Loan File Review Database

Sampling process.  The sample of third-party loans originated in 51 high-loan-volume communities was drawn from loan rosters maintained by the communities (see “Public-Sector Loans to Private-Sector Businesses: An assessment of HUD-Supported Local Economic Development Lending Activities,” Chapter 1).  Local Community Development Department Administrator’s were asked to provide complete rosters of all loans made for economic development purposes during the study period (1994-1999 for Section 108 and EDI/BEDI, and 1996-1999 for CDBG), including loans made from program income or from pools capitalized with CDBG, EDI/BEDI or Section 108, regardless of the fiscal year of the capitalization.  Loans made under the CDBG ‘float’ provisions were included.  Loans made exclusively for housing or social services were excluded, although mixed-use projects, involving for example both commercial space and housing, were included—with no effort made to split out the costs of the economic development and non-economic development activities.  Because it was thought that a distinction could not be made between forgivable loans and their closely related siblings, recoverable grants, all loans with forgiveness provisions were excluded.  Finally, loans made to capitalize community banks or credit unions were excluded, unless the money was used for direct lending and therefore reported to HUD as a sub-recipient activity.

Some communities, in some projects, mixed CDBG, EDI/BEDI or Section 108 funds with other sources of funds, such as UDAG repayments or local funds.  Where there was only one loan agreement, the loans were sampled based on total loan amount, not the portion that was attributable to the programs of interest.  However, where the community had signed multiple loan agreements in the same financing package, only the CDBG, Section 108, or EDI/BEDI loans were sampled, and data were collected on the others on a “Sources and Uses” form.

Loan rosters that included over 2,253 loans from 51 cities were received.
   It was determined that 205 of these loans were not eligible for the sample (because they were outside the study period, not economic development loans, etc.), leaving 2,048 loans.  About half of these 2,048 loans were sampled from the rosters, and administrative data were obtained for the sample of loans. 

	Samples of Loans for Administrative Data Collection

	

	Loan Source
	Size in Dollars
	Population
	Fraction Sampled
	Fraction Obtained

	CDBG
	1:                  <=60,000
	947
	0.280
	0.275

	
	2: >  60,000-<=100,000
	289
	0.509
	0.509

	
	3: >100,000-<=150,000
	137
	0.693
	0.693

	
	4: >150,000-<=250,000
	104
	0.740
	0.740

	
	5: >250,000
	162
	0.981
	0.981

	
	6: Changers
	38
	0.895
	0.895

	
	7: New Loans
	4
	1.000
	1.000

	Section 108
	1:                 <=195,000
	135
	0.207
	0.207

	
	2:>195,000-<=500,000
	82
	0.341
	0.341

	
	3:>500,000-<=650,000
	12
	0.750
	0.750

	
	4:>650,000-<1,000,000
	14
	1.000
	1.000

	
	5:>=1,000,000
	108
	0.991
	0.991

	
	6:  Changers
	14
	0.857
	0.857

	
	7:  New Loans
	2
	1.000
	1.000

	Total
	
	2048
	0.479
	0.477


In order to over sample particularly large loans and obtain a good distribution of both CDBG and Section 108 loans, the sample was stratified into the following strata: 

· “Category 5” consisted of loan amounts that were over $1 million for Section 108 and over $250,000 for CDBG.  These loans were sampled with certainty.  

· The remaining loans were divided into four groups (“1” though “4”) based on loan amount—going from lowest to highest-value.  It was initially planned to collect data so that they represented quartiles of total loan volume, but because the cutoffs were defined before all loan rosters had been received, the distribution was not perfectly balanced.  They were then randomly ordered within each category, and a sequence number was assigned by taking the first loan in each category, then the second in each category, etc.  Because the categories were designed to have approximately equal total dollar volumes, but rising average loan sizes, taking loans in turn from each category had the desired effect of making the sampling probability increase with the size of the loan.  As the table above shows, the fraction sampled ranged from less than one-quarter of the smallest loans to almost all of the largest ones.  

The samples were random within each community, inasmuch as field team data collectors processed the loans within each quartile in a random order.
  No specific sample size was set in advance, because of an expectation that some communities’ files would require more time than others.  The field teams’ visits were arranged and staffed with a goal of collecting data on all certainty loans and a random sample consisting of at least 50 percent of the remaining dollar volume in each community.

If field teams arrived on site and found additional loans beyond those reported in loan rosters received prior to the visits, before beginning the file review process they followed the sampling procedure described above.  However, several scenarios were envisioned which required procedures for mid-review sample modifications.  

· If new eligible loans were discovered after file reviews had begun, teams were instructed add the loans to the category (“1” through “5”) that they belonged to, based on size and funding source.  Then, they were to determine whether they were likely to have time to review at least the same proportion of new loans as they had of the loans in the same quartile that were known when the sampling sequence was established.  For example, if they had already sampled six out of 10 “old loans” in category “2”, and they were adding five “new loans,” then they would need to decide if they had time to sample at least three of the new loans.

· If sufficient time remained to sample the same proportion of loans, then the teams were instructed to assign a random number to each new loan, insert each loan into its appropriate place within its category based on the assigned random number.  Any loans assigned sampling sequence numbers below the most recently sampled/reviewed file were to be reviewed immediately, and then the modified sequence was to be followed in its new order until time had run out. 

· If sufficient time did not remain to sample the new loans at their original sampling proportion, then the team was instructed to put them in the “new” category (category “7” in the table above) and to review them until time ran out or until they were completed, before returning to the original sampling sequence.  This happened very rarely and, as noted above, all such loans were sampled. 

· If, upon review, loans were found to have an values or funding source that were different than what was listed on the roster when they were sampled, either of which would have effected their probability of being sampled if known, the new information was recorded but they were not re-sampled, and their probabilities of selection remained at the probabilities for the size of loan that they were originally thought to be (i.e. their sampling strata are determined by the original loan information).  These loans are represented in category “6”, above, labeled “Changers.”

· Finally, if a loan was determined to be ineligible for sampling, under the criteria described above, they were removed from the working roster and the sampling number of the purged loan was assigned to the next highest-numbered loan in the category; the number of that loan was assigned to the next-highest number loan, and so on.  This preserved the balance between categories and retained the random order of the sampling sequence within each strata.

Ultimately, 976 loans were sampled from the 51 communities.
Training and data collection.  Loan file reviews were carried out by site teams consisting of researchers from the Urban Institute and two subcontractors, ICF Consulting and KRA Corporation.  Site team leaders were assigned to make arrangements for the visits, supervise on-site work involving administrative data collection, and complete the on-site interviews with Community Development Department directors and third-party loan program managers.  Each team was staffed at a level sufficient to collect data on all loans sampled with certainty and at least 50 percent of the remaining dollar volume of loans.  Staff training was held in December 2001, covering basic understanding of HUD’s CPD programs, familiarization with data collection procedures and instruments, confidentiality and data security procedures, and practice reviews of several redacted files supplied by communities that had been visited during preceding reconnaissance and pre-test efforts.

All site team members were provided with laptop computers preloaded with a Microsoft Access database consisting of data entry forms and underlying tables, in order to reduce transcription errors and costs and to facilitate aggregation of the data when teams returned from the communities.  Information was collected on loan terms, underwriting data (including sources and uses budgets and collateral and underwriting documentation found in the files), national objectives and job creation, business characteristics, and loan performance.  Often, these were in multiple files or grantee databases, but teams were responsible for arranging access to all relevant files either before arriving or once in the field.

Identifying information, such as name of business or borrower, address and phone number, grantee ID, and grantee’s loan number were not recorded in the database but, instead, were recorded separately on paper forms; field staff were instructed to carry this information separately from computer disks containing loan file data to avoid the possibility of inadvertent disclosure while traveling.  If necessary, data and surveys were transmitted only by secure, trackable means (FedEx or courier) in separate packages from forms that contained identifiers.  Tracking numbers created on-site were then used to link the file data to the identifiers solely for the purpose of preparing the sample of businesses receiving loans.  Physical and electronic security was maintained at Urban Institute and subcontractor offices using locked file drawers and secure, password-protected network drives.  

Weighting.  Two types of weights were calculated, one to sum to the total number of loans and another to sum to total dollar value of the loans.  To do this, the population was divided into the appropriate strata, and the number of loans and dollars in the population and the number of loans and dollars sampled in each stratum was calculated.  The weights for the administrative data are the number of loans or dollars in the population divided by the number of loans or dollars successfully sampled.  This incorporates both the probability of being sampled and the “response rate”, or probability of data being successfully collected given that the loan was in our sample.
   The “response rate” for each category was also calculated in order to do analyses to see if loans with lower response rates appeared to differ from those with higher response rates.

The sub-groups are those identified in the table above for each community, with the following exception.  “Changers” were assigned to their original (incorrect) loan amount, since this determined their probability of being sampled.

The table below shows the number of loans sampled and un-sampled, and the sampling percentage, by year of origination.  
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Percentage of Loans Sampled, by Year of Origination

 

Loan Type

 

Year of 

 

Origination

 

# Loans 

 

Sampled

 

# Loans Not 

 

Sampled

 

Tota

l # 

 

Loans

 

Percentage 

 

of Loans 

 

Sampled

 

CDBG/

 

1996

 

206

 

221

 

427

 

48.24

 

CDBG FLOAT

 

1997

 

204

 

206

 

410

 

49.76

 

1998

 

190

 

192

 

382

 

49.74

 

1999

 

156

 

164

 

320

 

48.75

 

subtotals

 

756

 

783

 

1539

 

Section 108

 

1994

 

9

 

5

 

14

 

64.29

 

1995

 

16

 

9

 

25

 

64.00

 

1996

 

34

 

19

 

53

 

64.15

 

1997

 

49

 

50

 

99

 

49.49

 

1998

 

40

 

29

 

69

 

57.97

 

1999

 

53

 

42

 

95

 

55.79

 

subtotals

 

201

 

154

 

355

 

EDI

 

1994

 

0

 

0

 

0

 

0.00

 

1995

 

0

 

0

 

0

 

0.00

 

1996

 

0

 

0

 

0

 

-

 

1997

 

3

 

5

 

8

 

37.50

 

1998

 

7

 

11

 

18

 

38.89

 

1999

 

9

 

14

 

23

 

39.13

 

subtotals

 

19

 

30

 

49

 

Totals:

 

976

 

967

 

1943

 

50.23

 

Note:  There were 105 unsampled loans for which we have no origination date.  Therefore, they 

 

have been excluded from the above calculations.

 


The table below shows the dollar volume of loans sampled and not sampled and the percentage of the total dollar volume of loans in the 51 cities that was sampled.
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Percentage of Dollar Volume Sampled, by Year of Origination

 

Loan Type

 

Year of 

 

Origination

 

Lending 

 

Volume 

 

Sampled

 

Lending

 

 

Volume Not 

 

Sampled

 

Total Lending 

 

Volume 

 

Percentage of 

 

Total Lending 

 

Volume 

 

Sampled

 

CDBG/

 

1996

 

$36,379,704

 

$10,772,026

 

$47,151,730

 

77.15

 

CDBG FLOAT

 

1997

 

30,999,177

 

9,986,869

 

40,986,047

 

75.63

 

1998

 

35,423,725

 

11,775,797

 

47,199,

522

 

75.05

 

1999

 

34,406,455

 

9,851,632

 

44,258,087

 

77.74

 

subtotals

 

137,209,062

 

42,386,324

 

179,595,385

 

76.40

 

Section 108

 

1994

 

$26,505,000

 

$2,325,000

 

$28,830,000

 

91.94

 

1995

 

38,090,000

 

212,320

 

38,302,320

 

99.45

 

1996

 

123,880,670

 

1,811,413

 

125,692,083

 

98.56

 

1997

 

107,775,776

 

9,816,220

 

117,591,996

 

91.65

 

1998

 

111,295,666

 

4,388,683

 

115,684,349

 

96.21

 

1999

 

112,989,356

 

7,010,896

 

120,000,252

 

94.16

 

subtotals

 

520,536,468

 

25,564,532

 

546,101,000

 

95.32

 

EDI

 

1994

 

$0

 

$0

 

$0

 

1995

 

0

 

0

 

0

 

1996

 

0

 

0

 

0

 

1997

 

59,500

 

108,000

 

167,500

 

35.52

 

1998

 

273,800

 

180,900

 

454,700

 

60.22

 

1999

 

761,000

 

241,500

 

1,002,500

 

75.91

 

subtotals

 

1,094,300

 

530,400

 

1,624,700

 

67.35

 

Totals:

 

658,839,830

 

68,481,255

 

727,321,085

 

90.58

 

Note:  Th

ere were 105 unsampled loans for which we have no origination date. Therefore, they have been excluded 

 

from the above calculations.

 


Description of weight variables.  Two types of weights (i.e., to sum to the total number of loans and to the total number of dollars) were created for three different types of analysis used in Chapter 4 of “Public-Sector Loans to Private-Sector Businesses: An Assessment of HUD-Supported Local Economic Development Lending Activities.”  The levels of analysis are: individual loans; the projects these loans support; and the businesses that carry out projects.  There were 976 loans sampled, 930 projects sampled, and 900 businesses sampled. 

Each of these levels of analysis has their own individual weight variables. The following describes those variables found in the Loan File Review Database.

Loan level

· “Wloans1” is used to sum to the total number of loans in the 51 high-loan volume communities.

· "pwdollar" is the fraction used to weight to the total dollars sampled. In other words, it's the weight to use for total dollars sampled at the loan level.


Business level

· “Bus_flag” flags businesses that received multiple loans. Those loans that have a 1 in the field represent one business.  

· “Busweight” is the weighted variable to sum to the total number of businesses in the 51 high-volume communities.


Project level

· “Proj_dumy” flags projects that received multiple loans. Those loans with a 1 in the field represent one project. 

· “ppdollar” is used to sum to total dollar value of the projects in the 51 high-volume communities. 

· “ploans1” is used to sum to the total number of projects in the 51 high-volume communities.

Data Confidentiality.  In order to preserve confidentiality, certain variables were changed or deleted altogether from each of the Third-Party Lending datasets.  For example, the principal amount variable in the loan file review was recoded into a categorical variable ranging from 1 to 26.  The principal amount ranges are noted in the table below.  (NOTE: this variable is labeled “prin_cat” in the loan file review database.)

	Category Designation
	Principal Amount Range

	1
	<$10,000

	2
	$10,000.01-$15,000

	3
	$15,000.01-$20,000

	4
	$20,000.01-$29,000

	5
	$29,000.01-$30,000

	6
	$30,000.01-$40,000

	7
	$40,000.01-$50,000

	8
	$50,000.01-$66,000

	9
	$66,000.01-$75,000

	10
	$75,000.01-$90,000

	11
	$90,000.01-$100,000

	12
	$100,000.01-$125,000

	13
	$125,000.01-$145,000

	14
	$145,000.01-$150,000

	15
	$150,000.01-$190,000

	16
	$190,000.01-$200,000

	17
	$200,000.01-$242,000

	18
	$242,000.01-$270,000

	19
	$270,000.01-$350,000

	20
	$350,000.01-$400,000

	21
	$400,000.01-$500,000

	22
	$500,000.01-$620,000

	23
	$620,000.01-$970,000

	24
	$970,000.01-$1,200,000

	25
	$1,200,000.01-$2,400,000

	26
	>$2,400,000.01


� Attempts were made to obtain administrative loan data from 55 communities but, in four cases, such data were not obtained for reasons indicated in Chapter 1, “Public-Sector Loans to Private-Sector Businesses: An assessment of HUD-Supported Local Economic Development Lending Activities.”  Also, as indicated, data collected in Washington, D.C. are partial because they do not include loans made by one sub-recipient .


�   This process resulted in over-sampling of  loans from communities where loans could be processed relatively quickly.  Weights are used in the analysis to adjust for this variation across cities.


�  The response rate is calculated as the number of loans successfully sampled divided by the total in the sample.


�  It should be noted that loans that were discovered to be in category “5” that were not there originally are put into the category “5” bin and not the changers bin, since they were supposed to be sampled with certainty.
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Percentage of Loans Sampled, by Year of Origination







Loan Type







Year of 







Origination







# Loans 







Sampled







# Loans Not 







Sampled







Total # 







Loans







Percentage 







of Loans 







Sampled







CDBG/







1996







206







221







427







48.24







CDBG FLOAT







1997







204







206







410







49.76







1998







190







192







382







49.74







1999







156







164







320







48.75







subtotals







756







783







1539







Section 108







1994







9







5







14







64.29







1995







16







9







25







64.00







1996







34







19







53







64.15







1997







49







50







99







49.49







1998







40







29







69







57.97







1999







53







42







95







55.79







subtotals







201







154







355







EDI







1994







0







0







0







0.00







1995







0







0







0







0.00







1996







0







0







0







-







1997







3







5







8







37.50







1998







7







11







18







38.89







1999







9







14







23







39.13







subtotals







19







30







49







Totals:







976







967







1943







50.23







Note:  There were 105 unsampled loans for which we have no origination date.  Therefore, they 







have been excluded from the above calculations.
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Percentage of Dollar Volume Sampled, by Year of Origination







Loan Type







Year of 







Origination







Lending 







Volume 







Sampled







Lending 







Volume Not 







Sampled







Total Lending 







Volume 







Percentage of 







Total Lending 







Volume 







Sampled







CDBG/







1996







$36,379,704







$10,772,026







$47,151,730







77.15







CDBG FLOAT







1997







30,999,177







9,986,869







40,986,047







75.63







1998







35,423,725







11,775,797







47,199,522







75.05







1999







34,406,455







9,851,632







44,258,087







77.74







subtotals







137,209,062







42,386,324







179,595,385







76.40







Section 108







1994







$26,505,000







$2,325,000







$28,830,000







91.94







1995







38,090,000







212,320







38,302,320







99.45







1996







123,880,670







1,811,413







125,692,083







98.56







1997







107,775,776







9,816,220







117,591,996







91.65







1998







111,295,666







4,388,683







115,684,349







96.21







1999







112,989,356







7,010,896







120,000,252







94.16







subtotals







520,536,468







25,564,532







546,101,000







95.32







EDI







1994







$0







$0







$0







1995







0







0







0







1996







0







0







0







1997







59,500







108,000







167,500







35.52







1998







273,800







180,900







454,700







60.22







1999







761,000







241,500







1,002,500







75.91







subtotals







1,094,300







530,400







1,624,700







67.35







Totals:







658,839,830







68,481,255







727,321,085







90.58







Note:  There were 105 unsampled loans for which we have no origination date. Therefore, they have been excluded 







from the above calculations.












