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[ Cleveland, Ohio's, Ccasunit~ Develogrsent Block Grant
Applications]). Barch 19, 1978, & pp.

Report to Rcbert C. Eabry, Department c¢f Housing and Urbe
Developaent: Assistant Secretary for Coamunity Planning . i
Developsent; by Richard J. Woods, Asscciate Director, Zommunity
and Economic Development Div.

Contact: Community and Economic Deveélopment Div.
Organization Concerned: Cleveland, Oa.
Authority: Housing and Coamunity Developaent Act cf 1974,

A review of Cleveland, Ohio®'s, Ccmaunity Develcgaent
Block Grant applicaticns fcr 1975 througk 577 indicated that
Cleveland's application for 1977 funds did not describe the
activities to be undertaken to meet ccamunity develcgaeat needs
and objectives. Instead, the applicaticns listed general classes
of activities, the total dollar amount requeste¢d for each class
of activity, and referenced the locatica tc large blocks of
census tracts. These class descriptions 1id not apgear tc be
sufficient for the Department of Rousing and Urban D:sciopment
(HUD) to determine whether the activities were eligible under
the requiresents of the Housing and Cosmunity Develcpment Act of
1974. Without specific activity descriptions, HUD could not
adequately fulfill its responsibilities concerning the
application and review requirements of the act. There was no
evidence tha - *“he :ity bhad officially committed itself to a
complete progi.m of specific activities at any time Lefcre the
application vas trunsaitted to HUD fcr review. The city's
commitment to specific activities was apparently made some time
after HUD's approval of the application. Concern was exrressed
over the apparent lack of management ccntrcl by HUD in approving
the 1977 apr.iication and the potential for unnecesarily tying up
block grant funds because of a lack of timely ccamitsent by the
city. (KRS)
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Dear Mr. Embry:

At the request of Representative Mary Rose Oakar
of Ohio, we recently reviewed Cleveland, Chio's Com-
munity Development Block Grant aorlications for 1975
through 1977. In connection with -he review, several
questions heve arisen on which we would appreciate
your comments.

We noted that Cleveland's application for 1977
entitlement funds, as well as prior year applications,
did not describe the activities to be undertaken to
meet community development needs and objectives.
Instead, Cleveland listed general classes of activities
(i.e. public works), the total dollar amount requested
for each class of activity and referenced the location
to large blocks of census tracts representing approxi-
mately 75 percent of the city. (See enclosure)

These class descriptions did not appear to be
sufficient for HUD to determine whether the activities
contemplated were eligible under the requirementcs of the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, and
whether Cleveland's Community Development Program meets
the objectives of the Act.

BUD Notice CPD 77-24, dated October 1977, requires
HUD field staff to obtain additional information when
applications are not suafficiently clear to confidently
conclude that they meet statutory objectives of applica-
ble program requirements. In addition to reguesting more
specific activity descriptions, HUD field staff may recuest
the applicant to reprogram funds or they may condition
approval of the application on the applicant taking
corrective action. HUD cecords show that the problem of
ambiguous activity descriptions in Cleveland's applica-
tions was discussed as early as January 1976, with specific
reference to public services and local match activities.



While the 1976 application was approved, and the 1977
application conditionally approved, we found no
evidence of final resolution of the problem. Dis-
cusussions with ofSicials at the Columbus area office
revealed that Cleveland's 1978 application was egually
ambiguous in describing activit.es to “e undertaken.

Without obtaining specific activity descriptions
from Cleveland, we could not determine how HUD could
have adequately fulfilled its' responsibilities con-
cerning the application and review requirements of
Section 104 of the Act. Specifically, ¢ question
whether HUD could have determined (1) the eligibility
of the activities, (2) whether the activities were
designed to meet Maximum Feasibility Priority tests
{as described in the October 1977 Notice), and (3)
whether the activities contemplated were appropriate
for meeting the identified needs and objectives.

For example, the 1977 application simply states
that Public Works funds will be used "To offer assist-
ance and provision of public improvements primarily in
neighborhoods within the Concentrated Action Areas.
Such improvements will include street lighting, street
resurfacing, street resurfacing, playgrounds, parking
lots etc.®™ These "activities™ were to be located in
*All Concentrated Action Areas, Local Development
Corporation areas and others as may be appropriate”.
Cleveland's estimated costs for these "activities"™
was $2,075,000, with no breakdown by activity cost.

Ambiguous descriptions of activities and unreason-
ably broad location references, as cited above, were in
evidence in the following four budget categories, in
addition to the two identified by the Columbus Office:
acquisitions, public works, demolition, and rehabili-
tation loans and grants. These budget categories
comprise a large percentage of those categories which
lend themselves to specific activity descriptions and
locations. These categories also account for a large
portion of Cleveland's block grant., It is questionable
whether a program with this degree of ambiguity should
be considered to be complete. Also, the lack of specific
public. commitment, as illustrated by the ambiguity of
the grant apoplication, did not appear to provide citizens
with reasonable assurance that they have had adequate
opportunity to participate in the development of the
application, as provided for by Section 104 (a)(6)(C)
of the Act.



Further, we found no evidence that the city
officially committed itself, even tentatively, to a
reasonably complete Drogram of sp2cific activities at
any time before the application was transmitted to
HUD for review. It appears that city commitments to
specific activities were not made until some time
after HUD approvai of the application. For example,
Cleveland's October 31, 1977, report on Progress of
Planned Activities, indicated that commitments had
not been made for about $4.3 million in first,
second, and third year funds. These funds were
listed as balances in the report. The first year
funds included as baiances had been apprcved by HUD
approximatelvy 30 months before, yet no activity had
received ez official city commitment for contract
authority. ..

We are concerned with the apparent lack of
management control by HUD in approving Cleveland's
1977 applicztion, and the potential for unnecessarily
tying up block grant funds due to a lack of timely
commitment by the city. We are also concerned that
similiar situations may be occurring in varying degrees
elsewhere.

Further, it appears to us that a definition of the
word “activity"™ as used in Section 104 of the Act, is
crucial to insure that AUD receives sufficiently detailed
descriptions of what an applicant intends to do with
block grant funds for it .to determine whether that use is
eligible under the requirements of the Act. HUD, however,
has not defined the term "activity™. Section 104 (a)
specifies that no grant may be made unless the applicant
formulates a program that includes the activities to be
undertaken. Section 105 (a) of the Act describes the
types of activities which are eligible for funding. It
seems clear to us that class descriptions are not
“activities®™, because they are not descriptive of activi-
ties described in Section 1U5 (a), yet Cleveland's 1977
block grant application was approved.

Our specific questions then, based on the foregoing,
are as follows:

1. Why vere the ptoblehs with Cleveland‘'s 1977
application not remedied?

2. What corrective action is contemplated for the
problems with Cleveland's application for 1978
funds?
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In light of the requirement in the 1974 Act
(Sec. 104 (d)), that HUD determine “whether the
grantee has carried out the program substan-
tially as described in its aobplication®, what
is HUD's policy toward Cleveland's lack of
commitment to specific activities, at the time
applications are filed?

How can Cleveland have satisfied the citizen
participation requirement of Section 104(a)(6)
(C), in light of the ambiguous nature of the
1977 and 1978 applications?

Why has HUD not officially defined the term
"activity®? X

Does HUD interpret the 1974 Azt to reguire
approval of an application even if it
‘cannot determine (1) whether the program
requirements have been met, or (2) whether
an activity is eligible?

What assurances does HUD have that the
problems of ambiguous applications is not
widespread?

would be happy to meet with you or your staff
wish to discuss any of these matters in more

Sincerely yours,

%&Q/ 4 W’%

Richard J. Woods
Associate Director

cnclosure





