SACRAMENTO HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
August 5, 1981
ITY MANAGERS OFFfCE

Members of The City Council
City of Sacramento
Sacramento, California

F

Nu6

5 1981

Honorable Members:
SUBJECT: County . Housing Rehabilitation
Program. Evaluation
SUMMARY
Attached for your review is , a copy of the recently completed,
County Community Development Block Grant Staff evaluation of
the County rehabilitation program adminiStred'by-:the-Sactamento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency.
BACKGROUND
Date

-

County CDBG staff recently complete
evalUatiOn of the
County rehabilitation program administered by the Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency. •The evaluation covers the
period from September 1, 1980, through March 31, 1981, the
first seven months of the 1980-81 contract year. The 1980-81
contract between the County and Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency for administration of the County housing rehabilitation program provided a total of $960,000 in CDBG funds.
$584,000 of the total was allocated for CDBG loans and grants
with the balance of $376,000 allocated for administration of
CDBG funded loans/grants, Section 312 Loan, Home OwnershipHome Improvement Loan, and SB966 Deferred Payment loan programs.
The contract established a production standard for the Agency
to provide assistance with the rehabilitation of six housing
units per month, a total of seventy-two for the contract year.
The contract also established administrative expenditure levels
of $3,000 per approved loanzand $2,000 per approved grant case.
In addressing these 'performance standards, the program evaluation states in part that "SHRA has demonstrated exceptional performance in exceeding production standards by a total of 16 units
over seven months." During this seven-month period, the Agency
utilized a variety of local, State and Federal funds to provide
assistance with the rehabilitation of 60 units which exceeded the
established standard of forty-two units for the period.
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The average administrative cost per loan approved during the evaluation
period was $3,343, $343 in excess of the $3,000 Maximum established in
the contract. 'This is directly attributable to the Section 312 and
HOHI loan programs for whichfunds were unexpectedly cut off. This
resulted in a situation where the Agency spent administrative time
processing loan documents for submittal to HUD (Section 312) and
Security Pacific Bank (HOHI) prior to notification that these
applications could not be approved because of a lack of funding. The
Evaluation makes note of this and the fact that the current average
administrative cost per unit is significantly lower than the previous
three and one-half year program average of $3,919 per loan. The
average administrative cost per grant case approved during the evaluation period was $1,054, considerably less than the $2,000 maximum
established in the contract.
The concluding portions of this section of the evaluation indicated
that Agency administrative costs are reasonable, and are significantly
less than prior years, while the production of rehabilitated units
has substantially increased. Additionally, the evaluation also notes
significant increaseS-in both property owner satisfaction and in the
quality of work performed, all of which are a result of modifications
to overall program practices and procedures which have also benefitted
City rehabilitation programs.
Both the City and County rehabilitation programs are administered by
the Agency. The basic philosophy and administration of the two
programs are consistent, with the majordifference being the amount
of funds allocated by the City and County. The 1980-81 City rehabilitation program was allocated $1-75 million dollars in CDBG funds compared
to $960,000 allOcated for the County program. For this reason, more
staff are needed to administer the City programs and a higher production
standard has been established: for the City programs. The production

standard established for the Agency was to provide assistance with the
rehabilitation of 144 units for the 1980-81 fiscal year which ended June
30, 1981. Attached is a summary of City rehabilitation activity for
the 1980-81 fiscal year, during which time the Agency provided assistance
with the rehabilitation of 205 units.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The attached report is for information only and no specific action
is required.
Respectfully ubmitted,

LarAid-to

5=

WILLIAM H. EDGAR
Interim Executive Director
T!P

ALT

WALTER J.

PE

City Manager
Contact Person: Michael Hanamura
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CITY REHABILITATION ACTIVITY
July 1, 1980 ) Approved
Cases
49

HOPE

GRANTS
P & B RETRO.

JUNE

30, 1981

CD

Section
312

*Deferred Loans
LOANS
SNAP SB 966

HOHI
Title I

64,913

64,913
25,435

18

17,033

17,033

17,033

42,468

11

18,191

18,191

2,550
3,000
1,500
1,500

1,000

13,317

13,317

11,118

13,668

8,440

11,440

2,500

4,000

2,300

5,000
72,950

67,950

5,000

8,000

35,000

15,000

15,000

27,000

15,150
1,493

1,000

5,000

1,500

1,000

1,040

6,000
7,500

-4,000
5,000

7,493
21,040

82,950
99,000.

92,950
111,500

18,400*

21,900

5,000

67,050

72,050

5,000

01,650*

106,650

5,000

25,000

31,500

10,000

31,800*

41,800

62,950*

62,950

92,593

92,593

1/,250*
23,950

18,750
26,550

33,850*

35,850

2,500

1,500

1,500
2,600
2,000

24,850
5,000
1,000

34,850

0,00N.

10,850* 5,75

21,603

19,250 10,00!

31,750
2,270

2,27w

1

40

1

661,036
12,950

1,000
2,775

3
205

18,850

3,700

17,500*

1,000

1,500

1,500
121,441

TOTALS

1,000
72,391

15,000
29,650*

25,691

58,915 784,086

12,250*
774,493

24,24
10,004.

661,036
28,950
56,672
24,750

63,270 38,000 1,93828
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SACRAMENTO HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
July 9,1981
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Commission
Sacramento, CA
Honorable Members in Session:
Subject: County Housing Rehabilitation Program
Evaluation

-

SUMMARY Attached for your review is a copy of the County's Community
Development Block Grant Program staff evaluation of the
County rehabilitation program administered by the Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency. Included as part of this
evaluation are a set of policy recommendations proposed by
County staff which are attached for your review and approval
as Exhibit I.

• BACKGROUND
County Community Development Block Grant staff recently completed
an evaluation of the rehabilitation program administered by the
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency.
The evaluation report covers the period from September 1, 1980
through March 31, 1981, a period of seven months. The 1980-81
agreement for administration of the County's rehabilitation pro. gram established a production standard of providing assistance for
the rehabilitation of an average of six units per month, a total
of seventy-two units for the contract year . . During the first seven
months of the contract year the Agency provided assistance for the
rehabilitation of sixty units utilizing a total of $637,459 in

Community Development Block Grant, SB 966 Deferred Payment Loan,
Home Ownership-Home Improvement Loan and Section 312 Loan funds.
In addition to establishing a production standard, the Agreement
established an administrative cost per unit of $2,000 for grant
cases and $3,000 for loan cases. At the end of the seven month
evaluation period the Agency's administrative cost per grant case
averaged $1,054 while the average administrative cost per loan
was $3,343. The reason the average loan administrative cost
exceeded the standard is attributed to problems with the HOHI and
Section 312 loan programs. Both these programs experienced an
unexpected cutback in funding and the Agency had spent time
processing loans for submittal that were not approved.
P. 0.

BOX 1834, SACRAMENTO, CA 95809 - (916) 444-9210 - 630 STREET, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 (1)

SACRAMENTO HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
Rehab Programs
for County .
Page Two
By May 13, 1981, the Agency had committed the entire $584,000
in CDBG funds allocated by the County for the 1980-81 contract
year which ends August 31, 1981. Cases approved since that
time have been funded from the Revolving Loan fund which on
June 1st had a balance of $169,000. As of June 30th, the
Agency has utilized $64,385 from. the Revolving Fund leaving a
balance of $99,615 with which to fund additional cases for the
remainder of the contract year.
Although not a part of this evaluation, included for your
information as Attachment A, is a complete summary of County
rehabilitation program activity for the period September 2, 1980
through June 30, 1981. During this period the Agency provided
assistance for the rehabilitation of seventy-seven units
utilizing $768,130 from a variety of sources.
The evaluation report also contains a set
tions by County Administration and Finance
are proposed for incorporation into the FY
with the Agency for administration of the
tion program.

of policy recommendaAgency staff that
1981-82 contract
County's rehabilita-

Agency staff has requested the County Advisory Commission defer
a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors for adoption of
these policies until Agency staff, the Rehabilitation Loan
Policy Committee and Housing and Redevelopment Commission have
had an opportunity to review and respond to these policies.
The County staff recommendations and proposed Agency responses
are attached as Exhibit I.
For your information a summary of City rehabilitation program
activity for the period September 1980 through June 30, 1981 is
included as Attachment B. Also included as Attachment C is a
summary of Administrative and technical assistance costs for
City rehabilitation programs for the period September 1980 April 30., 19.81.
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•

RECOM/AENDATIONS

The staff recommends the following:
1.

Receive and file the County staff evaluation of the
County rehabilitation program.

2.

Approve the recommended Agency responses to the
County staff policies attached as Exhibit I. The
Housing and Redevelopment Commission recommendations
will be forwarded to the County General Revenue
Sharing Advisory Commission for consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

WILLIAM H. EDGAR
Interim Executive Director

Contact Person: Michael Hanamura
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OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE AGENCY

June 17, 1981

GARY CPkSSADY
ADMINISTRATOR
PRINCIPAL STAFF:
George E. Miller
Robert E. Smith

To
From

Bill Edgar, Interim Executive Director
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
: Kurt Findeisen, Housing Programs Coordinator
Community Development Block Grant Program

Subject

COUNTY HOUSING REHABILITATION PROGRAM EVALUATION

Attached is a copy of the Community Development Block Grant Program staff
evaluation of SHRA rehabilitation programs. Note that SHRA-generated policy
recommendations and County comments are included.
The evaluation will be presented for approval to the County Community Development and Revenue Sharing Advisory Commission on Wednesday, June 24, at 6:15 PM
in the Board of Supervisors Chambers. Please arrange to have appropriate staff
attend.
Any written comments on the evaluation will be forwarded to the Commission
prior to the hearing if possible. Attached is a Commission agenda.

KURT FINDEISEN, Housing Programs Coordinator
Community Development Block Grant Program
Attachment
cg
cc: Robert E. Smith
Michael Hanamura

700 H STREET • ROOM 7650 • SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 • (916) 440-5833
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND REVENUE SHARING ADVISORY COMMISSION
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS CHAMBERS
700 H STREET, SUITE 1450
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814
JUNE 24, 1981

WEDNESDAY

6:15 PM

COMMISSIONERS: AMUNDSON, FONTAINE, GLUD, HOUPT, KENOLY, KING, LUTTRELL,
MOOSE, 00MS, RINCK, WOODS

I. Old Business:
Approval of May 27, 1981 Minutes .

II. 1981 Program Evaluation Hearings for:
a.

Housing Rehabilitation Program

b.

Neighborhood Preservation Program

c.

Health Nuisance Abatement Program

III. Other Business
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1980-81 •
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM EVALUATION

Program Title: Sacramento County Housing Rehabilitation Programs
program Operator: Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA)
program Bud q et: $960,000.
Program Descrintion:
This evaluation covers housing rehabilitation loan and grant programs administered
for the County by the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA). These
include installment and deferred loans and grants funded through a variety of sources
as follows:
PROGRAM

FUNDING

Installment Loans: '

-- COBS
•
-- The Federal Section 312 Program
-- The Home Ownership and Home Improvement (HOHI)
Program through the California Housing Finance
Agency with Local interest Subsidy

Deferred Loans:

-- CDBG
-- The State Deferred Payment Rehabilitation
Lon Program •

Rehabilitation Grants:

-- CUBS

Retrofitting Grants for
Handicapped Owners and
Renters:

-- CDBG

The following is a, summary of general terms and conditions applicable to County
loans and grants.
(1)

Grants or deferred loans may be used for required improvements only. Required
improvements consist of code items plus those within the purview of the County
Improvements Policy which appears as Attachment A.

(2)

Loans are available to both lower and moderate income families. *A lower income
family is one whose income is less than 80 percent of the regional median
adjusted for family size. A moderate income family is one with an income
between CO percent and 120 percent of median. The maximum income limit for a.
lower income family of four is currently $17,100 annually.

*Rehabilitation and emergency repair grants are aV .Ailable only to lower income
families.
(6)

(3) The maximum housing payment for homeowners after rehabilitation shall not exceed
the housing payment before rehabilitation or the following, whichever is greater:
(a) For owners with incomes greater than 100 percent of the adjusted regional
median: 30 percent of household income.
(b) For owners with incomes 100 percent or less of the adjusted regional
median: 30 percent of household income less $50 per month.
(4)' Retrofitting grants up to a maximum of $2,500 are available to low- and moderateincome handicapped owners and renters in addition to other programs for which
they may qualify.
(5) The maximum grant amount per property for emergency repair or rehabilitation
(i.e., excluding retrofitting grants) is $4,000 regardless of change of ownership or the interval between applications.
• (6) Deferred loans shall be made up to the maximum established for installment loans
on terms otherwise identical to those in effect for the State Deferred Payment
Rehabilitation Program which are currently the following:
(a) Interest Rate: 3 percent simple annual interest on the outstanding
balance (i.e., the interest On $1,000 @ 3% for 2 years would be $30
$30 =.$60).
(b) Term: For elderly owners, until sale or transfer of the property. For
others, 5 years minimum with provisions for renewal.
(7) Installment loans by purpose:
(a) Loans for required and optional improvements to lower income owners (less
than 80% of median income).
Interest Rate: 3 percent fully amortized. Term: 20 years.
Maximum: $27,000.
(b) LOans for required improvements only to moderate income owners (80% to
120% of median). Interest rate, term, and maximum same as (a) above.
(c) Loans for optional improvements to moderate income owners. Loan terms
are identical to those in effect for the HOHI Program without local
subsidy.
Interest Rate: varies--currently 10 percent fully amortized.
Term: 15 years.
Maximum: $15,000.
(8) Loans to landlords will be made according to the terms of the County rental code
compliance program.

(7)

3

(9) The maximum loan/grant amount available to any given property is $27,000 unless
retrofitting grants are involved. These are in addition to the maximum.
RENTAL CODE COMPLIANCE.:
A rental code compliance program involving mandatory inspections by County building
inspectors and rehabilitation loans through SHRA programs was a pproved for implementation during the 1980-81 CDCG program year. The Franklin Boulevard area
within the Fruitridge Neighborhood Strategy Area (NSA) has been selected for systematic inspection.
Rental code compliance activity to date has consisted of a code enforcement action
in relation to a 125 unit apartment complex which was initiated as a result of complaints rather than the intended inspection process. Rehabilitation financing to
correct code violations was offered, however the owner declined, electing rather to
accomplish required repairs using his own financial resources. County staff assigned
to the code compliance and health nuisance abatement programs are currently working
with the owner to achieve code compliance.
Initiation of systematic inspections has been delayed doe to uncertainties about the
availability of funds to carry out rehabilitation of cases generated. In May 1981 the
County received a $100,000 award for this purpose under the State Deferred Payment
Rehabilitation Loan Program_ An application for $150,000 in federal Section 312
funds is also pending. A letter . is being mailed to property owners in the area to
announce the program and solicit voluntary participation. Mandatory inspections
will be undertaken if the response does not generate sufficient cases.
UPEI:DITUEF:7.:
Table 1 on the following page depicts local expenditures versus amounts available
for the period September 2, 1980 through April 23, 1981. The table indicates that
during the first two-thirds of the contract period 73 percent of fiscal year 1980-81
program year budget has been expended. SHRA has indicated that it currently has
sufficient applications on hand to consume all available funds and is not accepting
additional applications.
LIMITATIONS ON OUTSIDE (NON-CDBG) FUNDING:
Outside funding was severely and unexpectedly limited during the contract period due
to federal cutbacks in the Section 312 Program and the inability of the California
Housing Finance Agency to market tax exempt mortgage revenue bonds to fund the HOH1
Program. This has resulted in greater utilization of local funds.
In all probability the County will have to rely increasingly on CDBG funds or market
interest rate private financing for rehabilitation. Section 312 funds are not
expected to be available to the County to any significant degree-in the future for
sngle-family rehabilitation. Funding for multifamily rehabilitation, if available,
will be sporadic. The future of the HOHI Program is at this point uncertain. If
funds again become available the interest rate will almost certainly be higher.

(8)

- 3a TABLE 1
1980/81 REHABILITATION PROGRAM LOCAL EXPENDITURES
SEPT. 2, 1980 to APRIL 23, 1981

PROGRAM

AVAILABLE AMOUNT

EXPENDITURES

$469,000.00

$346,033.49

HOHI (Administration Only)

60,000.00

41,280.49

SEC 312 (Administration Only)

30,000.00

19,463.76

SB 966 (Administration Only)

30,000.00

20,457.12

350 000.00

262,578.16

20,000.00

13,211.16

1,000.00

225.81

$960,000.00

$703,250.00

Interest Subsidy Account
(FY 79-80 program year)

$108,000.00

$27,939.00

Local Loan Revolving Fund
(all years)

$169,000.00

REHABILITATION LOANS

REHAB GRANT
RETROFIT GRANT
REPAIR INSPECTION

Sub-Total

(FY 80-81

Program Year)

_

TOTAL FUNDS AVAILABLE/EXPENDED

$1,237,000.00

0

$731,198.00'

(9)
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Since the State has not appropriated additional money for the Deferred Payment
Rehabilitation Loan Program and is not likely to do so, future offerings will be
limited to amounts accruing to the State revolving fund which are expected to be
minimal.
- Program Evaluation:
PERFORMANCE INDICATORS:
Applications Approved:
SHRA has demonstrated exceptional performance , in exceeding production standards by a total of 16 unitsover seven months. -Table 2 On the following page
depicts numbers of rehabilitation cases approved by dollar amount and program
combination for the period September 1, 1980 through March 31, 1981. Of the
60 cases approved, 58 involved the correction of all code deficiencies and
therefore count towards achievement of the established production standard
of six units per month or 42 duripg the period shown. The remaining two consisted of retrofitting grants only which do not require full code compliance and therefore are not counted towards production goals;
Of the 58 full code compliance cases, 51 or 88% involved lower income families and thus count towards the achievement of County Housing Assistance
Plan (HAP) goals. This total is 69% of all HAP units produced from program
inception through July 1980 (74 units) and represents a. significant accomplishment.
W!riiri Y-tiv Co3ts:

Although significantly improved over previous years, administrative cost
per loan approved exceeds the maximum established in the contract. Table 3A
on the following page depicts administrative costs by major task categories
for loan and grant programs during the September 1, 1980 to March 31, 1981
period. According to the table, the average administrative cost per loan
approved is $3,343 which is approximately 11 percent higher than the $3,000
maximum established in the SHRA contract. The fact that this cost exceeds
the standard is directly attributable to two programs, the 312 Program .
where the average administrative cost per loan approved (3 loans) was $6,459
and the HOHI Program with 7 loans approved at an average administrative
cost of $5,026 per case. Both programs have experienced cutbacks in funding
resulting in a situation where considerably more loans were packaged and
submitted than were actually approved. In the case of the 312 Program,
time was spent processing ten active cases rather than just the three approved
during this period. Distributing these costs over the smaller number of

recent approvals artificially inflates the overall average. In the case
of the HOHI Program, there have been coordination problems with Security
Pacific Bank which runs the program through its San Jose office. In addition, time and resources have been spent modifying overall program practices and procedures with significant beneficial results. The cost of
these efforts is included in the administrative totals shown. It is also
important to note that the current average is,significantly lower than the
overall three and one-half year program average reported in last year's
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- 4a TABLE 2
SEPT. 1980 - MAR. 1981
COUNTY REHABILITATION ACTIVITY

CASES
20

GRANTS
RETROFIT

REHAB

DEFERRED LOANS
SB 966 CD LOANS

74,450
35,950
15,880

35,950
49,808

33,928

11,650

11,650
7

28,000
4,000

2

7

20,000

2_,500

39,250

11,250

4,620

4,620

10,000

16,240

2,500

67,000

93,031

20,000

22,500

8,500

zk

26,160

" 20,700

1,460

26;031

1

4

133,850

105,850

8,000

3,740

42,500

42,500

43,20

51,700
5,000

5,000

2*
4,000
60

172,601

TOTAL
74,450

3*
4

INSTALLMENT LOANS
CD LOAN HOHI SEC 312

11,460

68,548

128,750

143,650

85,70

21,650

21,650

5,100

9,100

26,750

637,459

* Nine of the 10 total cases identified by an asterisk (*) do. not count towards achievement of Housing Assistance Plan goals. Two involved only retrofitting grants which do
not require full rehabilitation. The 3 HOHI and 2 312 loans indicated were made to
moderate income families as were 2 of the three CD loans indicated.

evaluation.: $3,919 per loan. This dollar-for-dollar comparison, which
excludes the impact of inflation, is . evidence.of substantial progress.
The contract also establishes an administrative cost threshold of $2,000
per grant not combined with a loan. Grant administrative costs are summarized on Table 3B. Although the reporting system does not lend itself to
separating costs associated with combined versus uncombined grants, grant
administrative costs are considered to be within limits. For example,
assuming that all costs reported under the categories "Plans and Specs",
"Grant Processing", and "Construction Supervision" are attributable to the
20 grants during this period which were not combined with loans and the
remaining costs to the 47 cases shown on Table 38, the average administrative cost per grant would be $1,958. A similar exercise with retrofitting
grant figures yields a per-case average of $1,469.
Administration and Finance Agency staff considers administrative costs to
be reasonable considering the fact that SHRA is operating a "full service"
system under which staff is directly involved in every phase of the rehabilitation process. Some increases in administrative efficiency may be
possible within the existing system, for example, by pacing the number of
applications accepted in line with workload and funding constraints. This
may reduce administrative costs associated with applicant intake and eligibility which Table 3A indicates is the largest single category of administrative cost. However, in all probability, the achievement of substantial
cost savingswould require a revision of the entire process to reduce the
level of direct public involvement. So-called "fast track" systems designed
on this principle are currently in use in other jurisdictions with apparent
positive results
Total cost per application approved is significantly less than in previous
periods. Table 4 compares salient output and cost figures in the first
seven months of the current contract versus the 18-month period from October
1978 through March 1980, a period for which comparable data is readily
available. This table shows that both administrative cost and total local
cost per case have decreased substantially. In the first case there was
a 32 percent-reduction from $4,616 to $3,143. Total local cost per case
was reduced 33 percent from $15,829 to $10,738 despite the fact that less
outside funding was used during the latter period. It is also significant
to note that substantially more HAP units were produced: 51 versus 39
units.
CONSUMER SATISFACTION:
Althoup there are still some complaints, there has been a significant increase in
consumer satisfaction as compared to previous years. Attachment B is a synopsis of
the results of a consumer survey mailed to 47 program participants in February
1981. Table 5 is a comparison of responses to key questions on this survey and
an identical survey conducted in conjunction with last'year's evaluation. For
comparison purposes, percentages on Table 5 are computed as a fraction of the
total responses shown.

(12)

TABLE 3A
ADMINISTRATIVE & TECHNICAL COST (LOANS)

SEC 312

SB 966

HOHI

TOTALS

$5,844 (9%)

S1,695 (9%)

$1,581 (9%)

$3,129 (9%)

$12,249 (9%)

$20,838 (34%)

$4,709 (24%)

$4,151 (23%)

$14,930 (42%)

$44,628 (33%)

12,541 (21%)

3,113 (16%)

7,066 (39%)

9,838 (28%)

32,558 (24%)

4,086 ( 7%)

1,190 ( 6%)

2,241 (12%)

1,201 ( 4%)

8,718 ( 7%)

Construction Supervision

11,534 (19%)

6,881 (36%)

2,919 (16%).

6,100 (17%)

27,434 (21%)

Supervision & Reporting

6,119 (10%)

1,789 ( 9%)

- CD LOAN

AGENCY OVERHEAD
TECHNICAL COST:
Technical & intake Eligibility
Plans & Specs.
Loan Processing

Total Expenditures
Number of Approved Cases
Admin. Cost per Case

$60,962 (100%). $19,377 (100%)
22
$2,771

246 ( 1%)
$18,204 (100%)

( 0%)

$35,198 (100%)
7

3
$6,459

0

$2,275

$5,028

8,154 ( 6%)
$133,741 (100%)
40
$3,343

- 5a TABLE 38
ADMINISTRATIVE & TECHNICAL COST (GRANql

CD GRANT

RETROFIT GRANT

TOTALS

$4,381 (9%)

$458 (11%)

$4,839 (9%)

$13,496 (27%)

$1,483 (34%)

13,547 (27%)

1,748 (40%)

15,295 (28%)

1,565 ( 3%)

229 (5%)

1,794 ( 3%)

Construction Supervision

15,666 (31%)

187 ( 4%)

15,853 (29%)

Supervision & Reporting

1,843 (• 3%)

246 ( 6%)

2,089 ( 4%)

AGENCY OVERHEAD
TECHNICAL COST:
Technical•& Intake Eligibility
Plans & Specs.
Grant Processing

. Total Expenditures

Number of Cases

Admin. Cost Per Case

$50,498 (100%)

$4,351.(100%)

47

$1,074

5

$870

.

$14,979 (27%)

$54,849 (100%)

52

$1,054

- 5b TABLE 4
REHABILITATION PROGRAM PERFORMANCE COMPARISON:
PROGRAM'S
ALL
PRESENT

PAST

Sept.80-Mar.81
.
7 Months

Oct.78—Mar.80
18 Months

Total Geparate Cases (All Programs Combined)

60

65

Cases Counted Towards HAP Goals

51.

39

$3,143

14,616

$14,485'

$20,003

PERIOD:

Administrative Cost Per Case
Total Cost Per Case (All Sources)
Total Outside Funding From: 312, State Deferral,
and HOHI (Less Local Interest Subsidy)
Total Local Cost Per Case

$2 24, 8 38

$271,305

$10,738

$15,829

.

- Sc TABLE 5
COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO CONSUMER SURVEYS CONDUCTED
IN MARCH 1980 AND FEBRUARY 1981

QUESTION

1981

1980

4. 0 Months

6.6 Months

Yes
No
Total

0 ( Q )
9 (100%)
9 (100%)

6 (28%) •
16_.(72%1
22 (100%)

Higher
Lower
Same
Total

7 (32%)
2(9%)

13 (100%)
0 ( 0)

12_15ILL

_QILJLL_

Yes
No
Total

17 (94%)
1 (6%)
18 (100%)

34 (77%)
10(23%)
44 (100%)

Yes
No
Total

16 (76%)
5- (27%)
21 (100%)

25 (60%)
17 (40%)
42 (100%)

Very Helpful
Helpful
Not Helpful
No Problems
Total

10 (45%)
1 (5)
4 (18%)

7 (29%)
8 (310

RESPONSE

Average Time to Complete Work?
Were There Problems with Owner
Participation. Agreements?

Actual Cost Compared to Original
Estimate

Was All Work Completed

Was The Client Satisfied With the
Contractor?

Was SHRA Helpful in Resolving Probl=?

-

22

(100%)

7 (32%)

9 (38%)
0 ( 0 )

22 (100%)

24 (100%)

Yes
No
Total

5 (20%)
20 (80%)
25 (100%)

8 (20%)
32 (80%)
40 (100Z)

Yes
No
Total

19 (79%)
5 (21%)
24 (100%)

21 (66%)
11 (34%)
32 (100%)

Were There Problems Getting a Loan or
Grant?

Were Clients Satisfied With SHRA
Service Overall?

--13--(100).
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QUALITY CONTROL:
. There has been a significant improvement in the quality of work performed com p ared to
the previous period. In their inspection of 72 units in conjunction with iast
year's evaluation, County building inspectors found that all code deficiencies were
not corrected in 33 cases representin g 46 percent of the total. Since that time,
County inspectors assigned to the CMG code compliance program have been directly
involved in the review and inspection of every case so this problem has been virtually eliminated. The consumer survey also provides an indicator of improved
quality. In their response to last year's survey, 11 clients complained of poor
quality work, whereas none cited this problem in this year's survey (Attachment B,
question 11a).
LOAN APPROVAL PROCESS:
There have been conflicts between policy and practice in the loan approval process.
Existing County policy states that applicants should not be denied loans due to lack'
of credit worthiness or because the loan would over-indebt the property. However,
the policy does not explicitly state that all applications must be approved regardless
of the circumstances. - in practice, the decision to make a particular loan is made by
the Rehabilitation Loan Policy Committee within SHRA which is made up of top management
staff and members of the Housing Authority Advisory Commission.
Administration and Finance Agency staff has become aware of three cases which were
apparently denied by the PolicysCommittee for reasons related to the above and is working
to resolve these problems within the context of existing policy. It is clear however,
that there is a need for additional policy in this area to provide criteria for the early
rejection of applications and a formal mechanism to appeal this decision.
The existing approval policy was developed at a time when output and expenditures were
low and there was an apparent lack of eligible applicants. This is currently not the
case. :There are currently 62 applicants in the SHRA system awaiting loan approval,
many more than can be accomodated with available time and resources. These applicants.
are being notified: to expect delays. SHRA is not accepting new applications at this
time. This indicates a. need for pacing and prioritizing applications in addition to
modifying approval standards.
ALLOWABLE IMPROVEMENTS:
There is a potential for cost savings through restrictions on allowable improvements.
Current policy for installment loans provides that up to 40 percent of the cost to
completed required improvements may be used for optional improvements at the discretion
of the owner. Optional improvements may Involve items completely unrelated to the
correction of code problems.
County Building Inspectors assigned to the code compliance program have been informally
monitoring the ratio of required to optional improvements during the course of their
regular inspections. Although there has been significant and continuing improvement in
this area compared to previous years, there have been instances where the inspectors
have judged the level.of optional improvements to be excessive. These observations
are for the most part explainable by the fact that some loans were approved before the
current policy took effect and by differing opinions about the cost required Lo correct
code deficiencies. There have been numerous discussions on this issue and SHRA staff
has been responsive to County inputs The central fact emerging from these discussions
(17)
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is that there can be considerable difference between code correction cost and rehabilitation cost, i.e., the cost required to achieve an attractive durable repair.
The current 60/40 rule allows considerable administrative discretion in making
this distinction.
The question of allowable improvements is clearly a policy issue. There are
numerous alternatives between the extremes of strict code compliance on the one
hand and full rehabilitation on the other. Decisions about improvements directly
effect the impact of programs in physically upgrading neighborhoods, their appeal
to voluntary applicants and, of course, cost. With regard to neighborhood impact,
rehabilitation cases are broadly distributed geographically. This inherently
limits effectiveness. As previously noted there is a current surplus of applicants
and a scarcity of funds. The more that is expended on one case, the less there is
available for others. Given a "full service" system and a commitment to serve
lower income households whose ability to pay is a fixed function of income,
limitations on allowable improvements can be Considered to be one of the most
effective means to reduce total costs. For these reasons Administration and
Finance Agency staff perceives a need to modify improvements policy more in the
direction of code compliance.
CONFORMITY WITH CDBG PROGRAM OBJECTIVES:
There is a very direct relationship between the objectives of rehabilitation loan
and grant programs and the housing assistance and neighborhood improvement goals
of the CDBG program as a whole. The requirement of full code compliance increases
the durability and livability of structures and thus- their value as a physical
asset to the community. In addition, where a structure is occupied by a lower
income family, each unit contributes towards the achievement of numerical Housing
Assistance Plan goals. However, there are important policy considerations which
herInti v
the ability of thzse proqrams to mniruze butll
ously. These relate to the issues of target area selection, level of improvements
authorized, and choice of eligible clientelle.- Different policy choices in these
areas will result in distinctly different overall performance in relation to these
goals. For example, maintaining geographically large target areas, limiting the
level of improvements and restricting eligibility to lower income families, such
as is currently proposed, would increase program effectiveness in providing housing
assistance at the expense of neighborhood improvement since physical change would
be less dramatic and more widely dispersed. On the other hand, an increased priority for neighborhood improvement would dictate opposite policy choices in these
areas.
The retrofitting grant program for handicapped households differs from rehabilitation loans and grants in that it is available Countywide to low- and moderateincome families and does not . require full code compliance. This limits the effectiveness of this program in relation to housing assistance and neighborhood improvement goals. The program is intended to meet the locally identified objective of
serving handicapped households which, while recognized in federal regulations, is
not an absolute requirement.

(18)
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Program Redommendations:
Program recommendations are presented below in two parts. Part A consists of
recommendations by Administration and Finance Agency staff as a result of the
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program monitoring and evaluation process.
They concern topics where new or modified policies are proposed for incorporation
in the FY 81-82 COBG contract period.
Part 8 consists of recommended policy revisions by SHRA staff pertaining to both
City and County programs. A summary of each SHRA recommendation and the recommended
County position appears in the text. Attachment C, prepared by SHRA is a comparison
of existing City and County policies with their recommended revisions.
A. County staff recommendations for local rehabilitation loan and grant programs.
1, General Property Improvements:
Installment and deferred loans should only be authorized to complete required
improvements in a workmanlike manner. A required improvement is defined as
a code deficiency cited by County building inspectors or an item identified
in County Improvements Policy (see Attachment A). Loans could be used to .
provide a higher standard of improvement than would strictly be required to
meet code. For example, deteriorated fixtures could be replaced rather than
repaird. However, in no event shall the allowable cost for a particular
improvement exceed that of a standard grade product of reasonable quality.
For example, expensive floor coverings or appliances would not be authorized.

2.

Elimination of loans outside CDBG target areas:
Rehabilitation loans to non-handicapped owners should no longer be authorized
outside CDBG target areas. However, emergency repair grants will continue
to be available. The number of such grants is limited to ten percent of
all grant cases including rehabilitation and retrofitting grants.

3.

Eliminatton of the Rancho Cordova Target Area:
Rancho Cordova should be discontinued as a rehabilitation program target area.
Public improvements planned are nearing completion and there are no plans
to program any additional improvements in that area.

4.

Eligibility Rules and Procedures:
Rules for denying loans to owners who cannot demonstrate credit-worthiness
should be developed and implemented. Credit-worthiness is the demonstrated.
record of the applicant in meeting financial obligations. Applicants who are
not considered credit-worthy should be identified early in the process and
provided the opportunity to appeal this determination.

5.

Limit local assistance to lower income home owners:
Rehabilitation loans should no longer be made available to non-handicapped
moderate income families, i.e., those with incomes between 80 percent and
120 percent of-the adjusted regional median. Loans to moderate income owners
are a second priority under current policies. There are currently more low
income applicants than can be accomodated with available funding.
(19)'-
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6.

Emergency Repair Grants:
Procedures for delivering emergency repair grants through SHRA should be
developed and implemented with emphasis on a fast response to problems
which endanger health and safety. Emergency repair grants would be available in conjunction with rehabilitation loans and grants or independently
in the event the owner does not qualify for such assistance or chooses not
to participate.

7.

Increased involvement of private lenders:
The possibility of achieving a leveraging arrangement with a private bank
or savings and loan should be explored through a competitive request for
proposals (RFP) process. The objectives are to access outside funds on
favorable gems and to improve administrative efficiency. SHRA would be
the lead agency in establishing the agreement. The agreement will be in
place by January 1, 1981.

8.

A numarif
frgr_ rehabilitation of rental_prbm,,ties through the rental
code compliance program'should be established:
Sufficient CMG and other funds to accomplish this goal should be reserved
for this purpose during the first six months of the contract period. After
this any unused funds would be allocated to homeowner programs.

9.

.

limitation on applications by homeowners:
A waiting list for rehabilitation loans and grants should be established.
Formal applications should not be accepted unless funding is available and
the applications could be processed and approved in a reasonable period of
time. Applicants on the waiting list could receive amergency repair assistance
in the interim.

B. SHRA rehabilitation policy recommendations summary together with a recommended
County position (see also Attachment C).
1.

Improvements Policy
SHRA Recommendation: All structures rehabilitated with financial assistance
through the agency must meet minimum code after rehabilitation (exception
retrofitting grant and emergency rapair cases).
Recommended County position: Concur

2. Maximum financial assistance per property
SHRA Recommendation: $27,000 maximum for all programs combined.
Recommended County Position: Concur
3.

Rehabilitation grants
SHRA Recommendation: Increase the maximum grant from $4,000 to $5,000.
Recommended County Position: Maintain the current $4,000 maximum to reduce
local costs.

(20)
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assistance should be limited to processing loan documents and code inspections
by the County upon request. Construction related services would not be
provided; however the applicant would be given information and advice on
these subjects.
7.

Simplified administrative procedures:
A study with the specific objective of developing revised loan procedures
which could reduce administrative cost by 40 percent to 50 percent, should
be conducted by SHRA in close coordination with County staff.

8.

Emergency Repair Grants:
Procedures for delivering emergency repair grants through SHRA should be
developed and implemented with emphasis on a fast response to problems which
endanger health and safety. Emergency repair grants would be available in
conjunction with rehabilitation loans and grants or independently in the
event the owner does not qualify for such assistance or chooses not to
participate.

9.

Increased involvement of_private lenders:
The possibility of achieving a leveraging arrangement with a private bank or
savings and loan should be explored through a competitive request for
proposals (RFP) process.. The objectives are to access outside funds on
favorable terms and to improve administrative efficiency.

10.

A numerical goal for rehabilitation of rental properties throu gh the rental
. code. _cr_;Dliance p? .corem shc-J:d be established:
Sufficient CDBG and other funds to accomplish this goal should be reserved
- for this purpose during the first six months of the. contract period. After
this any unused funds would be allocated to homeowner programs.

11.

Liitta. tLy_LiarL_aspic

is _y
b homeowners :

A waiting list for rehabilitation loans and grants should be established.
Formal applications should not be accepted unless funding is available and
the application could be processed and approved in a reasonable period of
time. Applicants on the waiting list could receive emergency repair assistance
in the interim. Emergency repair not combined with rehabilitation loans or
grants should be limited to a maximum of five per month.
B. SHRA rehabilitation policy recommendations summary together with a recommended
County position (see also Attachment C).
1. Imp rovements
SHRA Recommendation: All structures rehabilitated with financial assistance
through the agency must meet minimum code after rehabilitation.

Recomended County position: Concur with the exception that emergency repair
grants and retrofitting grants for the handicapped should continue not to
require full code compliance.
In addition, County loan recipients should
be required to comply with County Rehabilitation Improvements Policy included

'• as Attachment A. This represents no change over existing County policy.
2.

Maximum financial assistance per property
SHRA Recommendation: $27,000 maximum for all programs combined.
Recommended County Positiorr: Concur except that retrofitting grants should
continue as a separate additional benefit.

3. Rehabilitation.r.11-

,

SHRA Recommendation: Increase the maximum grant from $4,000 to $5,000.
Recommended C
' ounty Position: Maintain the current $4,000 maximum to reduce
local costs.
4. Emergency Repair Grants
SHRA Recommendation: Develop a City program similar to the County with a
$4,000 maximum.
Recommended County Position: What the City does is not our business, however
the maximum under our program should be limited to $2,000 as is currently
being proposed.
5. Retrofitting Grants: No change proposed.
• Loan interest rates- (installment loans)
.

SHRA

1.1fli-

3 pe l. c:ent f'Or all Programs.

Recommended County Position: Disagree. Recommended loan terms are discussed
under policy, recommendation #1 in the preceding section.
7. Maximum loan amount
SHRA Recommendation: $27,000 maximum
Recommended County Position: Concur
8.

Maximum loan determination

SHRA Recbmmendation: 97 percent of the estimated after rehabilitation value.
Recommended County Position: Concur provided procedures for determining
feasibility of a Structure for rehabilitation are in place as proposed under
Item 14 below.
9.
10.

Maximum housing payment after rehabilitation: No change proposed.
Deferred loan terms: No change proposed.

11. Deferred loan eligibility
SHRA Recommendation: Recipients of deferred loans must agree not to further
encumber their residence in addition to qualifying for such a loan on the

(22)
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basis of ability to pay.
Recommended County Position: Concur
12.

General Property Improvements (GPI's)
SHRA Recommendation: GPI's should be allovied for both amortized and deferred
loans using the 60 percent/40 percent criteria.
Recommended County Position: Disagree.
Installment and deferred loan improvements
should be administered in accordance with policy recommendation #2 in the
preceding section.

13.

TeMporary Relocation
SHRA Recommendation: Provide separate loans for relocation in addition , to
the $27,000 maximum to all recipients and allow technical assistance for
relocation as an administrative expense.
Recommended Cdunty Position: Disagree. Under current policy temporary
relocation is the responsibility of the homeowner. Loans may be used for
this purpose up to the allowable maximum. With regard to technical
assistance, there is no objection to the provision of information and advice,
however.it is not recommended- that SHRA staff actually make the relocation
arrangements.

14.

Determination of structural feasibility for rehabilitation

SHRA Recomcnciation

Dovelop a metho6 for dE:ter1inl'.n r2 such. feasil;ility..

Recommended County Position: Concur
15.

Develo ment of a ro ram of assistance to owners of structures not
feasibile for rehabilitation
SHRA Recommendation: Develop such a program.
Recommended County Position: Concur

ATTACHMENT A

Sacramento County Rehabilitation Improvements Policy
Policy:
In addition to correcting violations cited by County Building inspectors,
all properties subject to rehabilitation loans and grants (excluding
emergency repair and retrofitting grants) must conform to the following
after rehabilitation:
1.

Standards contained in the Uniform Housing Code, 1979 edition
(Chapters 4-10).

2.

Standards and acceptability criteria specified below.

Standards/Acceptability Criteria:
A.

Site - the site shall be reasonably free of nuisance and hazards to the
health, safety and general welfare of the occupants.

Acceptability Criteria: The site shall not be subject to serious adverse
environmental conditions.
•• All steps and walks should be free from dangerous cracks, crumbling
or breaks and be provided with sufficient pitch to prevent water
accumulation.
B. Access - The dwelling unit shall have adequate access for the occupants.
Acceptability Criteria:
ii
t 5. 1111 L usa51r,
CEIDT-C
Ii d
without linauthocized use of other private properties.
C.

Structure and Materials - dwelling unit shall be structurally sound so as not
to pose any threat to the health and safety of the occupants and so as to
protect the occupants from the environment.
Acceptability Criteria:
1. The condition and equipment of interior and exterior stairways . , halls,
porches, walkways, etc., shall be such as not to present a danger of
tripping or falling.
All exterior steps, walkways and porches should be free of tripping
hazards- Crumbling, cracked or uneven conditions should be repaired
. or replaced as necessary.

a.

b.

TliTcOndition of interior stairways should be such as not to present
a danger of tripping or falling. Handrails should be installed on
all stairways.

2. In the case of a mobile home, the home shall be securely .anchored by
a tiedown device which distributes and transfers the loads impost7d by
the unit to appropriate ground anchors so as to resist wind overnirnine,
and sliding.

(24)

3.

The property should be inspected and if necessary treated for
termites, rodents or other vermin.

4.

The general appearance of. the outside of the structure and the
lot after rehabilitation should be such that it makes a significant
contribution to the general appearance of the neighborhood.

D. Lead Based Paint - The dwelling unit shall be in compliance with HUD lead
based paint regulations.
Acceptability Criteria:
1. The dwelling unit shall comply with HUD Lead Based Paint regulations;
24 CFR Part 35, issued pursuant to the Lead Based Paint Prevention Act,
42 USC 4801. Compliance with the lead based paint regulations requires
the following actions:
Notification to occupants that the property may contain lead
.based paint if constructed prior to 1950, and the hazards,
symptoms and treatment of such poisoning.
b.

The contracts shall include language prohibiting the use of

lead based paint.
c.

The inspection for and eliminating of "immediate hazards",
defined as chipping, peeling, cracking or otherwise loosening
of any of the paint in a structure constructed prior to 1950.

Documentation in the files that these three actions have been
taken.
!
E. Water Supply
The water supiy shall be free from cznt.iimiatn.
d.

Acceptability Criteria:
1. The unit shall be served by an approved public or private sanitary
water , supply.
'
F. Interior Air Quality - The dwelling unit should be free of pollutants in the
air at levels which threaten the health of the occupants.
Acceptability Criteria:
1. The.dwelling unit shall be free from dangerous levels of air pollution

from carbon monoxide, sewer gas, fuel gas, dust, and other harmful air
pollutants. All gas or oil fired appliances should have proper venting to the outside of the dwelling unit for combustion gases.
G. Illumination and Electricity - Each room shall have adequate natural or artificial illumination to permit normal indoor activities and to support the health
and safety of occupants. Sufficient electrical sources shall be provided to
permit use of essential electrical appliances while assuring Safety from fire.
Acceptability Criteria:
None in addition to the Uniform Housing Code.
(25)
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H. Thermal Environment - dwelling unit shall have and be capable of maintaining
a thermal environment healthy for the human body.
Acceptability Criteria:
1. The attic should be insulated to a rating of R1.9 with acceptable
insulative material. Where cellulose. is used it should be tested
for fire protection. Cellulose bags should be labeled with acceptable ratings derived from flame spread tests.
Wheather stripping should be applied as needed around all doors and
windows.
3.

Storm windows and doors should be used where reasonable.

4.

Any exterior walls that are opened down to the studs during the
course of rehabilitation should be fully insulated with an acceptable insulative material.

5.

All joints in the building envelope should be caulked or sealed_
. Replace loose or brittle caulking.

6.

Supply and return heating and air-conditioning ducts should be
insulated where they run throu g h unconditioned spaces.

I. Sanitary Facilities - The dwelling unit shall include its own sanitary
...facilities which are in proper operating condition, can be used in privacy
and are adequate for personal cleanliness and the disposal of human waste.
Acceptability Criteria:
None in addition to the uniform housing code.
unit snafl afford the faFAly adequate space
and security.
Acceptability Criteria:
1. Exterior doors and windows accessible from outside the unit shall
be lockable.
.2. Each dwelling unit shall have smoke detectors. The most reliable
type of smoke detector is the combination electric and battery
operated.
K. Food Preparation and Refuse Disposal - The dwelling unit shall contain suitable
space and equipment to store, prepare and serve foods in a sanitary manner.
There shall be adequate facilities and services for the sanitary disposal of
food wastes and refuse, including facilities for temporary storage where
necessary.
Acceptable Criteria:
1. Adequate space for the storage, preparation and serving of food
shall be provided.
a. Food storage space should be in the form of cabinets and/or
pantry type storage.

•
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b. Food preporation space should be in the form of countersor

other horizontal workspaces.
2. There shall be adequate facilities and services for the sanitary

disposal of food wastes and refuse, including facilities for
temporary storage where necessary (e.g.., garbage cans).

n••
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ATTACHMENT B
HOUSING kEMFAUTATiON

Intreauct.fon:

A task undertaken in the annual performance evaluation was to determine the impact.

of the CMG rehabilitation program on the participants :erved. To accomplish this,
last year's 1979-80 assessment survey

wa

updated and mailed to the forty-seven

(47) program clients. These individuals include . all listed as served from September
1, 1980, through February 28, 1981, On March 17, 1981, the questionnaire was
mailed: to 'date (May 5, 1981) twenty-five (25) or 53 percent have been returned.
The survey shows that nine (9) or 36 percent of those respandinq did some of their
own work through an Owner Participation Agreement. Two (2) or 8 percent of respondents had work done on mobilehocies and fourteen (14) or 56 percent of the respondents
had regular contracted rehabilitation work done on their homes.
Summary of Rehabilitation Questionnaire:
Owner Participation Agreerflcot
Number of Questionnaires

47/100Z

47
9

2

14

25/53%

36%

8%

56%

100%

Number of Responses
Percentage of Responses

Mobilehome Rem Contract TOTAL

The following is a sumary of INJ , pro;vam r%rt:cioLris t r(. sf ..10.1es to cur
went questionnaire.

question 1
The question asked: "How did the client learn about the program?" Of the 25 who
returned the questionnaire, 25 responded to the question. The responses were as
follows:
a.

A friend: 5 (20%)

d. Promotional literature: 11 (44%)

b.

By personal inquiries; 5 (20Z)

e. Other: 3 (12)

c.

Through bank, contractor, community group: 1 (4%)

Question 2
This asked: "What the client would have done without the grant or loan?" 25
responded. Their responses were:
a.

hothing: 8 (3K)

b.

A small part of the work: 17. (cgr.)

c. All or most of the work: 0 (0)

(28)1

Question 3
"What

was the approximate amount of time it took to complete the rehabilitation

work?" was asked in the question. All . 25 responded to this question. The average
time to complete a. rehabilitation job was 4.0 mOnths.

The following represents

the period of time that was taken to complete work.
1 Month:

2

Other:

2 - over 1 year

- 2 Months:

8

No Response: . 1.

4 Months:

5

Work. in Progress:

2

6 Months:

3

Work Not Started:

2

8 Months:

0

Question 4
Program clients were asked whether they did all or part-of their rehabilitation
work through an owner participation agreement. 25 responded to the question; 9
clients indicated that they had done some of their work. 16 said they had not
participated in any of their rehabilitation work.

question 4a

This question related to clients who had owner participation agreements and major
problems with those agreements. They were asked to explain their problem.. Mine
indicated that they had no problem with the agreements.

• question 5

• Clients were asked in this question to give the name of the contractor who worked
on their home. They indicated the names ' listed in A17ACHMENT 1.

Question 6

Participants were asked whether they chose their contractor. 12 said they had.
10 said that they did not choose the contractor who worked on their home. 2 said
they had not made a choice at this time and 1 did not respond.

Question 7
This question asked what was the reason for choosing a contractor.
C

Lowest biOder: 12

b. SRA recalmendtion: 9
c.

Friends recommendation: 1

4. Know the contractor: 3
e. Other reasons: 0 '

-3Que7Jtion 3
Was the total cost of rehabilitation higher, lower, or about the same as the
original estimate?
a. 'Higher: 7

c. About the same: 13.

b. Lower: 2

d. No response: 3

Question 9
This question asked clients "Did they feel that all required work was completed
by the contractor?"
a. Yes: 17

c.

N/A: 7

b. No: 1
Question 10
The question asked:

Was any additional work included and who did it?"

a. Contractor: 1

d. County building inspectors: 5

b. SHRA: . I

e.

c. Client: 4

f.

Others: 0
one added: 14

Question 11
Participnts

-:!ke..! if ti

contrilctor's work.

Se

ATTAMENT 2.
a. Very satisfied: 12

e. Dissatisfiedi

b. Satisfied: 4

d

N/A: 4

- Question lie
If dissatisfied, what were the reasons?
a. Poor work quality:

d. Disputes with contractors:

b. Poor work habits: .1

e. Other: 1

-c. Excessive time or delays: 5

f.

N/A: 19

guf. tion .12
Participants were asked:. "Was SHRA helpful in resolving contractor problcills?"
a. Very helpful: 10
b. Helpful.

1

d. No problems: i
e.

N/A:

3

C. Not helpful: 4

(30)
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Question 13
This question asked: "Were there problems encountered in getting loan or grant
approval?"
a. No problems: 20
b. Problems: 5

(explanations in ATTACHMENT 3)

Question 14
This question. asked: "Were clients satisfied with SHRA services?"
a. Very satisfied: 15

c.

b. -Satisfied: 4

d.

Dissatisfied: 5 (explanations in
ATTACHMENT 2)
No response: 1

question 15
This question asked: "Were clients satisfied with the services received from
County building inspectors?' See ATTACHMENT 2.
a. Very satisfied: 16

c. Dissatisfied:

b. Satisfied: 8

d.

No

0.

response:

Question 16
Participants were asked their overall opinion of the Housing Rehabilitation Program.
The responses

ar listed in ATTACHMENT 5.
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ATTACHMENT 13_1

QUESTION 5

OUISTION II

Contractors

Client Responses

1. Ronald J. Saylor
2. Frank Everett
3. Simpson Const.
4. Bill's Const.
5. Hone selected
6. N/A
7. Verner Felker
8. Woodruff
9. Don
10. Lon's Mobile Contractors
11, Lon's Mobile Contractors
12. Ronald J. Sayter
13. Kim Construction Co.
14. Bozeman Const.
15. Reed Paulson
16. H.D. Anderson
17. Kim Cont. Co.
18. Ray Kirk
19. Ronit Roofing Co.
20. Hancock & Collier
21. Reed Paulson
22. Hays Const.
23. Brandon Const.
24. H. Bancroft
25. X. Bancroft

Satisfied - OPA
Work in progress - OPA
Very satisfied - CPA
Very satisfied
Work not started - OPA
Work in progress - CPA
Very satisfied - CPA
Satisfied - OPA
Very satisfied - OPA
Very satisfied - Mcbile
Very satisfied - Mobile
Dissatisfied
Very satisfied
Very satisfied
Very satisfied
Satisfied
Work in progress
Very satisfied
Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
Very satisfied
Satisfied.
Dissatisfied
Very satisfied
Dissatisfied
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ATTACHMENT 6_2

•

Owner Participation•

Mobile
nome

. Regular
Rehab
Contract

T OTAL
#

QUESTION 11
Number of Responses
Percentage of Responses.
Very Satisfied
Satisfied
Dissatisfied
Work in Progress
Work Not Started

9
' 36%
4
2
0
2.
1

.

2
8%
2
0
0
0
'0

14
56%
6
2
5
1
0

25
12
4
5
3
1

100%
48%
16%
20%
12%
4%

13
4
5
1
0

100%
57%
17%
22%
4%
0%

QUESTION 14 .
Number of Responses
Percentage of Responses
Very Satisfied
Satisfied
Dissatisfied
Work in Progress
Work Not Started

13
561
8
3
2

8
35%
5

I.3

1

0

QUESTION 15
Number of Responses
Percentaye of Responses
Very Satisfied
Satisfied
Dissatisfied
Work in Progress
Work Not Started

9
364
7
2
0
0
0

2
8%
1
- 1
• 0
0
0

14
56%
8
5
0
0
1

25
16
8
0
0
1

100%
64%
32%
0%
0%
4%

ATTACHMENT B-3
Question d13

was.the only problem. I don't feel he is capable of
o Mr.
the work loan given him. He continually made promises and broke them.
He never returned by calls, lied to inc and even threatened me. (OPA)
o It took 8 months from the time I filled out the application until the
time 1 got the loan. I feel some of the employees (SHRA) have a nonchalant, or Ka Sara-Sara attitude. (OPA)
o I was dissatisfied with the roofing sub-contractors work habits. They
should do something to straighten up my tree, they didn't replace the
rope and now it is about to fall down.
o An unlawful lien was put on our property by the County. They know it
isn't our lien but refuse to remove it.
o I filed bankruptcy several years ago and the bank did not want to
handle the loan.

•34)

LIESTIOH 16 RESPCNSES

• o Getting the loan apprcved was a. very frustrating experience.
o Good Program
o

Very Good Program

o Very Satisfied
o . Very Good Program
o

It was a bad experience, there were many problems with the contractor. SHRA was not

very helpful in resolving the contractor problems we had.
o Poor Program, SHRA should fellow-up on contractors to insure that they can handle the
jobs they accept.
o Great Program the low-interest made the repairs affordable.
o Very helpful to Senior Citizens or fixed incomes.
o A Great Program.
o Basic Program good, however many problems'need to be straightened out. 1 had to sign
several documents a second time because they were lost or misfiled. I also had to
start making payments before any of the loan money was used. .
• o Great Program, big help to poor home owners.
o The repairs to my home could not have been made without this program.
o A very helpful program elderly/disabled person on fixed incomes. We could not have had
work done without the programs help.
o The progru was God - sent. SNRA worked out a floor plan to meet all the possible needs
of a. handicapped person and it retained the beauty of out home both inside and outside.
o A very helpful program for low-income families who can't afford repair or improvements
at market rate interest.

o Very Good Program.
o Great Program we did not have the money to make the needed repairs.
o A very Good Program.
o A Great Program

we

could not have made the repairs without it.

(3

• The program is the most wonderful thing that could happen to me. My
house was eaten up with termites. I can now live

my

last years in

' comfort and happiness.
• A great program, however the contractors should be screened and more
follew-up on the work crews to make sure they can handle the jobs.
• I would not recommend

my . contractor

to anyone (S. 3. Saylor). He

did not do one job that did not have to be redone and it was almost
impossible to get repaired some of the damage. He seem to feel as
If he was doing me a favor by even coming out to do the work. The
work he finally completed was very unprofessionally done.
. I am very thankful for this program.

Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
City and County Rehabilitation program:Policy Ramanandatioms
RECCMENDED REVISIONS

EXISTING POLICY/ROXIATICH

,City Program
IMPROVEMENT
POLICY
Minimum Rehabilitation
Standards)

Maximum

Financial

Assistance
Package Per
Property

County Program

The only structures required to meet minimum
Code requirements after
rehabilitation are thos
funded by a loan.

1 County has adopted a
'.Rehabilitation Improve'ments Policy that re'quires structures he
brought up to minimum
Code (exception;
Emergency repair grants
and retrofitting grants

No maximum established

The maximum loan and
grant amount available
to any one property is
$27,000 regardless of
maximum limits of individual programs, i.e.
Rehab grant
$ 4,000
Rehab loan
23,000
$27,000

i.e.,

SNAP Loan $25,000
HOPE
1,500'
P&M
1,000
CD Grant
5 000
$32,500

AgancY

Alkali
Plat
PAC

Adopt an Impro- SAME AS AGENC
vement Policy
for City programs
quire that all
structures to be
rehabilitated
with financial
assistance
throught the
Agency meet minimum Code requirements after
rehab, (exceptions; Emergency
repair and retrofitting
grants).

Del Paso
Heights
PAC

Oak Park
PAC

SAME AS 'AGENCY SAME AS
'AGENCY

SAME AS AGENCI $30,000 loan/ $32,000:10ani
Adopt County
rant maxi- grant maxi- 1
Policy of maximum (includ- mum.
mum loan and
ing temporgrant combination of $27,000
ary relocaper property for
tion).
City programs,

Housing and
Redeveippment
Commission
SAME AS AGENCY

County CD
Advisory
Cumnission
SAKE AS
AGENCY

SAME AS AGENCY SAME AS
AGENCY

Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
City aid County Rehabilitation Program Policy Reocstmendations

EX1STrNG FOLICY/ReGULATICN

City Program

General
Property
Improvements

General property improvements are allowed
using 60/40 criteria.
i.e., 40% of the estimated costs of Code
Iwork may go toward GPI 'S
GPI's are allowed in
nOth . amortized and deferred loans,
I

County Program

General property improvements are not allowed
on deferred loans. Low
income persons who receive amortized loans
can make GPI's using
60/40 criteria. Moderat
Inc ome persons can only
make Gpt's if they use
market rate 000I loan
program.

P..genw

GPI's should be
allowed for both
amortized and deferred loans utilizing the 60/40
criteria as follows:
A maximum of 40%
of the estimated
amount of Code
work may be devoted, to GPI's.

Alkali
Flat
PAC

SAME AS

AGENCY

Del Paso
Heights
PAC

SAME AS
AGENCY

Oak Park
PAC

SAME AS
AGENCY

Housing and
Redevelopment
Commission,

SAME AS AGENCY

CountylOD
Advisory
Commission

SAME AS
AGENCY

Sacramento Housing and Redevelcpment Agency
City and; County Rehabilitation program Policy Reconnendations
_
EXISTING POIICY/PEMMAIION
mom

•

.
'
.City Program

Grant Program

County Program

•

.Programs:

.
.

Agency

$1,000

CD Grant

$5,000

'

Housing Rehab Grant

.
$4,000

.
•

•

•

..

.

,

•

•
.
•

•

•

•
•

Z...;

ko
—

.

'

'

b. Owner-Occu- .
pant.
I. Property
Eligibility
a. Single-family.
b. Located in
CDBG Tartet
Areas.

_
County CD
Advisory
Ccnmission

Housing and
Redevelopment
Ccumission.

.

.
•

.

.
.

.

•

.

I. Applicant
Eligibility
a. Maximum annual income not
to exceed 80%
of median.

.•

•

Alkali
Flat
PAC

REOUVENDED REVISIONS
_..
Del Paso
Oak Park
Heights
PAC
PAC
•

.
Replace existing
City P6B 6 CD
Grant with a
Housing Rehab
Grant for City
Programs similar
to County's with
maximum grant to
be $5,000 for
both City and
major
County.
components to include the following:

Programs:

i

P6B

__

•

.

•

.

.
.

.

.

II.Eligible Re•

EaLEE

,
-

a. Bldg. Health
6 Safety Codc
'rpm.:
-------

I

•
.
•

.

Sacramento Housing and Redevelcpment Agency
City and County Rehabilitation program . Policy Reccamendations

EXISTING

.

RECONMENDED REVISIONS

POLICY/REGUIATION

mum

Alkali
Flat
PAC

•

.
' County Program

.City Program

Agency

•

Oak Park
PAC

•

I

Grant Programs (continued)

i
.

•

•

.
1

,
.

•

Del Paso
Heights
PAC

•

Housing and • •
: Redevelcpment
Commission.

County CD
Advisory.
Cculnissico

.

IV. General
SAME AS AGENC)
a. All properties to meet
minimum rehab
'
standards.
b. Maximum grant
' is lesser of;
1) Total cost of
repairs.
2) $5,000
C. If grant is
not sufficient
to bring property to mini'mum Code, additional funds
may be provided
through a rehab
loan.
d. Rehab grant
assistance. to
be provided one
time per proper y.

SAME AS
AGENCY

Concur with
rehab grant
concept, want
P6B P rogr am
continued.

SAME AS'AGENCY•
.

Maintain existihqL$4,000
•
,
Housing Rehabi litation Grant
Maximum

•

•

.

.

.
.

.

•
•
•

.

.

•
•

.7:

o
—

•
.

.

1
•

•

•
•

•

Sacramento Housing and Redevelowent Agency
City andICounty.Rehabilitation FoograntPolic y Recommendations
REOCINIEIZED REVISIONS

EXISTING POLICY/REGULATICN

City Program

County Program

Grant Programs . HOPE Program
Emergency Repair
(continued)
1) Available City wideil) Target Areas
2) $1,500 maximum

2) $4,000 maximum

Agency
Continue existin g
CityHOPE rogam
until all applicants with applications currently'
on file have been
assisted. Once
• this has. been aecOmplished, the
existing HOPE Pr
gram should be

discontinued and
a City Emergency
• Repair Program be
developed that is
similar in concepl
to the County's.
This would includt
limiting assistance to Target
Area residents.

RETROFIT Program

RETROFIT Program

1) Available City Wide 1) Available County
wide
2) $2,500 maximum
2) $2,500 maximum
3) Owner occupants
3) Owner occupants
Dilly

41

Property does not
have to be brought
to minimum Code.

COUNTY Retrofit
Program
: maintain existing
policies
CITY Retrofit

RETIUn

1) Available City

wide
2) Maximum grant
to be lesser of

the followings

(oontinuad)

Alkali
Flat
PAC
SAME AS AGENC

I

Del Paso
Heights
PAC
SAME AS
AGENCY

Oak Park
PAC
SANE , AS, AGENC1

Housing and
PaInmdopment
Carmission
SAME AS
AGENCY .

County CD
Advisory
Conmission
SAME AS
AGENCY

Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
City and County Rehabilitation programPolicy Reconmendations

ftwatiratro REViSIOtiS

EXISTING POLICIVREGUIATICH
Alkali
Flat
City Program
Grant Programs
icontinued)

ROFIT Program

County Program
RETROFIT Program

4) Renters
a. Owner of rental property must agree to
continue to rent to
handicapped.

5) Ail recipients of
grant to be considered
eligible for loan whethe
or not property is located in a Target area.
6) Property does not
have to be brought to
minimum Code.
7) Retrofit grant available as separate benefit; this amount is not
included in computing
.maximum ($27,000) financial assistance package.

PAC

CITY Retrofit

EEllaR
2)
a. Total cost
of modification
or

b. $2,5oo.00
3) Available to

owner occupants
vowners of rental properties
with agreement t
continue to rent
to handicapped.
4) Retrofit Gran
available as separate benefit'
this amount is
not included in
computing maximum financial
assistance package.

Ae,

SAME AS
AGENCY

Del Paso
Heights
PAC
Concur with
Agency with
following
:addition:

Owners of
rental

pro-

to
execute 1year rent limitation
Agreement
perties

Oak Park
PAC
Same as Del
Paso Heights,

Rousing and
RedavelppFent
Connassion
AME AS AGENCY .

County CO
Advisory
Camlission,
---____—
SAME AS
AGENCY

Saoramemt0 Housing

And

hadevelopment Agency

City andiCounty pehabilitation prograraPolicy Recourendations
EXISTING POLICY/REGULATION

14KOCMO2IED REVISIONS

ITEM

Alkali
Flat
_City Program

Loan Program

Sam? Loan Variable
from 1-7%

Interest Rates
MONT Loan - 10%

County Program

119encY

Rehab Loan - 3%

1) Eliminate
variable interest
rate for City SNAF
AGRI Loan - 3% (interest Program and essubsidy payments used;
tablish a fixed
an exception to this po- 3% rate
licy is for moderate income persona who want to 2) Utilize CDHG
make GPI's which must be funds to provide
accomplished with an un- Interest subsidy
subsidized ROM Loan).
payments to lower
City- MORI rate to
3%.

PAC

SAME AS
AGENCY

Del Paso .
Heights
PAC
SAME AS

Oak Park
PAC

AGENCY

SAKE AS
AGENCY

SAME AS
AGENCY

SAME AS
AGENCY

Housing and
Redevelocne.nt
Commission.
SAME . AS AGENCY

ODunty CD
Advisory
Cannissicn
SAME AS
AGENCY

3) County MORI
Loan - Expand interest subsidy
program to includt.
moderate income
persons whether
the repair work
includes GPI's or
not. This should
apply for City
Program also.

Maximum Doan
Amount

SNAP
$25,000 single family
15,0P0 per unit for
2 to 4 units .

50,000 Multi-Family
35,000 Commercial

Rehab Loan - $27,000

The maximum CMG
funded loan shall
not exceed.
$27,000 per unit.

SAME AS
AGENCY

SAME AS AGENCY

SAME AS
.AGENCY

Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
City and County Rehabilitation program Policy Recantendations

-

•

EXISTING

.

POLICY/REGUIATICN

ITEM

•

.

Alkali
Flat
PAC

•

.City Program

Agency

County Program

REOCttENDED REVISIONS

Del Paso
Heights
PAC

COunty CD
Advisory.

Housing and
Redevelopment
CommisAim.

Oak Park
PAC

Carmissicn

•

.
.97% of the as-is appraised value + the
rehab coat minus the
existing debt.

Loan Program
•

Maximum Loan
Determination

1 90% of replacement cost

An amount which
SAME AS AGENCY
when added to the
outstanding in.•
debtedness relating to the
property , creates
e total indebtedness which does
not exceed 97% of
the after-value
appraisal.

•

1

-

SAME AS
AGENCY

.
SAME AS AGENCY

SAME AS
AGENCY

..

.

SAME AS
AGENCY

•

•

•

.

.

•

,
'

•
.

.

i
.

.
.

.
•
'

•

.

•

.

1
•
.

•
•

.

.e.
•
i

-

SaoraMento HoUsing and Redevelopment Agency
City andiCounty Rehabilitation Frogram Policy Reocnnendations

EXISTING POLICWREGULATICU

City Program

Deferred Loans

SNAP:

'

Formula for
Determining

whether applicant may gualitY

"Terms should

selected such
that an estimate of
the applicant's
monthly housing expenses is not in excess of one-quarter
of their monthly .
income."
be

County Program

The maximum housing
payment for homeowners
after rehabilitation
shall not exceed the
housing payment before
rehabilitation or:

1) For owners with incomes greater than 100%
of the median adjusted
regional median,
30% of household income
2) For owners with incomes 100% or less of
the adjusted regional
' median: 30% of household income less S0.00
per month.

PEOCUMENDa) REVISIONS

Agency

Adopt County
Policy for City
Programs
(Amended as follows:)
The maximum housing payment
for homeowners
after rehabilita
Lion shall not
exceed the housi
payment before
rehabilitation o
30% of household
income, whicheve
is greater.

Alkali
Flat
PAC

SAME AS
AGENCY

Del Paso
Heights
PAC

AS
AGENCY

SAME

Oak Park
PAC

SAME AS
AGENCY

Housing and
Redevelopnent
Cbantissim

SAME AS
AGENCY

County CD
Advisory
Oaunission

SAME AS
AGENCY

Sacramento Housing and Redevelopnent Agency
. City and County Fehabilitation FrogramPolicy Recommendations

EXISTING POLICY/REGUIATICN
mum

RECOMAENDED REVISIONS

.

_

•

.City Program

County Program

Agency

Alkali
Flat
PAC

Del Paso
Heights
PAC

Oak Park
pAc

•
Deferred Loans
(continued)

•

Housing and
Radevelcpment
Commission,

.

.

;
.

.

i

.

Interest payments are
compounded for first
two year of loan.

1)

Interest is simple
3%.
Deferred loans to
non-elderly (60 or
less) to be deferred
in 2-year increments
with case review to
determine change in
borrower's status.

Loans to elderly
3)
(60+) may be deferred
until property is sold
or Title transferred.
•

.•

SAME AS
AGENCY

SAME AS AGENC),

SAME AS
AGENCY

•.

•

,

SAME AS AGENCY

SAME AS
AGENCY
•

2)

:

1) Interest to be
fixed 3%.

•

.
-

.

Interest Rate
Conputation
6, Length of
Deferrment

County CD
Advisory
Ccnuassion

..

•
•

•

.
•.

•

.

2) Interest to be
simple 3% rather
than compounded.

.
.
..

3) Deferred loans
to non-elderly
(60 or less) to bt
deferred in 2-yeat
increments with
• case review to determine change in
borrower's status.
4)*Loans to elderly (60+) may be
deferred until
.
property is sold
or Title trans- .
ferred.
'Amended recommendations:
Elderly
to be considered
62+ years of age
to be consistent
with other federal programs.

.
.

.

.

.

.

•

•

,
.

I

•

•

•

'

.

.

slops n ......

..

.....

Sacramento Housing and Redevelcpment Agency
City and; County Rehabilitation program Policy Recainendations

EXISTING POLICY/REGULATICN

City Program

County Program

RECONMEtiDED REVISIONS

Agency

Alkali
Flat
PAC

Del Paso
Heights
PAC

Housing and
Oak Park
PAC

Redevelopnr-nt

Ca-mission.

County CI)
Advisory

Cand as icn

Deferred Loans
(continued)

Subsequent
Encumbrances tt
Deferred Loans

The is no existing policy or regulation that
addresses a .situa.tion in which i homeowner has
a deferrea loan with the Agency, and during the
period of such deferral, further encumbers the
residence by borrowing additional money. A
problem thaL is created in such a situation is
that the homeowner may default on the subsequent
encumbrance, and in that event title would pass
to a new owner whom the Agency never intended tc
benefit from the rehabilitation loan program.

SAME AS
Amend existing
guidelines to pro , AGENCY
vide that deferred
loans could only
be made to those
homeowners who
both
a) have eligible
housing expenses
in excess of 30%
of their total,
income, and
b) do not further
encumber their
residence.

SAME AS
AGENCY

SAME AS
AGENCY

SAME AS AGENCY

SAME AS
AGENCY

Sacramento Housing and Pedevelciment Agency
City andi County Rehabilitation program . Policy Pecasuendations

RECCUMENCED REVISIONS

EXISTING POLICY/REGULATION

.City Program

County Program

Agency

Alkali
Plat
PAC

Del Paso
Heights
PAC

Oak Park
PAC

Housing and
Redevelcfnent
Commission_

County CD
Advisory
Camtiss ion

•

Loan Assumptio

Existing SNAP Program Guidelines state:
LOAN ASSIGNMENT
Sale or transfer of the property requiring
loan assumption during the term of the loan
permitted only with the prior written consent
of the lender.

Amend existing
guidelines as
follows:
LOAN ASSIGNMENT
All loans shall
become due and
payable upon the
transfer or sale
of the borrower's
interest in the
property which is
the subject of the
loan.

"If during
the term of
the deferred
loan title to
the property
is transferre
as part of an
inheritance,
the heir shou
be allowed to
negotiate a
repayment
schedule with
the Agency as
follows:
1) Interest
rate to be
that in effect at the
time the ba r
was orig nally made.
2) Payments
should be
negotiable
based on
"ability to

Same as Del
Paso Heights,
P.A.C.

SAME AS AGENCY

SAME AS
AGENCY

Sacramento Housing and Redevelopuent Agency
City and County Rehabilitation Program Policy Recomnendations

EXISTING POLICY/REGULATION
City Program

Temporary
Relocation -

The City provides separate.CMG allocation
for temporary relocatior
These funds provide for
1)

Technical Assistance

2) Payment for cost of
moving applicant,
storage of furniture
etc., there is no
cost to property
owner.

;

County Program

1). No separate relocation budget.

2) Actual cost of
moving and storage
may be included in
Rehab loan.

3) No provision for
Technical assistance

Agency

1) Temporary relocation cost to
be includable
SNAP Loan expenditure.
2) Loan for temporary relocation
to be made available to recipient
of any loan.
3) Technical assistance to be pr)vided with the
coot to allowable
administrative expenditure.

Alkali
Flat
PAC

SAME AS
AGENCY

Del Paso
Heights
PAC

1) Make Temporary relocation cost an
includable
SNAP Loan and'
Rehab Grant
Expenditure.

Oak Park
PAC

Housing and
Redevelopment
Ccumission

Maintain
existing City
policy of tern
porary reloca
tion being
separately
funded progran.

County Q)
Advisory
Ccuuission

SAME AS
AGENCY

RECOMMENDED REVISIONS

. EXISTING.POLICY/REGULATION
ITEM.
City Programs .

County Programs •

Determination Currently only an economic feasibility teat is
of Structural applied when attempting to arrange rehabilitation
leasibility-for'assistance i.e. loan to value ratio. A need existf
Rehabilitation for a method to evaluate a structure to•determine
its physical feasibility for rehabilitation. Such
•
•g ;
, f an evaluation . would measure the existing condition
of various major structural components,- i.e. foundation, roof structure, mechanical etc. to determine whether rehabilitation is feasible or
whether it would be better to construct a new
•
structure in its place.
Staff is currently developing a method for evaluating structural feasibility. Once this feasibilitl
. formula has been developed, it will be submitted
for review and approval of all appropriate bodies. .
rogram to
. Agency and PAC staff have agreed on the need for
ssist those
a program to address the problem of structures.that
'toperty Owners have been determined not feasible for rehabilf..tAT.
hose Structures tion. The staffs will be working together to de,
re not feast- velop . a program to meet till's need.
le for Rehabi.
itation

Agency .

Alkali Flat
P.A.C.

Oak Park
P.A.C.

Del Paso Hts.
P.A.C.

1

EXHIBIT I
COUNTY STAFF POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
1.

General Property Improvements

County Recommendation
Installment and deferred loans should only be authorized to
complete required improvements in a workmanlike manner. A
required improveerent. is defined as a code deficiency cited by
County building inspectors or an item identified in County
Improvements Policy (see Attachment A). Loans could be used
to provide a higher standard of improvement than would strictly
be required to meet code. For example, deteriorated fixtures
could be replaced rather than repaired. However, in no event
shall the allowable cost.for a particular improvement exceed
that of a standard grade product of reasonable quality. For
example, expensive floor covering or appliances would not
be authorized.
Proposed Agency Recommendation
The Agency does not concur with this recommendation and proposes
that general property improvements be allowed to a maximum of
40% of the amount of code work. Property improvements would be
conditioned upon the owner's willingness to correct all code
violations. This would insure code compliance, a major objective
of the rehabilitation program while allowing the property
owner to devote a portion of the loan to improving the general

condition of the structure.
2.

Elimination of Loans Outside CDBG Target Area

County Recommendation
Rehabilitation loans to non-handicapped owners should no longer
be authorized outside CDEG target areas. However, emergency
repair grants will continue to be available. The number of such
grants is limited to ten percent of all grant cases including
rehabilitation and retrofitting grants.
Proposed Agency .Recommendation
Concur
3. . Elimination of the Rancho Cordova Target Area
County Recommendation
Rancho Cordova should be discontinued as a rehabilitation program
target area. Public improvements planned are nearing completion
and there are no plans to program any additional improvements
in that area.
Proposed Agency Recommendation
Concur with this recommendation. There are no applications for
rehabiliation assistance from Rancho Cordova property owners on file.

Exhibit I.
Page -24.

Eligibility Rules and Procedures

County Recommendation
Rules for denying loans to owners who cannot demonstrate creditworthiness should be developed and implemented. Credit-worthiness
is the demonstrated record of the applicant in meeting financial
obligations. Applicants who are not considered credit-worthy
should be identified early in the process and provided the opportunity to appeal this determination.

Proposed Agency Recommendation_
Concur with this recommendation.
5.

Limit Local Assistance to Lower Income Homeowners

County Recommendation
Rehabilitation loans should no longer be made available to
non-handicapped moderate income families, i.e., those with incomes
between 80 percent and 120 percent of the adjusted regional median.
Loans to mdoerate income owners are a second priority under current
policies. There are currently more low income applicants than
can be accomodated with available funding.
Proposed Agency Recommendation
The Agency concurs with the recommendation.
6.

Emergency Repair Grants

County Recommendation
Procedures for delivering emergency repair grants through
SHRA should be developed and implemented with emphasis on a
fast response to problems which endanger health and safety.
Emergency repair grants would be available in conjunction with
rehabilitation loans and grants or independently in the event
the owner does not qualify for such assistance or chooses not
to participate.
proposed Agency Recommendation
The Agency concurs in concept subject to negotiation regarding
the specific administrative details.
7.

Increased Involvement of Private Lenders

County Recommendation
The possibility of achieving a leveraging arrangement with a
private bank or savings and loan should be explored through a
competitive request for proposals (RFP) process. The objectives
are to access outside funds on favorable terms and to improve
administrative efficiency. SHRA would be the lead Agency in
establishing the agreement. The agreement will be in place by
January 1,.1982.

(52)

Exhibit
Page -37. Continued
Proposed Agency Recommendation
Concur with this recommendation.
8.

A Numerical Goal for Rehabilitation of Rental Properties
Through the Rental Code Compliance Program Should Be Established

County Recommendation
Sufficient CDEIG and other funds to accomplish this goal should be
reserved for this purpose during.the first six months of the contract
period. After this any unused funds would be allocated to homeowner
programs.
Proposed Agency Recommendation
The Agency concurs with the establishment of a numerical goal for
the rehabilitation of rental units with the single-family rehab
program as priority.
9.

Limitation on Application by Homeowners

County Recommendation
A waiting list for rehabilitation loans and grants should be
established. Forma/ applications should not be accepted unless
funding is available and the applications could be processed and
approved in a reasonable period of time. Applicants on the
waiting list could receive emergency repair assistance in the interim.
Proposed Agency Recommendation'
The Agency has recently instituted a temporary moratorium on
the acceptance of new applications until additional rehabilitation
funds are allocated for F.Y. 1981-82.

(53)

.,7 - 1AC.HKENT A

COUrr, PrUVAT7T.711TTrIV tr'TTVT.*.:
_ Se tember
fCases

Rehab

Grants

10

p.tofjt

1 9 80

June 30. 1981

---

Deferred Loans
CD Loan
$B966

-0-

18,031

-0-0-0-

1

-0-

1

Installment Loans
:n rEEFT-NERI---WiTio

Title I

TOTAL

312

-0-

-0-

-0-

0-

99,713

-0-

52,100

-0-

-0-

' •2,100

-0-

-0-

56,350

-0-

-0-

74.381

2,500

-0-

-0-

20,000

-0-

-0'

22,500

4,000

1,600

-0-

-0-

20,700

-0-

-0-

26,300

10

39,500

-0-

138,150

-0-

-0-

-0-

1

_1,

-11,650

-0-

-0-

--0-

1 177,650
[
11,650

2

9,000

-0-0-

-0-020,000

11,250

-0-

-0-

-0-

34,250

9

34,630

-0-

56,850

-0-

-0-

-6-

-0-

91,480

1

3,740

2,500

10,000

-0-

-0-

-0-

16,240

1

-0-

- 0-

4,620

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

4,620

2

-0-

-0-

-0-

-,0-

-0-

-0-

21,65

1

4,000

- 0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

5

12,500

-0-

-0-

-0-

2

-0-

5,000

-0-

-0-

3

-0-

- 05,000

-0-0-

27

99,713

4

-0-

2
77

224,114

16,600

91,470

5,10e

21,650
9,100

50,175

-0-

62,675

-0-

6,321

-0-

11,321

-0-

-0-

:42,500

m,-0

42,500

LO .m.

-0-

-.0-

5,000

161.050

-0-

149,150 98,996

26,750

768,130

(5if

ATTACHMENT B

CITY REHABILITATION ACTIVITY
SEPTEMBER 1, 1980 - JUNE 30, 1981
io. Approved
Cases
48

HOPE

RETRO

CD

LOANS
SNAP SB 966*

Section
312

HOHI
. Title I

15,033

15,033
13,435

22,765

9,330
'
.

10,691

8
4
2,550

3
. 2

3,000

1

1,500

1

1,500

10,691

13,317

13;317

11,118

13,668
11,440.

8,440

1,000

2,500

4,000

2,500

5,000
27,000

1,000

1

28,000

27,000

1
1

15,150

1
1

1,493

1,000

5,000

1

1,500

1,000

1,040

4

6,000

3

4,500

8,000

35,000

15,000

15,000

3,700

18,850

7,493 .
17,500*

21,040

4,000

82,950

92,950

3,000

69,250*

76,750

18,400*

21,900
72,050

1

1,000

5

5,000

67,050

5

5,000

101,650*

1

TOTALS
63,413

63,413

17
-. 10

GRANTS
P & B

2,500

1,500

.

'

31,500

•

25,000

5,000

106,650

31,800*

41,800

3

62,950*

62,950

7

91,950

91,950

10,000

2

1

1,500

. 17,250*

18,750

1

1,100

18,850

19,950

33,850*

35,850

2,000

2
1

5,000

1
1

1,500

1,000

24,850

10,00C

34,850

10,850*

5,752

21,603

19,250 .10,00C

31,750

40
1 9

2,270

2,27C

1
107,941

51,913

18,191

58,915

661,036
730,186

--,

-

697,100 28,023 23QC0

661,036
1,709,269

*Daferred Wan

( 5 5 ).

ATTACHMENT C
CITY REHABILITATION PROGRAMS
ADMINISTRATIVE AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COST
SEPTEMBER 1,
PROGRAM

SEC.312
LOAN

SB 966
•LOAN

HOHI
LOAN

1981
P 6 B
GRANT

CD
GRANT

RETROFIT
GRANT

TOTAL GRANT
PROGRAMS

TOTAL LOAN
PROGRAMS

HOPE
GRANT

8,971

2,614

1,180

977

284

5,054

4,364

4,268

187

97,366

92,720

7,252

11,490

208,829

49,966

28,852

20,811

7,203

106,832

TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE/ 101,730
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
COSTS

96,988

7,439

11,642

217,800

52,579

30,032

21,788

7,487

111,886

NUMBER OF CASES
APPROVED

6 s/f units
34 m/f units
40

4

2

73

65

42

11

6

124

1,860

5,821

2,984

809

715

1,987

1,248

902

ADMINISTRATION

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

.

SNAP
LOAN

1980--APRIL 30,

27

_

ADMINISTRATIVE COST
PER CASE

3,768

2,425

152

