
Dec.
Mar,
Present

Oct,
Present

1959
1961
1961

1959
1961
1961

1960
1961
1961
1962
1963

1961





