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The attached resolution (1) approves and adopts the appended 1985
Housing Rehabilitation Program Evaluation Report, including its
recommendations, and (2) instructs staff to prepare and present
specific program changes to implement the Evaluation Report
recommendations.
BACKGROUND
From time to time we evaluate our housing rehabilitation program
in order to assess accomplishments and to determine if funds are
being utilized to best meet overall community needs. This year's
evaluation began with a study to ascertain the need for housing
rehabilitation in the City and County of Sacramento and how, in
the absence of federal funding for construction of low-income
housing, rehabilitation could better serve as a primary tool for
continued provision of housing to this segment of the population,
in effect making it our housing production program.
Simultaneously, we gathered information regarding operation and
production of our current rehab program since the last
comprehensive evaluation in 1982. In order to learn from some of
the most successful rehabilitation programs in the country, we
visited and/or conferred with operators of highly productive
programs in other jurisdictions. We then analyzed our program
compared to the need defined in the rehabilitation needs study.
Finally, we have recommended changes to incorporate the best from
the jurisdictions we studied in order to adjust our program so it
will more adequately meet our community's need for housing
conservation.
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The attached Evaluation Report:
(1) summarizes the study prepared by Land Economics Group to
determine housing affordability and the need for housing
rehabilitation in Sacramento County and City;
(2) . discusses the findings of the study and their implications
for our future program;
(3) describes our current housing rehabilitation program goals,
financing mechanisms, and services;
(4) presents and analyzes data regarding program production since
1982;
(5) discusses a survey of sample cases commissioned to determine
quality of contractor work; and
(6) makes broad recommendations for redesigning program goals and
procedures to attempt to meet our area's need for housing
rehabilitation. (Recommendation for specific changes to the
program to fulfill these broad recommendations will be
presented within two weeks as a separate report).
In order to determine the policy direction previously given to
the program we reviewed recommendations of past evaluations.
From them it becomes clear that we have viewed our housing
rehabilitation program, primarily, as a tool for neighborhood
revitalization and, secondarily, as a method of bringing units up
to code. Attempts to achieve these goals have exacted high
administrative costs per case and have limited the number of
units rehabilitated.
This report calls for development of new program objectives.
Most importantly, we have learned from our consultant's report
that the need for housing rehabilitation in Sacramento County is
far too great to permit limited neighborhood goals as the primary
focus of the program. Our consultant found that more than 18,000
units in Sacramento City and County now need rehabilitation and
that average-priced new housing is unaffordable to low and
moderate income residents (those earning 120% or less of area
median). To adequately address this described need we should
adopt a goal of conserving the existing housing stock by
rehabilitating as many units as possible. This goal will also
serve to provide affordable housing for low to moderate-income
persons, because costly new construction increasingly confines
lower income residents to existing housing.
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To make the program effective in meeting this overall goal and to
address the needs defined in the analysis of the program and of
the consultant's study, the Evaluation Report makes the following
general recommendations:
1.

Issue tax-exempt, mortgage revenue bonds for rehabilitation
of owner-occupied units. In the first year, the issue should
be relatively small (e.g., one million dollars each City and
County), and it should serve as an example of the potential
for such funds to increase rehab productivity and to involve
additional private lenders and home improvement contractors
in the program. If the initial issue is successful, future
issues should be larger, involve additional local lenders,
and be expanded to cover rental rehabilitation. Issuance of
bonds will provide funds to significantly increase the number
of units that can be assisted and to help a broader range of
owners.

2.

Develop financial assistance packages to achieve the
following:
. maximize the number of units that can be rehabilitated;
• appeal to a wide variety of owners, including those
who are credit worthy but who cannot afford increases
in their housing costs;
• target affordable assistance in the City to the 10-tract
areas of greatest need; and
• address the widely disbursed need in the balance of the
City and in the County.
Emphasis should be placed on making these assistance packages
easy to explain and, yet, flexible enough to achieve the
goals of the program.

3. Change program requirements to reduce owner dropout by
providing flexibility for owners to borrow the amount they
feel they can afford to borrow.

(3)

SACRAMENTO HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
Sacramento City Council
Sacramento, California
Page Four
4.

Streamline the delivery of rehabilitation services by
eliminating duplicative and unnecessary tasks; by delegating
appropriate responsibilities to the homeowner, contractor,
and lender; and by reducing staff involvement where possible
without losing accountability for expenditures and
achievement of program goals. This should provide for higher
productivity without a commensurate increase in
administrative costs.

5.

Develop an efficient system of data collection and
recordkeeping to streamline management of individual
cases and the overall program.

6.

Improve intake and screening of applications to reduce staff
time spent on cases that, without proper screening, tend to
drop out later because of poor credit history, owner apathy,
or other reasons.

7.

Develop methods of reducing dropouts because of title
problems.

8.

Provide for improved marketing of the program to increase
productivity.

9.

Establish a mechanism and staff responsibility for
identification, evaluation, and procurement of additional
outside resources to expand funding for housing
rehabilitation. An example of such expansion is already
underway through the identification of areas in Sacramento by
Neighborhood Housing Services for their public/private rehab
program.

FINANCIAL DATA

This action approves the development of significant increases in
funds for rehabilitation through issuance of tax-exempt bonds and
identification, evaluation, and procurement of any other
available resources.
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
This evaluation report is exempt from environmental review; the
rehabilitation program receives environmental review annually
prior to implementation.
POLICY IMPLICATIONS
Approval of the attached resolution implies a shift in policy
toward rehabilitation of as many already existing units as possible
in order assist in the provision of housing for low-income
residents.
VOTE AND RECOMMENDATION OF COMMISSION
At its regular meeting of
8-19-85 r the Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Commission adopted a motion recommending adoption
of the attached resolution. The votes were as follows:
AYES: Amundson, Glud, Lopez, Luttrell, Pettit,
Sanchez, Teramoto, Walton, Wooley
None
NOES:
ABSENT:

Moose, Angelides

RECOMMENDATION
The staff recommends adoption of the attached resolution which
will approve the 1985 Housing Rehabilitation Program Evaluation
Report recommendations and will instruct staff to prepare
recommendations for specific program changes.
Respectfully submitted,

to.l&A.,..1 4 5-A&A
WILLIAM H. EDGAR
Executive Director
TRANSMITTAL TO COUNCIL:

404)6;--WALTER J. SL E
City Manager
Contact Person: Trish Davey
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RESOLUTION No. g/5- --
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Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on date of
November 19, 1985
1985 HOUSING REHABILITATION PROGRAM EVALUATION

WHEREAS the City Council desires to conserve the
community's existing housing stock; and
WHEREAS the City Council wishes to employ housing
rehabilitation as a primary tool for continued provision of
low-income housing; now, therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
Section 1: The 1985 Housing Rehabilitation Evaluation
Report including its recommendations is hereby approved and
adopted.
Section 2: Staff is hereby instructed to prepare and
present recommendation for specific program changes to implement
the Evaluation recommendations.

MAYOR
ATTEST:
CITY CLERK
z:ccHsgRehabRpt

AFFROVED
BY THE CITY COUNCIL
I WV

1 9 '1..Y65

OFFICE OF THE
CITY CLERK
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1985 Housing Rehabilitation Evaluation Report

I.

Preface
From time to time we evaluate our housing rehabilitation
program in order to assess accomplishments and to determine
if funds are being utilized to best meet overall community
needs. This year's evaluation began with a study to
ascertain the need for housing rehabilitation in the City
and County of Sacramento and how, in the absence of federal
funding for construction of low-income housing,
rehabilitation could better serve as a primary tool for
continued provision of housing to this segment of the
population, in effect making it our housing production
program. Simultaneously, we gathered information regarding
operation and production of our current rehab program since
the last comprehensive evaluation in 1982. In order to
learn from some of the most successful rehabilitation
programs in the country, we visited and/or conferred with
operators of highly productive programs in other
jurisdictions. We then analyzed our program compared to the
need defined in the rehabilitation needs study. Finally, we
have recommended changes to incorporate the best from the
jurisdictions we studied in order to adjust our program so
it will more adequately meet our community's need for
housing conservation.
Generally, this report refers throughout to the total
housing rehab program, both owner-occupied and rental.
However, portions as noted refer specifically to either the
owner-occupied or the rental program.

II.

Determination of Need for Housing Rehabilitation
In order to determine the need for housing rehabilitation in
Sacramento City and County, we commissioned the Land
Economics Group to conduct a market-based assessment of:
1.

the need for affordable housing; and

2.

the degree to which housing rehabilitation can meet that
need.

Within the affordable housing needs assessment, our
consultants prepared estimates of the demand and supply of
affordable renter and owner-occupied housing by income level
and the influence of housing market trends on the future
supply of affordable housing.
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Within the housing rehabilitation needs assessment, they
determined the number and percentage of units needing
rehabilitation and the locations of major concentrations of
such need.
A. Summary of Consultant Study*
1. Housing Affordability.**
Our consultants found the following affordability
conditions in Sacramento:
• Approximately 61,784 renter households, or 46.1
percent of all renter households, cannot afford to
rent the average one-bedroom unit in Sacramento County
based on the assumption that rent is affordable if it
is no more than 30 percent of income. This number
will increase to 71,527 in 1989.
• Similarly, approximately 70,086 renter households, or
52.3 percent of all renter households, would have to
spend more than 30 percent of their incomes to rent
the average two-bedroom unit; this number will
increase to 82,670 in 1989.
• Nearly 44 percent of all renter households (58,540
households) now spend more than 30 percent of their
incomes for rent; of those renters whose incomes are
less than 71.9 percent of median income, more than two
thirds spend more than 30 percent of their incomes for
rent.
• Approximately 44,556 or nearly 22 percent of owner
households maintain mortgage payments greater than 30
percent of their incomes; of those owners earning
86.3 percent or less of median, more than one-third
make mortgage payments that exceed 30 percent of their
incomes.

* For the full study see Exhibit A.
** Housing affordability is generally based on proportions of
income households can afford to devote to housing; Land
Economics group considered affordability statistics for 20 and
30 percent of income ratios. However, here we summarize only
the higher ratio of 30 percent housing cost to income.
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• Households earning 120 percent of median cannot afford
the average-priced new housing unit which would sell
for $87,505.
• No new homes are affordable to households earning 50
percent of median and few are affordable to households
earning 80 percent of median.
• Projections indicate that progressively more and more
households will be unable to obtain affordable
housing; by 1989, 71,527 renter households will not be
able to afford the average one-bedroom apartment and
82,607 renter households will not be able to afford
the average two-bedroom apartment. This represents a
15.5 to 17.9 percent increase over the 1984 households
unable to afford average rents.
• The substantial construction activity in the County
has not kept pace with housing demand; housing vacancy
rates have decreased and households must pay higher
rents and mortgage payments than they might in a more
fluid market.
• High construction costs make new private construction
inadequate as a tool for providing housing for
lower-income households.

Li

2. Rousing Rehabilitation Needs
The Land Economics Group used two methods to determine
the number, percent, and location of units needing
rehab. The first relied solely on the only applicable
single piece of data from the most recent U.S. Census,
the number of overcrowded units.*
entailed (1) a visual observation of housing
units in sample census tracts to determine the
percentage of units needing rehab; (2) detection of census
housing and population characteristics most highly
associated with census tracts having poor quality housing
and; (3) development of a housing quality index to estimate
the percentage of units in need of rehabilitation per tract
throughout the County.
The second

Li
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Defined as units with 1.01 or more persons per room.
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Using this methodology, the consultant determined that:
. An estimated 18,445 housing units need rehabilitation
in Sacramento County (14,571 in the City and 3,874
outside of the City).
• Seventy census tracts* have units in need of rehab
(46 in the City; 16 outside of the City; 8 split
between City and County).
• Based upon the housing quality index, 24 census tracts
have 30 percent or more of their units in need of
rehab. All are in the City, except for one small
section of a split tract in the County.
• Combining methodologies, 10 tracts have 44.6 percent of
their units in need of rehab; all are in the City of
Sacramento.**
• within these ten tracts in 1980, owner median household
income was $13,486 or 77.6 percent of County median;
renter median household income was $6,544 or 37.6 percent
of County median; 26.4 percent of families were below
poverty; and 18.4 percent of the labor force was
unemployed. Of households earning less than $10,000 in
1980, 41.1 percent of owners and 70.9 percent of renters
exceeded 30 percent of housing cost-to-income ratios.
• Within these ten tracts 31.6 percent of the units
needing rehab are owner-occupied and 68.4 percent are
renter-occupied. (Of the 68.4 percent, 10.7 are
single-family and 57.7 are multi-family rentals).
3. Conclusions

Land Economics Group concludes that preservation of the
existing housing stock should be guaranteed to at least
maintain the current supply of affordable housing in
Sacramento County. This conclusion is based on the
current and future insufficient supply of affordable
housing and the inability of new construction to meet
the housing need of lower income residents. If existing
housing is allowed to deteriorate and be permanently
retired, the County's housing stock will be further
reduced resulting in even greater housing pressure for
lower income households.

*** Of a total 151 census tracts in the County.
**** See map shown as Exhibit B.
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B. Analysis of Findings from Housing Rehab Needs Study
The most striking finding from the consultant's study is the
magnitude of the number of units now in need of
rehabilitation. This number of more than 18,000 units
greatly exceeds all previous estimates. It alone presents
the program, the Agency, the City, and the County a dramatic
challenge. Nor will that number remain static; instead,
every year, now standard units will join the number needing
Especially because no affordable method
rehabilitation.
exists for replacing deteriorated units, this finding
compels us to change our overall program goal to one of
high production: to rehab the maximum number of units
possible. Every available technique should be employed to
develop financing, program delivery, and marketing to reach
this goal.
Coupled with the challenge of numbers is the challenge of
decreasing public funds for housing rehabilitation.
Congress currently debates administration proposals to
decrease Community Development Block Grants, our traditional
source for financing owner-occupied rehabilitation, and to
eliminate the Housing and Urban Development Rental Rehab
Block Grant . Program and Section 312, sources for financing
rental rehabilitation. To attempt to meet the housing rehab
need in our County without these funds, summons us to seek
new sources of both private and public financing and to
maximize whatever funds become available. Ultimately, we
must find financing for owners who otherwise cannot or will
not obtain it.

Li
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Our consultants found that many of the residents we should
help are unable to afford a new average-priced home to
replace theirs which may now be substandard. This finding
challenges us to develop affordable financing for
rehabilitation; for the lowest income residents this means
financing which will not increase their house payments or
rent.
In the City, the study found that certain large areas
contain heavy concentrations of units needing rehab;* for
instance, in some census tracts virtually every other
residence needs repair.

See map shown as Exhibit B.
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Conversely, in the County, only very small areas of split
City and County census tracts contain large concentrations
of rehab need. Instead, units needing rehab in the County
are scattered. This finding corroborates what we already
knew from windshield surveys, program experience, and our
own analysis of 1980 census data which revealed that only
21.7 percent of low-income families live in so-called
low-income census areas* and only 15.8 percent of low
income-families live in the 1984 CDBG target areas.
Additionally, in the City ten-census-tract areas of greatest
need, incomes are quite low. In 1980, the owner median
household income was $13,486 or 77.6 percent of County
median and renter median household income was even lower at
$6,544 or only 37.6 percent of County median. More than
one-fourth of the families were below poverty; nearly
one-fifth were unemployed.
This finding challenges us to design a City program to meet
the highly concentrated City need with loan packages for
people who can't afford any additional housing costs and to
design a County program to address a Countywide need.
Although no statistics are available on what proportion of
all units needing rehab are rentals and what proportion are
owner-occupied, the study does report such statistics for
There, approximately two-thirds of the
the ten-tracts.
units needing rehab are rentals. This would suggest that
we should place greater emphasis on rehabilitation of
rentals, at least in these City areas.
strategies available to accomplish this are
However,
We could continue to rely on voluntary
limited.
participation by owners, or we could institute systematic,
mandatory code enforcement for rental properties. In either
case, the financial help we could offer owners would be
either (1) deep subsidies in the form of grants, partial
grants, or deferred loans, or (2) amortized loans funded
from locally issued tax-exempt bonds or from State bond and
loan programs.
programs.
However, limits exist to the effective use of either of
these financing techniques. If we were to issue local bonds
for rental rehabilitation, we would have to lend the funds
at somewhat above the bond interest rate. Full payments on
interest and principal would begin immediately and, in most
cases, force the owner to increase rents in order to keep
the rental profitable. (The potential impact of such loans
is discussed in Exhibit C.)

* Where the median family income is 80 percent or less of
the SMSA median family income.
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As we learned from our consultant's study, increased rents
could negatively impact renters in these areas, since 53% of
them cannot afford the rents they are now paying. The end
result might be displacement of the very neediest people,
those who most require housing assistance. Additionally,
rentals in these areas might not be able to command the
required rents, thereby resulting in financial distress or
disaster for the owner.
Alternatively, we could offer deep subsidies for rental
rehab loans in the ten-tract area. However, funds for deep
subsidies are diminishing; federal proposals threaten to
reduce by as much as 25 percent the already diminished CDBG
allocation and to eliminate Section 312 and HUD Rental Rehab
Program funding; the State deferred loan program (SB966)
allocation has declined to an almost negligible level.
Nevertheless, we should pursue strategies to address the
need for rental rehabilitation without neglecting the
owner-occupied program. For instance, consideration should
be given to. developing a program that would actively
identify projects where bond financing is feasible even
though these projects may not be located in the City
ten-tract areas of greatest need. As the case studies in
Exhibit C show, certain rental properties can support bond
interest rate loans without unreasonable rent increases
depending on such variables as the property's current debt
and the owner's investment objectives and financial status.
Additionally, we should combine available funds to provide
financing that will cause the least impact on rents.
III. Current program
A. Description

The housing rehabilitation program administered by the
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency for both the
City and the County of Sacramento provides a variety of
financial assistance packages to help low-income owners
and landlords whose tenants are low- income.
Low-interest loans of up to $32,000 are offered to
owners earning 80 percent of median or less who live in
CDBG target areas. The program has just concluded a
one-year trial program in very small (three to four
block) sections of the target areas where loans were
offered to owners earning between 80 and 120 percent of
median income. Also, within target areas, emergency
repair grants up to $2,000 are available to owners
earning 80 percent or less of median income.
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Outside of target areas, low-interest loans are available to
owners earning up to 50 percent of median, but these loans have a
maximum of $15,000 and can be used only to correct code
deficiencies.
Additionally, two grant programs are offered
City/Countywide: (1) for homeowners earning 50 percent of
median, $2,000 to make emergency repairs; and (2) for owner or
tenant households earning 80 percent of median with a disabled
member, $5000 to make the residence more handicapped accessible.
In addition to the retrofit grant, the program currently offers
two low-interest loans to landlords whose properties house
low-income tenants. The first, the HUD Rental Rehab Program,
provides one-half of the cost of rehabilitation up to $5,000 per
unit at three percent interest with principal and interest
deferred for the 15-year loan term; the second, the California
Housing and Finance Agency (CHFA) multi-family bond program,
offers minimum $25,000 loans at 10.875 percent interest for 15
years.
Exhibit D describes both the owner-occupied and
renter-occupied programs.
The Rehabilitation Division operates what can be described as a
"full-service" program. (Exhibit E presents flow charts of the
process.) Staff is directly involved in every phase of the rehab
process: origination and packaging of loans, preparation of work
write-ups, requests for contractor bids, contractor retention,
inspections, and construction management. Some reduction of
staff participation has occurred through a leveraging agreement
with First Interstate Bank (F.I.B.) for approval, closing, and
servicing of loans and through agreement with U.S. Escrow for
servicing of loans not covered by the F.I.B. agreement.
Implementation of these agreements is too recent for us to
determine their ultimate value; however, the few owner-occupied
loans approved so far by First Interstate Bank indicate that $1

of CDBG loan funds is currently leveraging between $1 and $1.55

bank funds to augment the total funds available per bank-made
rehabilitation loan.
A special aspect of our rehab program is the assignment of a
building inspector in the building department of both the City
and the County to work specifically with rehabilitation cases.
The purpose is to increase coordination between the building
inspectors and rehabilitation staff in determining code
deficiencies and preparing plans and specifications and to
provide quick, rehab-oriented service and a single point of
contact for contractors doing rehabilitation work.

r
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. Objectives

Rehabilitation programs serve one or both of two
objectives: neighborhood revitalization and/or housing
assistance to low-income residents. In a purely
neighborhood revitalization program, rehab assistance
theoretically would be offered to all properties
regardless of owner income, condition of property,
borrower credit worthiness, etc. within selected
Conversely, a purely housing
revitalization areas.
assistance program would provide financial help to
owners who qualify regardless of location. It appears
that our program has attempted to achieve both goals to
some degree with (1) special incentives, more liberal
borrower qualifications, and more advantageous financing
in target areas and (2) with minimal assistance for very
low income owners County/Citywide. However, emphasis
seems to have been on neighborhood revitalization in
both funding and number of units assisted.
With respect to future program objectives, this
evaluation finds a need to substantially revise the
purpose and procedures of the program. While
neighborhood revitalization is a worthy goal, in the
face of increasing demand for affordable housing we
recommend overall preservation of the housing stock as
the future primary objective. To achieve the production
levels necessary to "save" major portions of existing
housing, some of the "handheld, individualized"
assistance we currently offer will need to be revised.
This can best be realized with a streamlined, high
production program. Nationwide, communities are
recognizing the need to streamline and have found that
most low-income clients are capable of performing many
of the tasks now handled by the program staff. The
findings and recommendations which follow elaborate on
this change in program focus.
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C. Case Load Statistics Profile
1.

Background:

The attached . tables and charts (Exhibits E through 0)
show the raw data profiles for the recent volumes and
types of rehabilitation activities. Due to differences
in data collection methods over the years, most data is
for the period from 1982 through 1984. In some
instances data has only been consistently collected for
the 18 months preceding the end of 1984.* Nonetheless,
some trends, impressions, and conclusions are presented
by the data.
2.

General Impressions:

One of the most striking findings presented by the
tables is the steady increase in housing rehabilitation
applications since 1982. This increase may be
attributable in part to increased marketing techniques,
the development of target area committees for City
target areas which assist in marketing the program, and
recent expansion (1984) of the program on a City/Countywide basis. Increased applications may also signal an
increasing interest in and demand for rehabilitation
financing coincidental with high private mortgage rates
over recent years and changes in property tax assessment
law. Many homeowners may realize the benefits of
investing in an existing home, rather than incurring the
higher mortgage and property tax costs of moving.
Overall, for City and County combined, applications
received increased 33.6% from 1982 to 1984.
Unfortunately, the profiles also show both (1) a decline
in unit production, and (2) an increase in ineligible
loan applications. Total production declined from 359
units in 1982 to 188 in 1984 or a 47.6% decline over
time. By jurisdiction the figures are: City declined
from 190 units in 1982 to 100 units in 1984 or a 47.4%
decline; County declined from 169 units in 1982 to 88
units in 1984 or a 47.9% decline.

* Special acknowledgement is extended to the Housing

Rehabilitation staff for manually collecting and
tabulating the data. This endeavor underscores the
need for computers within the program to reduce
administrative cost and to increase efficiency in
monitoring and tracking this important and complicated
information.
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Based on a review of the statistics it appears that this
decline in unit production is based in large part on
changes in financing programs for multi-family units.
The table below highlights unit mix by year:

YEAR

TOTAL UNIT
COUNT

1982
1983
1984

190
125
100

66
36
22

124
89
78

COUNTY: 1982

169
103
88

54
4
0

115
99
88

CITY:

1983
1984

MULTI-FAMILY

SINGLE-FAMILY

Although, unit count for both single-family and multifamily has declined significantly over the past three
years, . multi-family production shows the greatest
decline. Multi-family decline can be attributed to: (1)
loss of State deferred multi-family rehabilitation loan
funds, and (2) changes in special federal multi- family
financing programs. For example, considerable lag time
occurred during the time (approximately eighteen months
in 1983 and 1984) that HUD transitioned the !IUD Rental
Demo Program to the HUD Rental Rehabili- tation Block
Grant Program.
With respect to production goals, the 1982 Housing
Rehabilitation Evaluation showed the program roughly
performing at "output" goals. The 1982 goals were 12
cases/month City and 8 cases/month County or 144 and 96
units respectively on an annual basis. The City 1984
production of 100 units falls 30.6% behind the 1982
goal. The County 1984 production of 88 units falls 8.4%
behind the 1982 annual goal. While 8.4% is a reasonable
lag behind a goal, it does not compare favorably with
1982 County performance which was 29% above the goal.
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It is important to note that during the evaluation
period (1982-1984) a substantial amount of program and
policy changes occurred which understandably contribute
to disruption of the regular workload. (See also
discussion of Exhibit 0 Administrative costs). Despite
decline in production, the evaluation generally found
that the rehabilitation staff has endeavored to
effectively administer all policy changes; however, this
evaluation also finds that existing policies and
procedures are unduly cumbersome to meet our revised
objective for a "streamlined, high production" program.
With respect to applications deemed ineligible, this
variable has also increased since 1982. Combined City/
County ineligible cases were 40% of all applications
received in 1982 and 51.7% in 1984.
3. Highlights of the Exhibits:
Exhibit E - Flow Chart of the Owner-occu ' led Rehab
Process: This is large y a narrative, in ormational
chart to assist the reader in understanding the overall
current rehabilitation process. The chart of activities
does, however, call attention to the importance of
improved intake procedures and the need to streamline
the program. For example, with increasing rates of
ineligible applications, significant staff time may be
incurred prior to a determination of ineligibility. As
our review of other successful jurisdictions (Fresno and
Pittsburgh) has indicated, consolidated and improved
intake procedures can substantially reduce "lost" staff
time. Similarly, while "ineligible" cases have
increased, so have overall applications, resulting in a
1982.
since
net increase in eligible application
Declining production rates along with an increase in
ineligible applications further points to the need to
streamline the process to ensure efficient processing of
eligible cases and to raise production levels.

ri

Exhibit F - Flow Chart of Actual Cases: Exhibit F shows
a range from good to poor in timeliness of
rehabilitation assistance delivery. The chart shows a
range in the City of 5.27 months for a relatively
uncomplicated case, to 13.96 months for a worst case.
Similarly, for the County the range is 6.5 months to 7.3

months. Both of these 1984 figures compare favorably
with the 1982 Evaluation timeframes which were 15 months
for the City and 10 months for the County. This data
further shows that some of the streamlining efforts of
the 1982 Evaluation may have had an effective impact.
Alternatively, reduction in overall timeframe
(application to completion) from 1982 to 1984, combined
with decreased unit production indicates that other more
serious production problems exist. One problem,
identified above, is the need for improved intake to
ensure staff time is spent, to the maximum, on active,
forward-moving cases. The above information also points
to a need to ensure timely loan approval and assignment
of cases to a rehabilitation specialist.
Exhibit G - Profile of Rehab Customers:

This

table

summarizes family iize, age and ethnicity of program
clients. Relative to both City/Countywide statistics
and target area statistics, the program appears to be
well distributed among the target populations. In terms
of ethnicity, Asian/Pacific Islanders are the only group
which appears under served or is under utilizing the
program.
Exhibit H - Loans Approved by Funding Source and Target
Area: Two types of information are interesting to note
from this table: (I) Geographic Distribution of Cases;
and
(II)
Changes in Sources of Funds, particularly
increases in funds leveraged.
•
(1) Geographic Distribution: For the City, changes in
with
the geographic distribution of cases
changes in adopted targeting policies. For example,
areas which were targeted prior to 1982, but deleted as
target areas in the 1982 City Reanalysis, show declining
rates of participation. while overall unit count has
declined for the City program (from 190 units in 1982 to
100 units in 1984), certain target areas show an
increase in the percentage of total loans made. Del
Paso Heights, East Del Paso Heights, woodbine and
Gardenland show increases in the percentage of loans
made in their areas against total production. This
indicates that marketing and targeting efforts, and
particularly the visibility of the newly formed City
TAC's (1983) has been effective. Although the proportion of loans in these areas has increased, decline in
overall production counters this otherwise positive
trend.
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Similarly, reflective of the 1983 policy change which
allows very low income homeowners Citywide to
participate, increasing participation rates are realized
on a Citywide basis. For example in 1984, 26% of the
City cases were very low, out-of-target area cases.
This is a positive figure in that 80% of the City's low
income households live outside of targeted areas.
Changes in geographic distribution of cases in the
County are less significant with the exception of
increases in out-of-target area applications as a result
of the 1983 rehabilitation policy changes.
(11) Sources of Funds: An encouraging change in sources
of funds is -EFF—17Zrease of private or leveraged funds
called
for
in
the
1982
in 1983 and 1984 as
rehabilitation evaluation. For the City a total of
$361,577 in private funds were used or 13% of the total
amount spent for City rehab, including grants, in 1982
and 1983. When compared solely to loan funds the
percentage of private funds is 17%. Similarly, the
County utilized $193,085 in private funds since 1983 or
10% of all rehab funds, including grants, and 15% of
loan funds only.
Sources of funds data also shows, not surprisingly, a
decline in use of grants (per the 1983 policy change)
and loss of State SB966 and Moderate Rehab Funds due to
budget decisions beyond local control. Substantial
increases in retrofitting grant cases is also notable as
a result of a concentrated marketing effort for this
program.
The Attachment to Exhibit D, Deferred Loans in 1984,
indicates that 31% of all City rehab funds (including
grants) were lent on a deferred basis and 21.7% of
County funds were deferred. The 1982 Rehab Evaluation
found that 28% of all City funds were deferred, and
23.4% of all County funds were deferred. One would
expect to find a more substantial increase in deferments
as a result of elimination of the $5,000 grant; however,
this is not clearly evident.

IT

Exhibit I - Average Cost per Unit: Average costs per
unit have remained steady and no marked trends are
perceived.
Relocation Costs: No significant trends or
marked findings are revealed by this table other than
the need to continue to provide financial assistance
when relocation is required for substantial
rehabilitation.
Exhibit .7 -

Exhibit K Applications Received/Applications
Ineligible: As noted above, a major finding of this
table is the steady increase in numbers of applications
received. Countering this trend is a similar increase
in applications found ineligible. For example, in 1982,
49% of the City's applications were ineligible and, in
1984, 57% were ineligible. For the County, the figures
are 27.7% in 1982 compared to 45% in 1984. Total
percentage of cases found ineligible for both City and
County from 1982 through 1984 was 49.5% compared to 36%
in the 1982 Evaluation. Again, substantial amounts of
staff time may be spent on such applications prior to a
final decision of ineligibility, contributing to program
ineffectiveness. An additional consideration is public
reaction to "turndown", particularly if a client has
spent time complying with the process. Again, clear
and well-communicated marketing techniques and improved
intake procedures are indicated.
By far the most significant reasons for ineligibility
are by owner request. In the 1982 Evaluation, 28% of
the ineligible cases were "dropouts", and in 1984, 32%
were dropouts.
The most frequent reason for client drop-out is the cost
of full code compliance as required by our current
program guidelines. This points to the need to revise
our standards to require correction of life threating
problems (as many jurisdictions have done) in order to
make the program affordable, effective, and acceptable.

The next most frequent reason for ineligibility is title
problems which account for 17% of all ineligible cases.
The third most frequent problem is the client being over
income which accounts for 16% of all ineligible cases.
This factor has actually decreased since 1982 when 22%
of ineligible cases were over income. Properties deemed
ineligible due to infeasibility has increased from 6%
of ineligible cases in the 1982 Evaluation to 9% of
ineligible cases in 1984. Infeasibility includes both
cases where the structure is physically beyond repair
and cases where total work required either exceeds the
loan maximum and/or the loan to value ratio. Although
not specifically reflected in these tables, staff
reports that significant numbers of applicants lose
interest when they learn that grants are no longer
provided. Discontinuation of grants for the regular
rehab program occurred as part of the 1983 policy
changes.
table
shows
This
Exhibit L - Contractor Awards:
contractors awarded rehab contracts and their volume of
activity. In general, the rehab program has made
significant strides in creating a consistent pool of
qualified contractors, and quality of work problems
(measured by a judgement of complaints) have decreased
significantly from the late 1970's.
Exhibit M - Multi-family Units: As noted above,
multi-family production has decreased dramatically in
recent years. In large part this is due to the lengthy
and complicated transition period between the HUD Rental
Demonstration Program (1982) to the HUD Rental Rehab
Block Grant Program (finally operative in 1985).
Nonetheless, as the consultant study has indicated,
multi-family rehabilitation is a pivotal strategy for
preservation of housing for the very low incomce
population, and local efforts should be devised to
minimize the set-backs which fluctuations in federal
housing policies produce. Sustaining constant momentum
in this area may require a steady flow of locally
generated funds (e.g., mortgage revenue bond funds).
Exhibit N: Emergency Retair Programs: The final exhibit
summarizes activity under- the Emergency Repair Program.
Again, with this program, changes in policies and
program operators during the evaluation period make
detailed findings difficult. It is safe to say,
however, that a constant need and demand for this type
of assistance exists.

Fl

Recently,
a special problem has arisen regarding
eligibility for County/Citywide Emergency Repair Program
grants. Those families living outside of target areas
•who depend solely on Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
no longer qualify for our Emergency Repair grants.
Increases to their SSI grants have outpaced HUD's
increases to Section 8 very low incomes (50 percent of
median) which we use to qualify out-of-target area
recipients for the Emergency Repair Program. Some
adjustment to out-of-area income requirements seems
indicated, such as, using the target area guidelines for
the Emergency Repair Program which are Section 8 low
incomes (80 percent of median).
Exhibit 0 - Administrative Costs: Administrative costs

for the housing rehabilitation program are high and
range between 32 and 40% of the loan fund over the
evaluation period. Given the "full service, hand held"
nature of the program, high administrative costs are not
unexpected. However, given the need for increased
production and the need to respond to loss of state and
federal support for housing programs, the need to reduce
administrative costs or to make them more effective, is
• equally clear.
The attached chart show costs over the evaluation
period. On the average (City and County administration
combined), program administration increased 15% from
It is estimated that most of this
1982 to 1984.
increase is attributable to inflation (e.g., COL, merit
increases, changes in direct cost charges). The
Rehabilitation Division has, in fact, reduced total
positions despite the fact that a number of new programs
were added to the Division and one program, HUD
Substantial Rehabilitation, transferred to the Division.
In addition since 1982, the expertise of the
rehabilitation staff has been utilized on a wide variety
of special projects: Locke Electrical Project, CHFA Bond
Program, Rental Rehabilitation Demo Program, Emergency
Repair Program, Sequoia Hotel Renovation, South Area
and Washington
Emergency Housing Rehabilitation,
Neighborhood Center Rehabilitation.
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Much of this "special project" staff time generates
needed community improvements, but does not reflect
total units rehabilitated. For example, in 1982 a total
of eight (8) rehab specialists were assigned to the
single family rehabilitation program; in 1984, only five
(5) were available for this program after staff
assignments had been made to new programs (Rental Rehab,
Emergency Repair, Special Projects .etc.). This
undoubtedly, has an influence on the decline in
rehabilitation production.
A careful balance between new, creative, and, also, time
consuming special rehabilitation projects and the
routine loan production program needs to be sought.
Again, this calls attention to the need to streamline
the regular caseload activities to allow increased
production without additional administrative costs and,
of course, without foreclosing opportunities to pursue
more complicated community improvement projects.
D. Survey of Quality of Work
In order to assess the quality of work performed by home
improvement contractors employed through the program, we
commissioned Steven Hallacy, rehabilitation consultant,
to objectively survey a random sample of completed
cases. The cases surveyed typify rehabilitation
projects in the $10,000 to $20,000 price range and
include roofing, structural, plumbing, electrical,
mechanical, painting and finish work; these ten cases
represent ten different contractors; they were located
in six (6) neighborhoods of the City and County
including Citrus Heights, Elverta, Del Paso Heights, Oak
Park, South Sacramento, and East Del Paso Heights.
The consultant evaluated the quality of work performed
by the contractors in fulfilling the work writeup
specifications and change orders; quality was judged
good, average or poor. He also surveyed the homeowners
to assess if they had any problems with the
rehabilitation work and if they would recommend their
contractor and/or the program to other homeowners.
Exhibit Q displays the consultant's narrative report and
tabulation of responses.

In Mr. Hallacy's opinion and from the data collected,
the quality of work is satisfactory. Eighty-seven (87)
percent of the 67 separate work items, he judged either
good or average (48% good; 39% average; 13% poor).
Plumbing, roofing, and finish work were judged generally
good; structural, electrical, mechanical and painting
were judged generally average. Only electrical and
mechanical work displayed examples of poor quality work.
The homeowners rated the quality of work from very
satisfactory to very unsatisfactory as follows: 30
percent very satisfactory, 60 percent satisfactory; 10
percent unsatisfactory; 0 percent very unsatisfactory.
Most of the homeowners reported no problems during
construction. All rated the construction workers as
courteous and professional; nine out of ten would
recommend their contractors to others. With the
exception of one case, the consultant considered the
problems that were mentioned as no greater than would be
normally expected in rehabilitation construction. In
the one case, although the owners stated their
appreciation of the program, they were dissatisfied
with the quality of work and contractor cooperation.
In another case, the homeowners did not believe they had
ever known the contractor; during the cdnstruction, they
had directed their questions to employees or subcontractors. Their suggestion that the program permit the
owner more leeway in dealing with the contractor
supports a need for increasing homeowner responsibility
in the area of contract negotiation and construction
management.
The consultant reports his impression that the housing
rehabilitation program has developed a very positive
image. All homeowners said they would recommend the
program to other homeowners.

Iv. Recommendations

In reviewing recommendations of past evaluations,* it
becomes clear that we have viewed our housing rehabilitation
program, primarily, as a tool for community revitalization
and, secondarily, as a method for bringing units up to code.
Achievement of these goals has exacted high administrative
costs per case. Now, however, we see from our consultant's
report that the need for housing rehabilitation in
Sacramento County is far too great to permit such limited
goals. Instead, to adequately address the described need we
should adopt a goal of conserving the existing housing stock
by rehabilitating as many units as possible. This goal will
also serve to provide affordable housing for low to
moderate-income persons, because costly new construction
increasingly confines lower income residents to existing
housing.
To make the program effective in meeting the overall goal
and to address the needs defined in the foregoing analysis
of the program and of the consultant's study, we make the
following general recommendations:
for
mortgage revenue bonds
tax-exempt,
1. Issue
rehabilitation of owner-occupied units. In the first
year the issue should be relatively small, (e.g., one
million each City and County); it should serve as an
example of the potential for such funds to increase
rehab productivity and to involve additional private
lenders and home improvement contractors in the program.
If the initial issue is successful, future issues should
be larger, involve additional local lenders, and be
Issuance of
expanded to cover rental rehabilitation.

bonds will provide funds to significantly increase the
number of units that can be assisted and to help a
broader range of owners.

See Exhibit P.

1)

2. Develop financial assistance packages to achieve the
following:
• maximize the number of units that can be
rehabilitated;
• appeal to a wide variety of owners, including those
who are credit worthy but who cannot afford increases
in their housing costs.
• target affordable assistance in the City to the 10tract areas of greatest need; and
• address the widely disbursed need in the balance
of the City and in the County.
Emphasis should be placed on making these assistance
packages easy to explain and, yet, flexible enough to
achieve the goal of the program.
3.

Change program requirements to reduce owner dropout by
providing flexibility for owners to borrow the amount
they feel they can afford to borrow.

4.

Streamline the delivery of rehabilitation services by
eliminating duplicative and unnecessary tasks; by
delegating appropriate responsibilities to the
homeowner, contractor, and lender; and by reducing staff
involvement where possible without losing accountability
for expenditures and achievement of program goals. This
should provide for higher productivity without a
commensurate increase in administrative costs.

5.

Develop an efficient system of data collection and
recordkeeping to streamline management of individual
cases and the overall program.

6.

Improve intake and screening of applications to reduce
without proper
staff time spent on cases that,

screening, tend to drop out later because of poor credit
history, owner apathy, or other reasons.

n
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7. Develop methods of reducing
problems.

dropouts because of title

8. Provide for improved marketing of the program to
increase productivity.
9. Establish a mechanism and staff responsibility for
identification, evaluation, and procurement of
additional outside resources to expand funding for
housing rehabilitation. An example of such expansion is
already underway through the identification of areas in
Sacramento by Neighborhood Housing Services for their
public/private rehab program.
In order to provide for the implementation of these general
recommendations, specific changes to the program will be
detailed in a second report to follow within two weeks. This
second report will also project a work program for
implementing the specific changes and a first-year budget of
loan funds and the potential number of units they can
finance.
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EXHIBIT A
CONSULTANT'S STUDY

The complete study may be read in the Community Development
Block Grant offices on the second floor of the Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency at 630 I Street, or a copy may
be purchased for $5.00 by calling Jann Walker (440-1355) or
Maxine Cornwell (440-1322). Ask for Rehabilitation Needs Study,
City and County of Sacramento, April 22, 1985, by the Land
Economics Group.
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EXHIBIT C
CASE STUDIES - RENTAL REHAB BOND POTENTIAL

The attached case studies are divided into two sections
representing "before" and "after tax pictures. In evaluating
the feasibility and consequences of a loan, the Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) should look only at the
before tax picture. The after-tax situation is impacted by too
many variables which are external to the project and are very
personal in nature. However, we need to be aware that these
variables exist for, in the final analysis, they may be more
important to the investment decision of the owner than the
normal, project-related underwriting considerations.
Cases la and lb assume a seventeen-unit complex which had been
purchased in 1978 with a 10% loan. It has a positive cash flow
as a result of the relatively low-interest loan and rents which
have kept pace with inflation. It is bringing in a fairly good
return on the initial investment and has appreciated in value at
approximately 5% a year.
In considering the feasibility of taking on a $100,000 rehab loan
at 11 1/2%, two owners with substantially different economic
backgrounds might reach different conclusions.
Case la assumes that the owner has a total income of $35,000,
including approximately $10,000 from the apartment. It is
yielding a nice supplemental income. If s/he expends $100,000 on
rehab s/he could take deductions from the interest payments and a
five-year write off of the rehab expenses under the current tax
laws. Because of her/his tax bracket, however, s/he cannot use
all of the available tax shelter.* Consequently s/he cannot
recover out-of-pocket costs without a substantial increase in
rents. In all likelihood, this owner would not proceed with the
rehab request.
Case lb, on the other hand, assumes an owner with a total income
of $150,000. In this instance the investment might make sense
strictly as a tax shelter. This, of course, could change
depending on what Congress does this year. The additional
interest payments and rehab amortization can be used to offset
other income. On an after-tax basis, this investor could break
even with as little as a $30 a month rental increase.

* The tax consequences depicted are only approximations to
illustrate the possible outcome.
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Case 2 assumes that the same property has been purchased just 2
years ago at an appreciated cost with a 13 1/2% loan. In all
likelihood the $35,000 income person would not have purchased it.
s/he would have had a negative cash flow from the beginning and
could not have used all the tax shelter the property afforded.
The property might have been considered a good investment by the
investor making $150,000. The negative cash flow would have been
counter balanced by the tax shelter aspects. Again, this owner
might consider putting more money into the project if increased
rents were possible to justify an increase in after-rehab value.
In this instance, a rent increase of approximately $40 a month
would be necessary.
In summary, there is no quick, simple answer to financial
feasibility of rehabilitation. Almost assuredly, a rent increase
will result from the expenditure of rehab funds. The magnitude
of this increase could well depend on the factors identified
above. The market will also dictate the feasible range of
increase. If the going rate in a neighborhood is less than what
the owner needs to recoup his investment, it is doubtful that
s/he will follow through.
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EXHIBIT C

loan Case Study la

Number of Units:
Year of Purchase:
Purchase Price:
Purchase Loan: (75%)

17
1978
Value of Structure: $299,700
25 yrs @
10%
Terms:

373-375750
1_

1-2-3-070W)

Current Value:
Rehab Cost/Loan:
Owner Income:

13EF0RE TAX

475,000
100,000
35,000

Before

Rehab

After Rehab
(no rent
change)

11 1/2%

After Rehab
(Break even
before tax)

After Rehab
(Same return)

$311

$385

$280

$280

$ 57,120
2,856
54,264
19,136
37,128
27,261
-09,867

$ 57,120
2,856
54,264
17,136
37,128
27,261
14,018
( 4,151)

$ 63,506
3,175
60,331
19,051
41,279
27,261
14,018
-0-

$ 78,686
3,934
74,751
23,605
51,146
27,261
14,018
9,867

$ 37,128
22,500
11,500
7,492
20,000
(-24,364)

$ 41,279
22,500
11,500
7,492
20,000
(-20,213)

$ 51,146
22,500
11,500
7,492
20,000
(-10,346)

20%
1,400
-01,400

20%
1,900
9,867
11,767

RD/yr/UNIT

Gross Income
-Vacancy (5%)
=Effective Gross
-Expenses (30% GI)
=N. 0.1.
-Debt Serv. (existing)
-Debt Sexy . (SEA)
=Cash Flow before tax

8
% cap. rate
Terms: 15 yrs @

@

AFI'ER TAX
-N.O.I.
$
-Interest (Existing) (1)
-Interest 0010
-Depreciation (2)
-Rehab Amortization (3)
=Taxable Income (Losses)

X Tax Bracket (4)
Savings (4)
+ Cash Flow Before Tax
= Cash Flow After Tax

= (Taxes),

37,128
22,500
-07,492
-07,136

20%
20%
(- 1,427 )
1,000
+ 9,867
(- 4,151)
8,439
(- 3,151)

M717:5

(1)Remaining Balance $225,000 x 10%
(2)40 yr straight line - $299,700 structure
(3)167K - 5 yr amortization (assumes project qualifies as a
low income project).
(4)Approximate based on earning of $25,000 exclusive of apartment.
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EXHIBIT C

loan Case Study 2

17
Number of Units:
1983
Year of Purchase:
$ 425,000
Purchase Price:
Purchase Loan: (75%) $ 318,750
Current Value:
Rehab Cost/Loan:
Owner Income:

Value of Structure: $382,500
13 1/2 %
Terms:
25 yrs @
8 % cap. rate
Terms: 15 yrs @

475,000
-C
-M0717

150,000

BEFORE MX

RENritJNIT

Gross Income
-vacancy (5%)
=Effective Gross
-Expenses (30% GI)
=N.O.I.
Sen. (existing)
-Debt Sen. UMW
=Cash Flow before tax

Before
Rehab
$280

After Rehab
(no rent
change)
$280

$ 57,120 $ 57,120
2,856
2,856
54,264
54,264
17,136
17,136
37,128
37,128
44,585
44,585
-014,018
(- 7,458 (-21,476)

After Rehab
(Break even)
.$4M.

$ 90,158
4,507
85,650
27,047
58,603
44,585
14,018
-0-

111/2%

After Rehab
(Same return)
$385
$ 78,686
3,934
74,750
23,605
51,145
44,585
14,018
(- 7,458)

MIER TAX

$ 37,128 $ 37,128
43,000
-Interest (Dd.53ting)
43,000
11,500
-Interest MEW
-0-Depreciation (1)
25,500
25,000
-Rehab Amortization(2)
-020,000
=Taxable Income (imses)(-31,137)(- 62,872)

$ 51,145
43,000
11,500
25,000
20,000
(-48,855)

45%
50%
15,568
28,292
(- 7,458) (-21,476)
6,816
8,110

47%
22,961
(- 7,458)
15,503

-N.O.I.

X Tax Bracket (3)
= (Taxes), Savings
4. Cash Flow Before Tax
= Cash Flow After Tax
NCIITS

(1) 15 yr. straight line x 90% x $425,000
(2) 167 k - 5 yr amortization (assures entire project
qualifies as a low income project).
(3) Appradmate due to variations in taxable income.
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HOUSING REHABILITATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

mainrr D

A. Hot
bilitatioran
For the qualified applicant, a loan of up to $32,000 per
unit may be obtained to make housing improvements. The
primary objective of this loan program is to repair all
building, housing, and health and safety code violations;

however a limited amount of the loan may be applied toward

making general improvements, such as the replacement of
floor coverings, interior painting, or perhaps the replacement of deteriorated kitchen cabinets. 12 a homeowner's
housing expenses are extremely high, they may be eligible
for a deferred loan. There are no monthly payments under
the deferred loan program, however the entire loan plus
interest would be due upon sale or transfer of that property
Under certain conditions, either the regular rehabilitation
loan or deferred loan may be assumed by another family member.
This loan is available only in designated Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) target areas.
1.

Interest Rates

Interest rates vary from 3 to 8% for those homeowners
whose income does not exceed 80% of the median for
Sacramento's Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area

(SKSA) (See Attadmient I).
Higher Interest rate loans of up to 10% are available
In special project renewal areas for those homeowners

with up to 120% of the median income for Sacramento's
SMSA- (see. Attacturent .
Section II.A on eligibility and location requirements
more fully describes the availability of programs and

interest rates to various parts of the City and County.

2.

Term
The maximum, loan term is 15 years.

3

Maximum Loan
The maximum loan amount that may be borrowed is

$32,000 per unit, however, the maximum loan may also
be calculated as an amount which when added to the

outstanding indebtedness relating to the property,
creates a total indebtedness that does not exceed 90%
of the after-rehabilitation appraised value.
4

Deferred Loan

a)

b)

Deferred loans are available to only those owners
whose incomes do not exceed 80% of the median for
Sacramento's SMSA.
Deferred loans: carry the same interest rates and
term as the rehabilitation loans described above.
Deferred loans are available to those arrolicants
whose housing expenses exceed 30% of their household income.

31

EXHIBIT D
C. Emergency Repair Grant
The emergency repair program is available to both City
and County homeowners. Its purpose is to provide immediate service to repair housing problems such as leaking
roofs, broken furnaces, broken water heaters, broken
sewer lines and systems, and various other hazardous deficiencies In the plumbing, electrical, or structural areas
of the house.
1.

The maximum emergency repair grant is $2,000.

2.

An applicant is eligible for assistance provided they
reside in a home located in one of the designated target
areas and their income does not exceed 80% of the
median for Sacramento's SMSA.

3.

Emergency repair assistance is also available for those
property owners who reside in homes located outside
of a designated target area provided that their incomes
dorm exceed 50% of the medium for Sacramento SMSA.

4.

This is a City and County wide program.

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS
A. Location
Participation in various SERA financial assistance programs
requires that the property needing assistance be located
in specific areas located in the City or County.
There are three basic geographical areas in which the
rehabilitation programs are available. These are:
1. CDBG designated target areas in whicb. owner occupants
with incomes not exceeding 80% of the median for
Sacramento's area can obtain loan assistance not to
exceed $32,000.
City target areas include:
Del Paso Heights
East Del Paso
Gardenland
Oak Park
Woodbine

County target areas include cart cf:

Citrus Heights
Galt
North Highlands
Rio Linda
South Sacrarento
Fruitridge
Kara Tract
Delta, including Walnut Grove,
Locke, Hood, Courtland and Isletcn
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c)

Deferred loans to seniors (62 years and older)
may be. granted for the term of the loam or until
the property is sold or title transferred.

d)

Deferred loans to non-seniors (61 years or less)
may be granted in two year increments, with a
case review at the end of the two year period.

e)

Deferred loans will only be made to those homeowners who do not further encumber their property
with additional loans.

f)

Li

Prior to the expiration of a 15-year deferred loan,
the homeowner's financial condition shall be
reviewed and evaluated. Should the owner's income
continue to warrant a deferred loan, then a new
deferred loan up to 15 years will be recommended
to the Loan Committee for approval.

B. Retrofitting Grant
The retrofitting grant program provides up to $5,000
to allow disabled homeowners and renters to modify their
properties to make them more accessible and livable.
Examples of allowable repairs include: installation of
wheelchair ramps, grab bars for bathtubs and showers,
handrails and the widening of doorways for wheelchair
access.
1. The maximum grant amount is $5,000.
2.

Applicant's income shall not exceed 80% of the
median of Sacramento's SMSA.

3.

Recipients of the retrofitting grant who reside outside any CDBG target area are also eligible for
loan assistance up to $15,000 to make code repairs
provided that their income does not exceed 50% of
the median for Sacramento's SMSA.

4.

Recipients of the retrofitting grant who reside
within a CDBG target area are eligible for full loan
assistance as per the regular rehabilitation loan
guidelines.

5.

This grant is available to owner-occupants as well
as owners of rental properties who must agree to
continue to rent to a disabled tenant.

6.

This grant is available as a separate benefit and
does not affect the maximum amount of the rehabilitation loan available to an applicant.

7.

This is a City and County wide program.
33
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2. City and County areas located outside
of the designated CDBG target areas in
which owner-occupants with incomes not
exceeding 50% of the median for Sacramento's
area can obtain special loan assistance
not to exceed $15,000 for code only
repairs.
3. Special "concentrated" renewal areas
located within the boundaries of a CDBG
target area in which owner-occupants
with incomes not exceeding 120% of the
median for Sacramento's area can obtain
loan assistance of up to $32,000 for
making rehabilitation improvements.
This program is available only for a limited
one year time period as designated for
that specific area.

Attachment II identifies those eligible areas and the respective available programs.

n
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ATIACHMEINW I

.INCOME LIMITS

Percentage of Median for.SMSA
Proposed
Interest Rate

LA)

in

1

2

4

5

6

7

8 or more

3%
4%
• 5%

50%
65%
80%

9,500
12,375
15,250

10,900
14,150
17,400

12,250
15,925
19,600

13,600
17,675
21,750

14,700
18,900
23,100

15,800
20,150
24,500

16,850
21,350
25,850

17,950
22,575
27,200

6%
7%
8%
9%
10%

90%
100%
106%
113%
120%

17,175
19,100
20,525
22,188
23,850

19,575
.21,750
23,985
26,596
29,200

22,050
24,500
26,330
28,465
30,600

24,475
27,200
29,240
31,060
34,000

26,000
28,900
31,060
33,580
36,100

27,550
30,600
32,895
35,573
38,250

29,075
32,300
34,715
37,533
40,350

30,600
34,000
36,550
39,525
42,500

1

j

C
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C
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ATrACHMUIT II

ELIGIBLE PICGRAMS

ELIGIDIE AREAS
Retrofit

Concentrated

Eliiergency

Defer. Loans

Grant

Repair

$32,000
80%

2,500

Renewal
Zone
32,000

80%

120%

'loans and

Maximm Assistance
Maximum Income
Tiomer ARMS
Del Paso Weights

X

East Dal Paso

2,000
00%

Special Out

,of Area
Code pairs
15,000
50%

Feasible
Code Repair
15,000 .
80%

Lien
L Judqement
Rafinanclng
5,000
80%

Max ilIPATI

Special

CITY ClInG

x
x

x

-

X

X

X

X
x

X

-

x

X

Gardenland

X

X

X

X

X

_

Wood b i ne

K

x

x
x
x

-

Oak Park

x
x
x

_

x
x

x
x
x

X

-

-

O
rsi

CITY OUT OF TARIM' AREA

X

CXXIIITY CD113 TAlEr AREAS

Citrus Reights

X

X

X

X

-

x

X

Del t a

X

X

X

X

-

X

X

Worth Highlands

X

X

X

-

x

X

X

-

x
x

X

Rio Linda

x
x

' x

South Sacramento

X

X

X

X

-

X

X

-

X

-

X

-

-

COMM OUT OE TAPIAll' AREA
,
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SACRAMENTO'S
RENTAL HOUSING
REI-IAMILITATION PROGRAM

CHFA RENTAL REHABILITATION LOAN

Th in is a G pecinl new loan program

funded by the Department of HOMO. I. rig
and Urban Development (DDHO) and
administered through the Redevelopment
Agency of the City and County of
Sacramento MIRA). The objectives of
this program are to assist rental,
property owners lu upgrading their
existing rental units and to help provide
more alfordahle rental housing units t0.
lower income persons and families.

IN ADDITION, SURA has California Housing

hiirce Agency (CRFA) financing available
for certain qualified rental properties of
four (4) or more units, Financing is for:
If you would like to apply for a
three percent, 15 year, deferred loan
to cover half the cost of fixing lip
your rental units. answer the following
questions to get an idea of your
eligibility.

1.

Rehabilitations

2. Acciiiiaitimt and rehabilitation'
. New construction.
LOAN '1111iIti

RUD RENTAL REHABILITATION LOAN

lHI1 I1S
Ito

I JONI lldtiti

not LU exceed 55.000 per rental unit.
1111L21E-STRA011: 31 fixed rate.
'1E101:

15 years.

loan to value ratio:
eniaudiratici.is after irelvila cannot exceed 901 of
the after rehabilitation value.

details on who will nmnage the

Vroject incit have a positive caLhI flow after roliabill
iicxrL Ica.ever. the bor rowc r may elect to have the

units, where the manager will
reside, and haw repairs will be
code?

Irwin paiiienin deterred on the lksising and Redevelop:roil
Auciir2y
ATIld11lb11: Rental asnistance will be available for
i1rxvlS I 01111.1115 Ain are eligible for the
1 .1M/11 1.. .114 : 1
Section U certificates or VWChel'ii.
•nq intir I ILMIE

ELIGi

1/11.11-1 LIMITS

.1411(
(low & .1crate

VEI:Y IIM 1110011E
01.4344

1.1112.'0.112)

4
6
7
0 Ur vine

515.31111
17,500
19,650
21,850
23.21111
24,6013
25,950
27,300

Si -i1 inn H hirers. Lit1111

$ 9.550
ill. 91111
12.1110
I 1,650
14,750
15,1159
16,950
111, KW

Wiwi to valuer Nat to exceed 75% after rehab.
Debt

This financing

in

offered through the Bank off America.

For avid ilia t ion information
and assistance, call the

if you answered four of the five questions yes, your
chances to participate In the program are gcoali if all
of your ansuars are yes, your chances are excellent.

1101.41111.1TAT1014

In NW CASE. however, you nust meet the three following requireacnts:

orrice

I. You Host have clear title to the property or be
able to clear it:

2

services 1.15 with local a Ess ntal tca

1.20 without local assistance.

S. be you have or could you provide
a monagesent plan that contains

Debt set vice ratio:

2

11114/11(141i1dnii Cli1l111111

4. Are you confident you could obtain
or do you already have the private
finaiici in necessary to finance tire
remaining 50% of the rehab cost? •

ijl)iCitIlli1 Ut 1111111 A

LE
111 L'Afit I,Y

• This ioan may be combined with the (MUM hental
loan as your private financing contrilintion.

Limits?

inspectiiiii fees, etc.

to 30 years.

UFA'S: 31 origination plus all mi. of pickid e.spenses
including title, alipraisal mid inspection Ices.

tenants are low biome as defined
on tire attached incoio Eligibility

i!1 uriginat.ion fee plus all Out of pocket

Up

ist or 2nd Trust oeficie.

twa or rime bedrooliel
J. be you believe at least 70% of your

..941,4111S41:3, including appraisal, title policy and

I &PHI kill.

Arum itialfMil

2. be at least 70% of your unite have

litCtIllrl"ffi 1st, 2imi, or 3rd Deed of Trust.

EIiS

Yes

Ia the rental unit located in a
primal/ or secondary area of the
program Map?

MAX IMIM MN!: 5H1 of total ielialiiiitation cost, but

itirlDi 10.8751

%ULM Up to 24 years.

440-1350

JJAMD

gu st be willing to obtain inc ceo in forntlon
o
Iran your tenantsi and
During tim rehab process, your units mist be bioughl
V_l
oi

up to coda remironents,

(5/1 1711/1

L

C

J

C1=1

Eli

LE Eli iii L-7)

L

E Eli

L

=
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SACRAMENTO'S
RENTAL HOUSING
REHABILITATION
PROGRAM

ELIGIBLE AREAS
HUD RENTAL REHABILITATION
LOAN PROGRAM•

E--1
[]

Primary Neighborhoods

Secondary Neighborhoods

'Alan available in VIIA41 Grove, Court[and.
0004. Islaton. and parte 01 Enlann, and Cal.L.

5/85

For application information, please call the
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency,
(SIVA), Rehabilitation.Division, at 916/440-1150,
486 "I" Street, Sacranento, California, 95614.
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FLOW CHART OWNER-OCCUPIED REHAB
1. Applicant calls in or mails in inquiry
Clerical screens:
1. Target Area/out
2. Income criteria
3. Home ownership
4. Lived in home 6 months
Clerical fills out intake sheet with above information, assigns Loan
Specialist by predetermined geographical areas, gives intake sheet
to , Loan Specialist.
2. Loan Specialist calls Homeowner, further determines any needs, asks
income questions, explains programs fully.

Li

3. Receptionist sets site appointment
Receptionists mails Homeowner appointment confirmation letter with
sheet explaining documents to have available at site visit. Copies
of appointment letter to City/County clerk.
4. City/County Clerk makes up loan file, PRS file, and card.
5. PRS file to PRS Supervisor who logs case, assigns specific PRS
Loan file to LS II to log appointment time, gives to assigned Loan
Specialist. After application is completed Loan Specialist gives
file to LS II who logs case as new case.
6. Loan Specialist & PRS make dual site inspection. PRS does property
inspection, Loan Specialist completes application.
7. PRS completes preliminary work write-up and cost estimate - gives to
Loan Specialist.

8. Loan Specialist order Credit Report. Clerical gets report.
9. If credit is OK, Loan Specialist requests Termite Report, Title Report
(Clerical orders and logs). Termite report comes to PRS for inclusion
in work write-up.
10. Title report is clear Loan Specialist request appraisal (clerical
orders and logs).
When appraisal returns Loan Specialist calculates amount of loan Homeowner is eligible for and funding source, gives Proceed Notice to PRS.
11

PRS completes work write-up, puts job out to bid. (Clerical types
work write-up, Bid packages)

Li
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FLOW CHART (can't.)

Page -2-

12. Bid opens, Homeowner selects contractor.
13. Case approval for SERA Loan Approval Committee.
14. Bid award letter (clerical sends) requests Bond.
15. Contractor submits Performance Bond, Contract is prepared, Notice To
Proceed issued, job begins. Clerical notarizes and.records.documents.
16. Progress payments issued
17. PRS monitors job, PRS and Supervisor make final inspection. Notice
of Completion issued.
18. Clerical records Notice of Completion, retention check is held 35 days.
Release of Liens is signed.
19. Case closed, logged in cards, filed.

Homeowner responsibilities are:
.to provide financial documents required.
.approval of work write-up items and loan amount.
.selection of contractor.
.execution of loan settlement papers.
.selection of items such as paint color, floor
covering, lamps, etc.
.authorizes contractor progress payments.
.signs off completion of work.
*loan settlement is the only time the homeowner
is required to go to First Intertstate'sank;
other homeowner responsibilities are conducted
at their residence.

Exhibit
Flow Chart--Actual Cases
Single family, owner-occupied program
(good)
158 days (60 day contract)
$8,550 repairs, 5.27 months
from application to completion.
8/23/84
8/23/84
8/24/84
9/17/84
11/5/84
11/27/84

1 day
24 days
49 days
22 days

1/21/85
1/25/85
1/28/85

55 days
4 days
3 days

Assigned
Inspected
Prelim to Loans
Procced f/Loans
Out to Bid
Bid Opening
Loan Committee
Notice to Proceed
Actual Completion
Closed/Recorded.

219 days (75 day contract)
$20,900 repairs, 7.3 months
from application to completion.
2/6/84
2/14/84
2/14/84
2/21/84
3/12/84

7 days
20 days

3/22/84
5/16/84
6/18/84
9/17/84

10 days
54 days
31 days
89 days

8 days

CITY

COUNTY

Assigned
Inspected
Prelim to Loans
Proceed f/Loans
Work Write Itip
Catpleted
To Bid
Loan Approval
Notice to Procced
Actual Completion

(poor)
419 days (30 day contract) .
$4,988 repairs, 13.96 months
from application to completion.
10/17/83
10/24/83
10/31/83
12/20/83
7/3/84
8/27/84
9/21/84
10/21/84
12/14/84

7 days
7 days
50 days
195
54
24
30
52

days
days
days
days
days

196 days (45 day contract)
$6,695 repairs, 6.5 months
from application to completion.
8/29/83
9/1/83
9/2/83
9/13/83
12/13/83
12/20/83
1/25/84
2/10/84
3/19/84

3 days
1 days
11 days
90 days

7 days
30 days
15 days
39 days

Cm,

thibit
STATISTICAL PROFILE OF REHAB CUSTOMERS (1984)
out of 78 City C4WW:S
City
88 County cases

County

Family Size: Small

83%

93%

Elderly

12%

27%

Disabled

17%

17%

Female Head Household

54%

40%

Income: Very Low (50%)

55%

60%

Ethnicity:
Black
White
Am. Indian
Asian
Hispanic

33%
46%
1.5%
1.5%
18%

24%
58%
1.5%
1.5%
15%

Emergency Repair Program Profile of Customers (1984)
Family Size: Small

83%

86%

Elderly

35%

21%

Disabled

7%

Income: Very Low (50%)

98%

95%

Female Head Household

72%

58%

44%
31%

14%
67%

Ethnicity:
Black
White
Am. Indian

2%

Asian

23%

Hispanic
out of

93 City cases
43 County cases

single-family, owner-occupied program

42

2%
2%

12%

G

Units ,

Area

,

CITY
DPH

ROB LA

HOPE
Grant

Retrofit
Grant

,

26

138,210
.7 ,700

11.6,908

5,110

68

495,260

1111=

13,985

1982
9'

11111:1111111MEMILIM1P I

'"

Total

IM

1982
A

11111111

1982
9: .
':,

99,700

NM

MIME

26 51

Private/
Crocker
P

mumairmowamummin
maim
immwarimitmannamazwallmiam

'iota
E.DPH

CDEG
Grant

CDOG
Loan

111111.

87 123 .1. 74
33,810
2,350

71,950
•0,939

13,810
34,718

State
SO 966

Section 8
Mod Rehab

C

1,500

EXHIBITA-1
TOTAL

M

280,423
3,5_ 134
332 868
958,425

1111111111111

161,625

-

19,0ai
274,710

20,195
750 52 700 1=.1111.11.111111aat 1al
700 29 000
42 300 - 111111111111MMOMOMMININN
••
42,300
•450/ 81,700

48.930

3 600

150 363
71,950

Federal
312

1,11,11.1
1

CITY

i'l -

MIMI

108,110

.1

7

Total
STRATIBE
riAtion

nny

10

1982
983
. 984
Total

6

60,939
23,500
20 550
0

34,718
5,000
10 000
0 000

11111111

1_23,_700 ,

25,000

GARDEN1982
LAND

1983

2

9:4

Total
CITY
FARMS

MEADOW• VIEO

1982
, 983
1 984

2
,

1111111

1982
,:

111E11

Total

11

C-D

-

2,350
2 126

98,007
-

4 BOO

5 000'

4 ROO

5 000

_

98,007
28,500
30 550-101 576

IIMENNIMMINIMINEINIMENININI
M11111111111
MIN

111.1.111.111111

,26
19 543 _

,

NM MI.
_

49,159

LTD C IiLI)

I,

=1

-

1 493

IMENIMMIIIMM
34,500

_

-

-

MENIaill

48 700 liniell
34,500

108,110

-

2,350

18,050 11.11.11.11131

111111111111Wall

'rota

'

•

11111111111111111111

10
1

2,350

111111111111111111111111111,

MillIMMEMINIMMIINIMINEN
_

690450

-

-

_

10,000

13,500

tIf
_.

13 500

-

4

107,159

107 159
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v

Area
CITY
:MEN
ELDER

Private/
Retrofit
HOPE
CDBG
CDBG
Units
Crocicer
Grant
Grant
Grant
Loan
_
------

Federal
312

State
SB 966

EXHIBIT 8•1 CITY

(Section 0
iMod Rehpb

TOTAL
.

1982
1983
1984

a
4

38,350
17,650

33,277
19,545

71,627
37,195

•
•

Total
FREEPORT
MANOR I 982
1983
1994

12

56,000

52,822

5

16,750

22,023

Total

5

16,750

22,023

1982
1983
1984

36
27
15

266,069
175,100
35,300

136,348
109,575
58,555

Total

78

476,469

304,478

1982
1983
1984

0

-

-

-

-

108,822

-

38,773

-

-

)A1( PARK

2,500
5,000
6,948

,

14,448

-

-

-

-..

38,773
418,919
334,791
169,853

14,002
35,000

66/10,050
19,250

48,800

66/29,300

48,800

49,002

.

923,563

-

11.1(ALI
29
22

300,700
202,000

Total
CENTRAL
1982
CITY
1983
1984

51

502,700

Total

65

100DBINE

OUT OF
AREA

65

217,100

40,000

-

-

217,100

40,000

3,500

1
4

11 q nn

4,995
15 nnn

Total

5

31,900

19,995

122.944
22.798

6.115
17.169

145,672_

27,793

5
29
26

§.2 300
91.065

Total

60

153,365

28,710/149.25(

110,000
214.100

567,660
283,000
190 .000

-

-

-

214,100

190,000

-

4,509

1,545

-

5,500

728,700

.

--..::

64,000

728,700

4,995
52,400

/5,500
-

790,660

64,000

_.

1982
983
984

1982
1983
1984

55,000
55,000

3,500
_

-

2,710/149,250
26,000/

-

-

-

6,054

.
1,121/35.930
750/20.140

12.750

1,071/55,930 _

12,750

57,395

228.270
164,622
-

-

398,946
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Area

Units

CDBG
Loan

CDBG
Grant

Retrofit
Gant

Federal
312

Private/
Crocker

HOPE
Grant

State
SB 966

CITY

Section 8
Mod Rehab

EXHIBIT H-1

77.500

2,111fi7_11411

CITY

TOTAL

......

TOTAL 1982
1983
1904

Total

190
125
100
415

985,118
801,800
652,778
2,439,696

529,394
426,735
169,461
1,125,590

'

12,490
38,243
74,819

3,045

4,647/247,330
30,450/ 78,650

55,000
213,800

4k.002

35,097/326,480

482,900

278,199

1
1.597 5?il

1 1R1_1A7
77.5no

4,843,346

1982
1983
1984

.

Total

.

1982
1983

.

1984
;

Total
1982
1983
1984

.

Total
1982
1983
1984

•

-

Total

.

1982
1983
1984

Total

.

1982
1983
1,984

.:

Total

.
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LOCKE
HOOD 1982
1983
DELTA 1984
Total

TOTALS
1982
'
1983
1984
Total

CDBG
Loan

Units

Area
COUNTY

.

CDBG
Grant

29
1
2

21,700
19,175

32"

40,875

13,788

169
103
88

381,932
360,753
338,727

360

1,081,412

Retrofit
Ggant

Private/
Crocker

HOPE
Grant

Federal
312

State
SB 966

Section 8
Mod Reheb

EXHIBIT 8-2 COUNTY
TOTAL

8.778
5,000

8.77R
26.700
27.000
-

307,022
359,552
226,731

17,026
28,334
34,829

902,093

80,189

-

_

46 176
_

27.000

nll

-

70.800
40.000
272.150

81,967
51,468

179,761

3.735/96.100
93.250

1,046,49F
919 942
965,017

3,735/189,350

382,150

133,435

179,761

2,952,125

1982
1983
1984

•

Total

1982
1983
1984

.
.1

•

Total
1982
1983
1984
•

Total
1982
1983
1984
Total

.

1982
1983
1984

.

.

.
.

,

Total
Page

.C=

=
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CZZ9

Li
Attachment to H 1 & 2

DEFERRED LOANS 1984

CITY
14
3

Single Family

$207,650.00

Multi Family

$165,000.00

Single Family

$210,027.00

COUNTY
19
0

Li

Multi Family
Total Defferred
City & County

$582,677.00

48

7

Exhibit
AVERAGE COST PER UNIT
1983

1984

Alkali/Washington

13,017

12,864

City Farms

12,477
15,006

17,519

9,003

9,883

Gardenland

15,275

16,929

Glen Elder

9,299

Del Paso

Heights

East Del Paso Heights

Oak Park

12,399

11,234

Woodbine

5,995

13,100

Out-of-Area

7,871

6,332

Average for City Areas

$12,740

$11,834

Citrus Heights

10,668

13,035

Fruitridge

9,193

10,890

Kara Tract

5,884

--

North Highlands

10,382

13,461

9,052

11,836

26,700

23,088

6,157

6,104

$11,126

$10,974

Rio Linda
Hood/Delta Areas
Out of Trea
Average for County Areas

single-family, owner-occupied program

49

Exhibit
RELOCATION. COSTS
1982---1983---1984
City
Units

1982
1983
1984

21
23
7

Amount Borrowed
1982
1983
1984

51

7
5
-12

30,912
7,290

7,825
4,900

$38,202
Amount Actual Cost
1982
1983
1984

Female Head of Household
1982
1983
1984

County

$12,725

21,263.68
5,896.50

5,072.36
4,021.51

$27,160.18

$9,093.87

11
14
5
30

4
3
7

Total
21
30
7
63

$40,927

$36,254.05

37

Ethnicity:
Asian

1982
1983
1984

1
2

Hispanics 1982
1983
1984
White

1982
1983
1984

1
8
1
9
4
4

7Black

1982
1983
1984

2

17
10
5
32

single-family, owner-occupied program
50

10
6
5
11

19

7
5
12

63

Exhibit

K

APPLICATIONS RECEIVED/INELIGIBLE 6/82-198371984
County

City
Total 1984

1983

1982

Total

509

203

152

154

392

Ineligible 288

115

97

76

158

Received

1984 1983

1982

147

137

108

66

62

30

INELIGIBLE
1984

1983
City
Title Problems
Credit Problems
Defaults
Owner Request
Commercial/Mixed

County

.-

13
3
1
20
2
9
4
8
1
2
1
2

*21

115

66

-

*46

County

14
8
4
38
20
9
9
1
4
1
4
I
1
1

6
1
4
2
6
1"
1

10
5
2
14

5
Over income
3
Not feasible
4
No Response
1
Death
2
Sold/Selling
Court/Probate
Loan Cmte DisapprovedRecinded
Out of County
Room Addition Only Not allow inspection Too dirty
to inspect

Total

City

-e.

-

During 1983 Rehab began keeping monthly statistics on ineligibility
applications. Therefore, reasons for ineligiblity are incomplete.

single-family, owner-occupied program

51

Exhibit

L

SACRAMENTO HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
1984 Contract Awards
Contractor

Contract Amount

$
Bancroft
Big Horn Construction
Charles Chance
Combination Painting &
Decorating (Milchenco)
Delta Pacific
Delux Plumbing & Building
Economy Contractors, Inc.
Essa Construction
Fruitridge Neighborhood
Center
Star Green Associates
Hanley & Sons
W D Hill Construction
MK Kim Construction
Lemieux
Logus Construction
Lowry Construction
Lutin Construction
Mr. Build - Mastrototaro
Mr. Build-River City
Remodelers
R & R Construction (Sinkey)
R & R Contracting (Kirk)
JL Rogers
Les Smith Construction
Star Construction
T.J. Construction
Warren Webb
Valley Construction
Zeman Construction

No. of Jobs

23,870
42,054
35,637

2
4
3

4,908
127,406
18,177
19,725
26,416

1
9
3
2
1

2,411
8,674
81,588
19,261
157,646
35,784
54,322
46,029
2,900
12,893

1
1

91,321
24,193
109,658
29,642
4,596
423,319
34,334
52,078
190,804
84,375

$1,764,021

1984--28 Contractors awarded jobs

143 bids for $1,764,021
* Designates Minority Contractors

4
7
11

5
3
6
1
1
4
3
5
1
3
42
5
6
3
6
143

Minority Contractors
were awarded 13 jobs,
$190,188
9% of Total Jobs
10% of Total Contract Amounts

1983--45 Contractor's awarded jobs
(12 of which were minorities)
198 bids for $2,254,067

52

Exhibit

m

MULTI FAMILY UNITS

Units

Crocker

CDBG

City

36

230,250

223,150

County

4

City

22

312

Total

1983
$453,400

4,600

4,600

1984
38,140

202,000

72,150 (River City)
26,000 (Private)

State SB 966
1983 City

19 units

$95,470

53

55,000

$393,290

Exhibit

•

N

EMERGENCY REPAIR PROGRAMS

1983

Li

1984

County

City

Allocation

$300,000

$100,GQQ

Units

174

26

Expenditures

$279,799

$57,414

Operator

FNC

Agency operated,
interim program,
rotating subcontractors.
Nov.& Dec. only.

Allocation

$350,000

$300,000

6 month period
Jan.through June

$140,002

$120,000

Units

76

89

Expenditures

$112,965

$126,563

Operator

FNC
1/84

Agency operated
interim program,
rotating subcontractors.
1/84 through 6/84

through 6/84

Allocation

$219,999

$180,000

Units

43

93

Expenditures

$42,917 repairs
7,0.09 admin.
$49,917 total

$180,000 repairs
15,259 admin.
$147,818 total

Operator

Agency operated,
rotating three
General Contractors.
7/84 through 12/84

Agency operated,
rotating three
General Contractors
7/84 through 12/84

single family, owner-occupied program

(FNC) Fruitridge Neighborhood Center

54

EXHIBIT 0

HOUSING REHABILITATION ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 1982-84
(in thousands of dollars)
AREA/

1982
1983
1984

# OF
TOTAL
WEAL
FUM:6 LOANED ACME COSTS* AMIN COSTS uNrrs

AMIN COST/
DNTT

1,375
1,593
1,183

443 (532)**
613
525

32
38
44

129
125
100

3.4
4.9
5.2

655
940
966

231 (277)**
369
409

35
39
42

103
103

2.2
3.5
4.6

couNrr
1982
1983

1984

88

* Includes indirect costs as well as direct costs. In addition, budget
increases due to inflation over the Above time period are estimated to
be 7% per year or 21% for the three years.
** Figures for the 1982 year are from the 1982 Agency Rehab Evaluation
for the period of September 1, 1981, to June 30, 1982 (10 months).
In brackets, these costs have been annualized for comparison.
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EXHIBIT P
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS COUNTY HOUSING REHAB EVALUATIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT REHABILITATION PROGRAM REVIEW 1979/80

RECOMMENDATIONS

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

(Program Coordination)
1. Local program guidelines should be
comprehensive covering all programs
regardless of funding source: Inter
relationships between programs
including those operated by other
agencies should be stated.

,

Implemented

a. Policy and Management objectives
consistent with overall program
goals should be explicitly stated:
Recognition that these programs,
from both a policy and administrative perspective, are a tool for
community revitalization should be
embodied as the guiding underlying
principle.

Implemented

b. A mechanism for identification,
evaluation, procurement, and
integration of additional outside
resources into the established
local system should be defined
and established.

Not implemented as function
of rehab division; provided
to some degree by Planning
and Policy Development.

EXHIBIT P
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS COUNTY HOUSING REHAB EVALUATIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT REHABILITATION PROGRAM REVIEW 1979/80

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

RECOMMENDATIONS
(Program Coordination)

Implemented

2. A clear line between policy and
administration should be reflected
in guidelines: Policy issues should
be explicitly stated and should be
adopted as such by the Board of
Supervisors with input from the
Community Development and Revenue
Sharing Advisory Commission. The
responsibility for developing rules
and procedures to implement policy
should be vested in program administration.
a. The County should assume the lead
role in developing and recommending
policy changes subject to review and
comment by SHRA staff: These
would be screened through the
Community Development and Revenue
Sharing Advisory Commission and
adopted by the Board of Supervisors.

Implemented

b. SHRA should assume the lead role in
initiating and implementing administrative changes subject to review and
comment by County staff: Administrative
changes would not be considered by a
policy-making body prior to implementation. However, an administrative record
of these changes would be maintained
and subjected to periodic policy review.

Implemented
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EXHIBIT P
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS COUNTY HOUSING REHAB EVALUATIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT REHABILITATION PROGRAM REVIEW 1979/80

RECOMMENDATIONS

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

(Management)
1

Improved procedures for identifying and
measuring the cost/effectiveness of
various system components should be
devised and implemented: There is no
specific recommendation as to which
components should be separately identified and accounted for. However,
important areas at this point are
considered to be: 1) applicant intake
eligibility, 2) loan approval, 3) work
specifications, 4) contracting, and 5)
inspection and payment.

Had two consultants advise

on these areas. Staff has
intensely examined all the
mentioned areas.
1. Procedures for intake and
eligibility have been
changed to joint site
visit.
2. Loan Approval Committee
weekly.
3. Work Spec. not yet on
computer. PRS has
specific timeline to
complete work specs.
4. Contracts are still
competively bid (ERP
Program was streamlined
to three General
Contractors under
contract).
5. Studies showed the
majority of jobs have
four payments; while
not a definite 25%/50%/
75%/100% of the job,
within the recommended

EXHIBIT P
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS COUNTY HOUSING REHAB EVALUATIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT REHABILITATION PROGRAM REVIEW 1979/80

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

RECOMMENDATIONS
(Management)
2. Improved mechanism for assuring that
the requirements of the system are
adhered to should be developed and
implemented: This recommendation
relates mainly to the areas of work
write-ups, contracting and inspection which are currently under study
by the Housing and Redevelopment
Commission. This Commission's
recommendations relative to these and
other areas should be evaluated in
light of the above general recommendation. One specific recommendation
is that County building inspectors,
at least on an interim basis, examine
each property before the work writeup is prepared to determine if that
property is below code and to list
all corrections necessary to bring the
property up to minimum code. The
inspection would occur after a commitment has been made to correct all
deficiencies at an out-of-pocket cost
which, when combined with other housing
expenses, would not exceed a fixed
percentage of an applicant's income.

<D c(7.1)_ cii c

ii

Implemented
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EXHIBIT P
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS COUNTY HOUSING REHAB EVALUATIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT REHABILITATION PROGRAM REVIEW 1979/80

RECOMMENDATIONS

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

(Management)
3.

A formal mechanism for identifying_ and
resolving consumer complaints should be
develo?ed and implemented: Again, this
issue is being considered by the Housing
and Redevelopment Commission and final
comment is reserved until their recommendations are known.

Implemented
Agency clerk records
complaints and their
resolution. Contract
related disputes may
ultimately be resolved
using binding arbitration
provided for in the
construction contract.

(Operational/Policy Aspects)
1.

Rehabilitation assistance provided through
these programs should be targeted more
directly to lower income families with
incomes less than 80% of the regional
median adjusted for family size.

Implemented

2.

Local program eligibility requirements
should be liberal zed to rovide •reater
access to lower ncome famil es: T s
would increase effectiveness in meeting
HAP goals and may contribute to greater
administrative efficiency by increasing
the ratio of approved loans to applications.

Implemented (Agency
direct loans, grants,
deferred loans); however,
grants for regular
rehab were discontinued
in 1983.

EXHIBIT P
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS COUNTY HOUSING REHAB EVALUATIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT REHABILITATION PROGRAM REVIEW 1979/00

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

RECOMMENDATIONS

a) Applicant Eligibility
i.

ii.

Eligible owners should automatically qualify for grants and/or
loans in the full amount necessary
to bring their property up to
1111.101ILLTLILI pitillra_f21L_a
Tr ilthiypaymentwhich, when
combined with existing housing
ex enses does not exceed a fixed
percentage of income. (Should-S consistent with State and Federal
regulations).

After rehab property may
appraise at an amount
lower than the first
mortgage and Rehab loan
amount, creating a situation whereby more is owed
than the house could be
sold for, in which cases
the house would not be
eligible for full amount
of code work.

Owners without the ability to pay
should be gEapted deferred loans to
meet minimum code as a matter of
right: Optional improvements should
be authorized only for those with
some ability to repay. However, the
cost of these improvements should
not be included in a deferred payment
loan.

Implemented
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EXHIBIT P
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS COUNTY HOUSING REHAB EVALUATIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT REHABILITATION PROGRAM REVIEW 1979/80

RECOMMENDATIONS

iii.

iv.

v.

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

Installment loans to owners who
cannot demonstrate cred t worthiness
should not be approved as at present:
However, grants and/or secured deferred
payment loans should be available
to this group to the same extent
as to others with identical income
for code items only. Although the
exclusion of applicants who are
not credit worthy may detract from
the efficiency, effectiveness, and
marketability of programs, this is
considered advisable on families
that can be assisted inherently
limited.

Implemented

Rules for making local loans to
owners who do not have title
to their properties should be
developed and imp emented.

Not Implemented

Clear guidelines explaining the means
by which absentee owners can qualify
for assistance should be established
with the same degree of uniformity
between ro rams: Qualification guidelines should include analysis of tenant
income as well as rent limitations
agreements.

Implemented

EXHIBIT P
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS COUNTY HOUSING REHAB EVALUATIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT REHABILITATION PROGRAM REVIEW 1979/80

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

RECOMMENDATIONS

b)

Property Eligibility:

Implemented

The decision to loan on a particular property
should be based on a determination as to
whether or not the loan is economically
sound rather than financially sound as at
present: A financially sound loan is
one which does not exceed some indebtness
to market value ratio.

3.

Improvements authorized as a matter of
right should be explicitly stated and
should directly relate to public program
objectives e.g., provide safe, decent

Implemented

housing, improve neighborhood quality.

Administrative flexibility should exist to
make judgments in unforeseen circumstances
and an administrative record of the reasons
for these judgments maintained.
Optional improvements computed as a percentage of authorized improvements should
continue to be permitted as an incentive

Implemented

1: However, optional
IsLagiEm_p_2
improvements should not include items which
are prohibited by programs funded by outside
sources to insure consistency between
program. Also, deferred payment loans
should not be used to finance optional
improvements although the amount of a
combined or piggy-backed loan funded
from outside sources could be used for
)
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EXHIBIT P
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS COUNTY HOUSING REHAB EVALUATIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT REHABILITATION PROGRAM REVIEW 1979/80

RECOMMENDATIONS

IMPLEMENTED /NOT IMPLEMENTED

a. The recommended format for an improveis that utilized for the
ment
Federal Title I home improvements
Erogram.

Implemented

b. The following policy guidelines for
authorizing improvements are recommended:

Implemented

list

i. Mandatory: Improvements necessary to
bring structures up to minimum
building code.
ii. Authorized as a matter of right (in
CDBG target areas only): Specified
minor improvements to improve the
exterior appearance of properties
(e.g., removal of debris, painting).
iii. Optional: 40% of the dollar value of
i and ii above, plus a bonus if the
property owner agrees to perform
improvements under ii above himself
or if such improvement are not
required.
iv. Prohibited: Improvements which are
not authorized under programs funded
through other sources (e.g., 312,
Title I).

(G.P.I. allowable when
calculated at 40% of
code corrections; no
bonus provided.)

EXHIBIT P
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS COUNTY HOUSING REHAB EVALUATIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT REHABILITATION PROGRAM REVIEW 1979/80

RECOMMENDATIONS

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

4. Policies and procedures for improved
coordination between program should be
developed relative to three major areas:

C

a. Integration: Owners who meet eligibility
criteria for the emergency home repair
grant program operated by CBO's should
automatically be considered eligible for
rehab loans or grants.

Implemented; ERP and
single family owner
occupied eligibility
is same.

b. The benefits available through the
emergency home repair grant program
should be combined and added to those
available through programs operated by
SHRA where an applicant is eligible for
both.

Implemented

c. Leveraging: Priorities for use of loan
programs should place highest priority
on program funded through outside sources.

Implemented

d. Consistency of Incentives and Benefits
Between Programs: Interest rates and
loan terms should be equal between
programs for avplicants of equal standing.
This will require the restructuring of
CDBG funded loan program guidelines to
accommodate regulations in effect for
programs funded through outside .sources
and/or the creation of additional
categories of loan recipients.

Implemented

)
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EXHIBIT P
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS COUNTY HOUSING REHAB EVALUATIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT REHABILITATION PROGRAM REVIEW 1979/80

RECOMMENDATIONS

e. Improvement authorized for undeferred
loans should be the same for all
vrograms
For deferred loans,
improvements authorized should be
limited to those necessary to bring a
property up to minimum code.

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

Implemented

5. Recommendation relative to other programs
covered in this evaluation.
a. Grant Programs
i. Grant programs should be incorporated
into a consolidated set of local
program guidelines which define their
relationship to rehabilitation loan
programs and the emergency home repair
grant program. To the applicant they
should not appear as separate programs
but as incentives to participation in
other programs.

Implemented.
11/83 $5,000 regular
rehab grants were
discontinued
Retrofit and ERP Grants
continue.

EXHIBIT P
RECOMMENDATIONS FROM PREVIOUS COUNTY HOUSING REHAB EVALUATIONS
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT REHABILITATION PROGRAM REVIEW 1979/80

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

RECOMMENDATIONS

ii. Retrofitting grants for the handicavped
should continue as a separate benefit
with no requirement that the property
be below code before rehabilitation or
or above code after rehabilitation.
However, applicant should be afforded
access to loan programs regardless of
whether their property is located in a
designated target area.

Implemented
Restriction on income
for loan:
80% in area
50% out of area

Implemented

iii. Retrofitting grants should be authorized
on behalf of tenants of rental properties
subject to suitable rent limitations.
b. Support Programs:
i. Marketing: The marketing function for all
CDBG related program including SHRA
programs and those operated by other
entities should be centralized.

Implemented

ii. Relocation: The temporary relocation
program should be discontinued. Instead,
temporary relocation should be an
includable cost in a rehabilitation
loan at the option of the owner subject
to general determination of necessity by
program administrators.

Implemented as separate
loan.

-
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EXHIBIT P
1981-02 HOUSING REHABILITATION EVALUATION

RECOMMENDATIONS

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

1. Rehabilitation grants should be discontinued and Implemented
the funds used instead for deferred loans or
interest subsidy payments. This would enable
more efficient utilization of scarce rehabilitation funding and at the same time would not
impose an additional financial burden on
participants beyond that prescribed by current
policy, i.e., that 30% of income be spent for
housing. Financial gains to individual's
from future sale of their properties would,
however, be reduced. (NOTE: It is not
recommended that retrofitting grants be
discontinued since these grants do not
necessarily increase the market value of
properties and yield financial returns to
recipients).
2. The benefits package (e.g., interest rates,
allowable improvements, etc.) should be
be restructured in light of the policy
decision on the role of rehabilitation
programs which results from the CDBG
program development process and which may
place more or less emphasis on neighborhood
revitalization as a rehabilitation program
objective.

Implemented
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EXHIBIT P
1981-82 HOUSING REHABILITATION EVALUATION

RECOMMENDATIONS

3.

A consultant should be retained to study the

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

Implemented

administrative process and make recommendations
for cost cutting, with a particular emphasis
on the use of electronic data processing.
4.

(Code Compliance)
Continue at current staffing levels, however,
the possibility of stationing one or both of
the County inspectors at the rehabilitation
offices should be closely reviewed to bring
the County program in line with operations in
the City.

Implemented
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EXHIBIT P
REHABILITATION'S CONSULTANT FINDING 1983

RECOMMENDATIONS

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

(Consultant #1 - 6/83)
1.

There should be more emphasis on homeowner
responsibility with their initial application to reduce the application "fall-out"
rate.

Implemented. Prescreening

and site visits for intake
reduce fall-out. Additional
efforts still needed.

2.

The Loan Approval Committee's role shall
be changed to one as a monitor.

Not Implemented

3.

Should review the process of contractor
payment draws and consider reducing payments
to four (4) per case.

Implemented
Study shows cases already
had only four draws.

4.

There should be a consideration of a penalty
if a homeowner decides not to "go" with a
case after the case has been out for bids.

Not Implemented; did not
want to penalize anyone.

5.

Should review and eliminate all duplicated
in-house processes.

Implemented. Further
efficiency could be
attained with a computer
system.

6.

Should be an established role of PAC's and
TAC's with one staff person assigned to an
area.

Implemented

7.

The use of a computer/word processor would
greatly facilitate reporting assignments.

In process.

8.

Needs to be more clarity in the Crocker
Agreement.

Implemented. Agreement
now with First Interstate.

EXHIBIT P
REHABILITATION g S CONSULTANT FINDING 1983

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

RECOMMENDATIONS
(Consultant #2 - 8/83)
1.

There should be an elimination of the Loan
Approval Committee since their review
duplicates the Rehab staff's and Crocker's
functions.

Not Implemented. Strong
political objection.

2.

Code compliance inspection by the Building
Inspector should enter the case only at the
permit stage.

Implemented

Implemented
Results Questionable

3. PAC/TAC s s role shall be increased in marketing
the rehab program as well as better defining
their overall role with Agency's programs.
4.

The three (3) bid requirements on each case
should be eliminated as long as the bids
received are within Rehab's estimate.

Implemented
Two bids acceptable in most
cases.

5.

There should be consideration of utilizing a
deficiency list system rather than complete
work write-ups as presently prepared by
Property Rehab Specialists.

Not Implemented
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EXHIBIT P
REHABILITATION'S CONSULTANT FINDING 1983

RECOMMENDATIONS

IMPLEMENTED/NOT IMPLEMENTED

(Consultant #2 - 8/83)
6.

The bonding requirement should be eliminated.

Not Implemented.

7.

Should consider requiring clients requesting
Emergency Repair Assistance who live in target
areas to apply for full rehab assistance.

Not Implemented
ERP clients are given
Rehab loan information
and encouraged to take
out a loan but not
mandatory to receive
ERP assistance.

8.

The GPI allowance is recommended to be
continued as a good marketing tool, but
perhaps there is a need to review its
percentages.

Implemented
Overall 94.5% of all
cases are code. (Many
cases are code only).
Of cases having GPI,
75% code and 25% GPI.
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Exhibit 4
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
COEIG Housing Rehabilitation Evaluation
Summary Report
May 1985

A. SCOPE OF REPORT

!

LJ

The Agency provided a list of ten randomly selected completed
rehabilitation projects in seven neighborhoods located in the City
and County of Sacramento. The Agency contacted the property owners
and arranged an inspection schedule that provided approximately one
hour for each contact. The Agency provided a standardized survey
form for the tabulation of responses received by interviewing the
property owner on-site. The survey was completed for all ten appointments.
Since the purpose of the evaluation was to review the quality of
the work performed by rehabilitation contractors, the consultant relied upon the work write-up specifications and change orders written
for.each project in determining the scope of the site inspection.
The condition of adjacent installations in a dwelling were considered
It was noted that
in evaluating the appearence of contract items.
several property owners opted to undertake a limited scope of work
for economic or other reasons.
The interviewer took care to elicit the full cooperation of each
property owner and to encourage their participation in a room-by-room
The willingness of the propwalk-through inspection of the property.
erty owners to candidly discuss their feelings and experiences enabled the interviewer to better understand the backround of the individual case.
The site inspections were conducted in a routine and deliberate
manner, checking the specifications while walking through and around
the dwelling.
Property owners unlocked detached storage buildings
to allow inpsection of completed work and permitted the inspection
of closets, garages, cabinets, and attic areas.
Roof coverings and
underfloor areas were not directly inspected, but were visually surveyed around the perimeter of the building, as conditions would allow.
Electrical service panels were opened for inspection, and in several
cases, the deadfront panels were removed for further inspection.
There were no conditions present on any of the ten sites which
presented obstructions or significant impairments to a thorough inspection of the apparent work.

r'
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Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
COBG Housing Rehabilitation Evaluation
Summary Report
May 1985
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B. NARRATIVE AND TABULATION OF RESPONSES

A complete tabulation of responses to the questions on the Agency
survey form is attached to this report as Exhibit A. The preface to
the survey directs the interviewer to answer Questions 1 through 5;
the property owner is to respond to nine queries under survey Question
number 7. There was no question number 6.
Not all projects inspected contained work items in all sub-trades
designated under Question number 2. However, the range of contract
installations available for inspection was adequate for the purpose
The type of work inspected is considered typical
of this evaluation.
for rehabilitation projects in the $10,000 - $20,000 price range.
It is understood that the Agency does follow certain quality standards
in specifying work items that are to be financed through the Program.
It was noted for instance, that most of the shower wall treatments were
specified as plastic laminate products.
Several property owners commented on the lack of specific wording
in their contract specifications. This observation was supported by
Electrical
evaluation of the way certain specfications were written.
specifications sometimes made vague references to "Code", but did not
adequately define the sub-components required for different levels
of conformance with the effective code. The names and effective
years of individual codes i.e. building, mechanical, electrical, plumbing, housing, were frequently not made a part of the written spec.
One general observation is that the contractors exhibited a good
level of technical skill, but the property owners showed a lack of
Some
understanding of how to operate and maintain installations.
property owners were not provided with appliance warranties and user
Some property owners were still waiting for the coninstructions.
tractor to return to finish correcting a problem.
It was found that the intent of the contract specifications was
met in all of the projects, however, there were three projects that
merit a footnote to an affirmative answer to question number 1.
In the Chavez case, specifications call for "bring all existing wiring
to code".
It was noted that the contractor installed two-wire receptaclE
and did not install an adequate number of outlets as required under
The unprotected splice at the
the current National Electrical Code.
point of attachment to Ms.Chavez's storage unit and the exposed energized parts inside the storage building do not meet the requirements
of the NEC or general safety standards.
In the Hall case, the plywood roof sheathing over the front patio
should have been painted and the edges protected, prior to final
acceptance.
The unpainted rafter tails in the same installation also
should be protected.
In the Gaines case, the specifications call for the installation
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Handrails
of wrought iron handrails to three exterior entrances.
were installed in only two locations. The property owner speculated
that the contractor may have thought that she did not utilize the
exterior entrance to the dining room.
In the Simpson case, a substantial amount of "upgrading" was
done to the contract specifications without benefit of written
It was evident that the Simpsons desired the
work change orders.
changes and were able to pay additional amounts to the contractor
Although the extra
in order to have better quality installations.
costs quoted by the owners seemed reasonable, the contract specifications were not amended to record the mutual agreement.
The data collected under Question number 2 indicates that the contractors are performing reasonably well with respect to quality of
The workij:as found to be mostly
war* in seven given sub-trades.
The one
above average in the areas of roofing, plumbing, and finish.
notable exception was the sheetmetal/flashing work performed on the
Hohman's roof. Average performance was mostly observed in the structural, electrical, mechanical, and painting sub-trades.
Only two areas, electrical and mechanical, showed significant
examples of poorly executed work.
Most of those Interviewed stated that they did not have any
problems during the rehabilitation work.
However, some of those
who responded in the affirmative to survey Question number 3 could
not remember the name of the contractor and referred to employees
or subcontractors when there were questions.
Those who did express
negative feelings concerning the work were fairly distributed among
It is significant that
the categories named in Question number 4.
"failure to pay suppliers" was not cited by any person as a problem
With the exception of the Wedge case, it was found that none
of the problem cases involved substantial problems that were greater
than what one might encounter in a "normal" distribution of projects.
The Wedge scenario may be found to be based upon subjective conditions
that were partially the result of Mr.Wedge's illness and the mood
changes which both he and his wife described to the interviewer.
The
Wedge's stated that they were grateful for the opportunity to participate in the Program, however, there are feelings that they received
below-average treatment in the contractor's ability to perform the
work.
It is clear that the Agency has developed a very positive image
among those property owners who have participated in the Program.
All of the respondents said that they would recommend the Program to
other homeowners and nine out of ten projects resulted in a satisfied
or very satisfied participant.
The property owners also were unanimou -sin their affirmative response to the question regarding the courtesy and professionalism shown by the contractors.
Most of the property owners had suggestions for improving the Program and 90% would recommend their contractor to another homeowner.
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TABULATED RESPONSES
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CDBG HOUSING REHABILITATION EVALUATION
INSTRUCTIONS

It is recognized that completing this . survey will call for
the exercise of considerable judgment on the part of. the
observer. In making these judgments, please use generally
accepted standards in the building industry as your base.

,

Where the response you circled is accompanied by an asterick (*)
you Must explain the answer. A written response is optional
for the rest of the questions.
Explain the reasons for your findings, where appropriate,
in the space provided - on the ri4hthand column of the form
or on a separate sheet of paper if necessary. There is no
need to write your response directly opposite the question,
but be Sure to preceed each narrative entry with the number
of the question to which it relates.

Client:

Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
Program Participants
Telephone Number:

Program(s):

Address:
Contractor:
Stephen Hallacy

Inspected by:

Date:

Questions 1 through 5 are to be answered
by the evaluator.

*May 29,30 1985
Remarks

1. Was work. performed as specified
in the work write-up and change
orders?

10

YES

NO*

10

0

Qualified approval of
three cases as -noted
in the narrative.

0%
Blatant disregard for
contract specifications
not observed in any
project that was inspecteci

rTh

Exhibit 0,

2. Please rate the quality of work
performed in the following
categories (if applicable),
compared to other similar
rehabilitation work you have
observed. Describe any major
defects in workmanship.
CHOOSE ONE
- Number
of cases

Good Average Poor*
A)

Roofing

9

3)

structural

30%
(3)

1%
(1)

44.5%

44.5%

11%

(4)

(4)

(1)

10

C)

Plumbing

70%
(7)

30%
(3)

0

10

D)

Electrical

30%
(3)

50%
(5)

20%
(2)

Mechanical

37,5%

37.5%

(3)

(3)

25%
(2)

8

Totals

60%
(6)

10

10

F)

Finish work

60%
(6)

30%
(3)

10.
(1)

10

G).

Painting

30%
(3)

50%
(5)

20%
(2)

32
(48%)

26
(39%)

9
(13%)

67

3. Did the property owner experience
problems with the rehabilitation work?
0 a) DID NOT DISCUSS THIS WITH THE OWNER
4 y ) YES*
40%

6 c) NO

60%

78

Ll
Exhibit Q
REMARKS
4. IF YES, Circle the appropriate (7 responses)
item or items below and explain:

14.3%(1)
28.5%(2)

a) WORK NOT COMPLETED IN A TIMELY
MANNER
b)

DISAGREEMENT OVER WORK REQUIRED
BY THE REHABILITATION CONTRACT

28.5%(2)c) POOR WORKMANSHIP
0 d)

POOR WORK HABITS (i.e., dust,
messiness, large portions of
the house unusable for long
periods of time)

0 e)

FAILURE TO PAY SUPPLIERS
LEADING TO THREATS OF
MECHANICS LIEN ON THE
PROPERTY

28.5% (21E) OTHER
Contractor's completion schedule
Poor coordination of subcontractori

5. If the answer to the above is YES,
were these problems substantial
in your opinion? That is, were
they greater. than one might
normally expect during a

(5 responses)

rehabilitation job?
YES* NO
25%
(1)

75%
(3)

*The owner-contractor dispute in the Wedge case does not appear to
have been resolved; subjective conditons exist, but some of the contractors' work does not meet industry standards for quality of work.
The windows framed out of square and out of plumb are examples of
unacceptable workmanship.
The property owners' lingering dissatisfaction is a problem that needs to be addressed by the Agency and the
responsible contractor.
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Question 7 (a-i) are to be asked of the homeowner. If homeowner
is not in attendance, leave this section blank.
YES

NO

10. 90%

10%

a.

Once started, did work progress without numerous.
delays?

10

80%

20%

b.

Was the contractor available to discuss any
questions you may have had?

10

100%

c.

Were the construction workers courteous and
professional?

d.

Please rate the quality of work completed
(circle 1)

10

10 90%

10%

e.

. Very
Very
Sati:sfa:ctory. Satisfactory UnsataSfactory .Unsatisfactory
30%
60%
10%
Was the completed work what you exoected?

10 90%

10%

f.

WOuld you recommend this contractor to another ham:wrier?

g.

Would you recommend this program to another homeowner?

20%

h.

Did the contractor respond to problems and complaints
adequately?

40%

i.

Co you have any suggestions that could

10

100%

10

80%

10 60%

make the program

better?

** Please detail all

80

negative homeowner

responses*

Exhibit 0
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
CDBG Housing Rehabilitation Evaluation
Summary Report
May 1985

C. SAMPLE PARTICIPANT COMMENTS

"If it hadn't been for them (Agency), we wouldn't have had the
work done; it was a lifesaver for us. (We're) very satisfied
Edwin Crandall
with the contractor"

"He (contractor) took down the screen doors,but didn't put them
back or replace them". He took down the venetian blinds and I
Ms Chavez
had to spend $600 to replace them"

"I don't think that we could have gotten a better deal."
Mr Ace Hall
"Very professional contractor." Mr.Martinez really took care of
me."
Ms Delores Becton
"Done sooner than scheduled"
Mr Leyba
"Work write up specs were ambiguous and vague."
"He (contractor) didn't have a journeyman on the jobsite"
"I'm not sure whether we got the right sized cooler.."
Mr. and Mrs. Wedge
"I tried to say something to them about the low spot and using
double paper..." ...... Mr.Hohman discussing the omission of double
underlayment to the low sloping roof on his home.
"My sister-in-law saw it (the Program) on TV and called me to tell
Mrs.Simpson
me about it."
"They (Agency) should allow for more storage space like closets."
Mrs.Leyba discussing suggested improvements to the Program
"I kept asking him (contractor) about when it was going to be done
but he didn't answer me."
Ms.Lillie Nash
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